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IVI y mother—Mary Hlizabeth Haggerty—smoked her first cigag @it
1936. She was 14. It was a Kool, with a filter tip made of cork.

In more than fity years as a smoker, she never forgot thatretga
The occasion was her first formal dance, on the roof of a hat®&adllas,
Texas, some 400 miles from her home in the small town of Durhs.
remembered the feel and the rustle of the apple-green daffetss she was
wearing, how the city lights looked from the roof of the hotéle promise
of adventure that seemed to hang in the night air.

She had gone to the dance with three friends, one of whom yiited
out, had relieved her parents of a pack of Kools before leghiome. The
friend pulled the cigarettes from her beaded evening bagpasded them
around. A group of young men stood nearby. Striving to appednter-
ested, the girls casually lit up. After a minute or two, onéh# boys made
an observation: “You girls havent been smoking very lorihgve you?”
They assured him they had been smoking quite a while. “Wellj ought
to learn to light the right end,” he suggested. In the dinhtigg on the
roof, all four of the girls had managed to light their corkefils. My mother
did not smoke another cigarette for some time after that.

She became a regular smoker in the early 1940s, a golden ageefor
cigarette, when it seemed as if “everyone” smoked. In fagarettes have
never been a habit of the majority in the United States. Exatha height
of the Cigarette Age, in 1965, only 42 percent of American &dsinoked
them. However, for people like my mother—members of the getien
that came of age during World War ll—cigarettes were embdddehe
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cultural landscape. They were almost everywhere: on lilids, in the
movies, on the radio, in magazines and newspapers and nohelfieroes
of detective novels, in particular, could scarcely movarirone page to
the next without searching for, taking out, lighting, inimal deeply on,
grinding out, or tossing away a cigarette. Even among norksnso ciga-
rettes were accepted as emblems of modernity and sophisticalheir

place in American culture was symbolized by the presidenmtseif, Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt, whose cigarette was as much a part of himisasdnfi-

dent grin?

The world was one big smoking section back then. My motheremm
bered going to dinner parties where each place setting wioldde an
individual ashtray with three cigarettes in it. Guests weog¢ obligated to
smoke them, but no one would dream of objecting to those wHo@#r-
tain conventions limited smoking to a degree: “nice” girdlid not smoke
while walking on the street; a gentleman always lit a ladigacette before
his own; it was bad form to smoke in elevators; smokers alwsorsght
permission (“Mind if | smoke?”) before lighting up. Stjlithere were few
places where smoking was not permitted. College student&eathin class-
rooms; passengers smoked on airplanes (some airlines eogitgd com-
plimentary cigarettes); patients smoked in their hospitals; broadcasters
smoked on television.

By the time my mother was smoking her last cigarettes, shdefore
her death in 1994, she was part of a shrunken and increasirmipled
minority. The number of smokers in the adult population hadpged to
about 25 percent, and nonsmokers were becoming ever moegetigesn
defending their rights to breathe unpolluted air. Therarsee: to be only
two kinds of smokers left: the young and defiant, and the oldi defensive.
They retreated to the back of the plane, to the back staireabffice, to
the back porch at the dinner party—and then found even sontleose
venues closed to them. My mother stopped traveling by a@rafinoking
was banned on domestic fights. When she went to a dinner pifithe
hostess provided any sort of ashtray at all, it was likely ¢éoabtuna can,
outside.

Cigarette smokers encountered just as much hostility auecgnago.
Respectable men smoked pipes or cigars; respectable woith@otdsmoke
at all. The cigarette was new, in a society that had not yetectorvalue
novelty for the sake of novelty; it was associated with imraigts, in a
xenophobic age; it seemed to be habit-forming, at a time ofvijtg con-
cern about addictive drugs; its suffix implied either femity, when
women were not supposed to smoke, or effeminacy, which wers ewrse.
The ethos of middle-class America condemned the sensuadisuspected
the foreign. The cigarette represented both.

Cigarettes were legally restricted as well as sociallyrstgized. Between
1890 and 1930, fiteen states enacted laws to ban their saleyfmetnre,
possession, or use, and no fewer than twenty-two othersstaid terri-
tories considered such legislation. By 1920, minors coudlly buy cig-
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arettes only in Virginia and Rhode Island. Many municipadtimposed
further restrictions, from making it illegal for women to ske in public,
to outlawing smoking in or around school buildings, to bamntcertain
kinds of advertising. Cigarette smokers faced discrimorain the court-
room, in the workplace, and in daily life. In 1904, for exampde New
York judge ordered a woman to jail for thirty days for smokiimgfront of
her children. A few years later, a Seattle woman won a divancethe
grounds that her husband was “a cigarette fiend.” A New Yerégman
took the precaution of requiring her fiancé to sign a preralpigreement
promising never to smoke cigarettes (he also agreed to be tanhis
mother-in-law and to beat the carpets every spring withouingoling)?

Many companies, large and small, refused to hire cigaretteksrs.
Workers who indulged even on their own time could lose thaasj When
a rural Washington school board found out that one of itsheas had
been smoking in the school yard after class, it fired him; #echer sued
for reinstatement but lost. Likewise, a teacher in Secaublesv Jersey,
failed to get her job back after she was fired for cigarettelsnmin 1923,
despite an appeal that reached the state supreme tourt.

Congress rejected several petitions to prohibit cigasetiethe federal
level, but in 1892 the Senate Committee on Epidemic Diseageed that
they were a public health hazard and urged the petitionessek remedies
from the states. Although a number of lower courts held thet-eigarette
laws were unconstitutional, the United States SupremetGdfirmed their
validity in an important decision involving a Tennessedsta at the turn
of the century. Decades before the surgeon general begaatiniglriga-
rettes as hazardous to health, an anti-cigarette actimgigsed that each
package be stamped with the word “poison” in capital lestabove a skull
and crossbones. The Food and Drug Administration was fitdtigreed to
investigate the content of cigarettes in 1912. In the courudlip opinion,
a cigarette suggested either insipidity, insolvency, qordeity. It was at
best “a miserable apology for a manly pleasure.” TNew York World
could offer no greater insult to the young Theodore Roosetredn to
describe his followers as the sort who smoked cigarettetNer form of
tobacco attracted such sanctions, legal or sdcial.

This book tells the story of how America overcame its initiplalms
and embraced the cigarette, despite the determined etéach influ-
ential reformers as Frances Willard, president of the Wos&hristian
Temperance Union; David Starr Jordan, first president ofiféra Univer-
sity; and Harvey W. Wiley, author of the Pure Food and Drugs$ éic
1906. It examines the dimensions and context of the first eigérette
crusade, assesses the degree to which it succeeded, antiigzeeasons
for its eventual failure, and suggests some lessons thalinkig learned
from it. Previous writers, when they have taken any notic¢he$ cam-
paign at all, have generally dismissed it as the work of a feackpots
firing from the lunatic fringe. The legislative record alosleows that it
was far more important politically than has been recognikegromoting
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their cause, the first generation of anti-cigarette crusadeticulated vir-
tually every issue that is still being debated about smokodpy. Theirs
was not a failure of rhetoric or determination, but of timing

The underlying premise of this book is that patterns of taoacse are
influenced less by physiology than by culture. The preseaa @ddictive
psychoactive substance (nicotine) in cigarettes is glepalt of their ap-
peal. It was also an important element in the developmentppbsition
to them. Early reformers described nicotine as both poissremd enslav-
ing. Although they did not understand the precise mechas sinigarette
addiction, they intuitively recognized the effects. Simplbservation sug-
gested that cigarette smokers were more dependent on théit than
were users of other tobacco products. Even so, one of the stdking
things about cigarettes is not that they have addictive @ntigs, but that
social status has always been the single most importantrdetant of
who smokes them and who does not.

Until the era of World War |, cigarette smoking was largelynfined
to the fringes of American society. It was most common amoegent
immigrants, especially those from southern and eastermopgjworking
class, single men; self-assertive youth; women of the demibe; and
members of the avant-garde, of both sexes. The habit spneadhie mid-
dle classes after the war and then, beginning in the mid-1960wly
receded. By the 1990s, for every person in the United Stateswads still
smoking, there was one who had quit; and blue-collar workeétk less
than a high school education were far more likely to smokentballege-
educated professionals. If behavior were governed strizyl physiology,
socioeconomic patterns would not figure so largely in thednysof ciga-
rettes:

War, luck, feminism, and a few notable individuals all playart in
this story. It begins with James B. Duke, founder of the Aro&ni Tobacco
Company. It was Duke who, in 1885, obtained the rights to areige-
making machine and then proved both that the machine wasafbtek
and that people would buy what it produced. As the young itmjuex-
panded, it encountered growing opposition from religiceesders, temper-
ance workers, health reformers, businessmen, educatogengists, club
women, and even a few traditional tobacconists (who resettte com-
petition). Duke himself began to wonder if his fledgling emigse would
be strangled in its infancy.

Anti-cigarette sentiment continued to build during the ghessive Era—
roughly comprising the first two decades of the twentiethtaep—when
the spirit of reform flourished to a degree that would not bechad until
the 1960s and 70s. The industry’s key challenger during thitog was
Lucy Page Gaston, founder of the Anti-Cigarette League ofefioa,
who maintained that cigarette smoking was a dangerous nehit,ha
particularly threatening to the young, likely to lead to thge of alcohol
and narcotics, and thus part of a social miasma that inclugkech-
bling, crime, and prostitution. If this argument seems ente, it should
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be remembered that cigarettes became widely available ahe df ex-
panding awareness ofthe interlocking nature of social lerob. By halting
the advance of what Henry Ford called “the little white stay the re-
formers hoped to promote the health, morality, and proditgtof society
as a whole.

Support for the cause was broad but shallow, and it collapseihg
World War |. The United States entered the war in April 1917 unitthe
banner of moral reform. Its leaders were determined to “m#ke world
safe for democracy” with a “clean” army—meaning one thafs un-
tainted by alcohol or prostitution. Many organizationstthad once been
hostile to cigarettes (including the Young Men’s Christidssociation and
the Salvation Army) reluctantly accepted them as allies hie battle
against greater sins. They actually encouraged soldiessake them, in
the interest of chastity and sobriety. Men who were offetteel ¢comfort of
a cigarette, it was argued, would be less likely to seek maertiul di-
versions. Congress included cigarettes in the ration®dso soldiers over-
seas and it subsidized their sale at post exchange storesraé and
abroad. People from all walks of life contributed to privdsenokes for
soldiers” funds. Those who protested found their patsiotiquestioned.

The amount of tobacco consumed in the form of cigarettes frose
less than 2 percent in 1900 to 40 percent by 1930. Many writex® ha
attributed this growth to the influence of national advéntis Manufac-
turers themselves had faith in advertising, as reflectedhigyincreasing
amount of money they devoted to it. Duke once said that if nfacturers
would simply advertise extensively enough, they could mstk@kers out
of all Americans. Historian Allan M. Brandt has suggestedtthdvertising
helped change the belief system of the American middle class one
that condemned pleasure seeking and self-indulgence tmomleich plea-
sure was sought after (“Indulge yourself with a Lucky”)d@ertising may
have made cigarettes more acceptable simply by making thepeaa to
be more commonplace. A person smoking a cigarette was onasual
enough to excite comment (invariably censorious) even imanrcenters.
By the late 1920s, images of smokers in newspapers and magaaind
on billboards and posters were inescapable, from the sgtatievns to the
biggest cities. Still, these are indirect, secondary inftes; in themselves,
they do not account for the swift advance of the cigaretterafie war.

In fact, the war itself was far more significant than advéntsor any
other factor in promoting cigarettes and undermining thenpaign
against their use. Millions of American soldiers smokedacaftes during
the war, at the behest of their government and fellow ciszélhis alone
helped erode the unsavory images that had limited the aabéipy of
cigarettes in the past. Even nonsmokers began to connect Wit pos-
itive virtues, such as freedom, democracy, and modermnityddition, the
war accelerated certain social changes that favored iseckaigarette
smoking, including urbanization and broader economic opputies, es-
pecially for women.
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Women were the fastest growing segment of the cigarette etafker
the war, and also the focus of a final rally by the demoralized-emoking
forces. Many people who were willing to accept cigarettesswismoked
by men were still deeply offended by the habit in women, evieauigh
tobacco use had not been uncommon among women earlier inigamer
history. Foes of the cigarette regrouped in the early postpeiod in an
effort to save female smokers from themselves. Theirs wasixotic, rear-
guard action that ignored both historical precedent andféhgnism of
the day.

Although many Americans remained ambivalent about cigaseh the
late 1920s, particularly when it came to their use by womegaaized
opposition was clearly on the wane. Yet at the same time, dedswere
being planted for a new, more vigorous, and ultimately madfeceve
campaign. After years of disinterest, medical researcibegan to give
serious attention to the effects of smoking on health. Thveirk attracted
little notice initially, but it led to the eventual revivaf the anti-cigarette
movement.

The early opposition to cigarettes was first spawned and thetdercut
by the reform impulses of the Progressive Era. Cigarettekamgowas a
sensual indulgence that became an addiction, and thusezlasith the
progressives’ admiration for the rational control of mgrghysical appe-
tites. In addition, the first significant groups to smoke miaehmade
cigarettes in the United States were immigrants living itiesi Daring
members of the upper classes smoked expensive hand-robedi. Pro-
gressives tended to view with nearly equal suspicion theitbadf the
foreign-born, the wealthy, and the citified.

However, it is an oversimplification to see the first antiazigtte move-
ment as simply an exercise in social control by people sgetarreturn to
an idealized past. It was, instead, the result of a conttadicmix of re-
ligious fundamentalism, social progressivism, a searchefficiency, and
a conviction that human behavior could be governed by theefaf law
and the weight of public opinion. While it was led by evangeliChristians
and driven by concerns about morality, it was not divorcednfrissues of
health (with the notable exception of lung cancer, which \Veagely un-
known until the early 1920s). Early reformers identified cigjdes as a
cause of virtually every health problem now linked to smakimcluding
heart disease and emphysema.

Likewise, the current campaign against smoking, while msitdy more
concerned with public health than private rectitude, remsantangled in
moralism. Anti-smoking activists today speak of the needvage “war”
against the “merchants of death” who have brought abothte“tobac-
coism holocaust.” They use militaristic terms, pressing‘¥ictory”in the
“battle” against their opponents. This is the classic dgmrage of moral
reforms$

The first generation of cigarette activists differed froneithsuccessors
primarily in the matter of emphasis. They gave more attentio state
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legislation than to federal regulation; they concentradedaving individ-
ual smokers rather than protecting the rights of nonsmolkans their
rhetoric was focused on morality more than health. Like tbherent re-
formers, they attempted to use the power of government titui®nalize
their objections to cigarettes; to a limited degree, theyceeded. However,
in advancing their case, they made claims they could not @uppuch
as this one from a 1913 tract published in Virginia: “Babiesvhéeen
killed by inhaling the nicotine expelled from the cigarett from the
lungs of a cigarette smoking father; and many infants noualty killed
have been seriously injured for life—and often their mothleecome sickly
from inhaling cigarette fumes.” In this and many other istes, they
anticipated arguments that would be made later. But thekesfrom a
platform braced more by speculation than by science, in ddabrat in-
creasingly put its faith in science.

Today, the pursuit of health has become something of a nakioh-
session, and physicians and scientists carry the kind diaity once
reserved for religious leaders. Few weeks go by without yetther report
on the hazards of cigarettes or yet another restriction @ir téale, ad-
vertising, or use. Courts have denied custody of childrepaoents who
smoke; in some companies, workers who smoke, on or off therjsh
being fired. Less concrete but perhaps more telling is thebgjism at-
tached to the cigarette. For much of middle-class Americaas become
a social liability. As the humorist Garrison Keillor put iwhen a man
lights up a cigarette in America these days, people look at bs if he
had spit on the floor, or stuck a pin in his cheek, or pulled odlead rat
and started chewing on it. They back off and look away and toy to
stare at the long black tail hanging from his mouth.”

Middle-class America took up cigarettes around the time ofM/War
I and then, after the Vietham War, began to put them down adaian
more remarkably, the nonsmoking majority began to withditswonsent
to smoking. In the late nineteenth century, people who ditl srooke
cigarettes regarded those who did as weak, addicted degserater,
even nonsmokers associated cigarettes with glamour antistmaction.
Now cigarettes have been restigmatized; once again, theyidentified
with weakness and addiction. The answer to the questionndVif |
smoke?” is likely to be “Yes.”

My mother groused about the degree to which her smoking hadgema
her an outcast late in her life, but she appreciated the ir&hg remem-
bered that her father (a pipe smoker) had expressed doubtd &be mas-
culinity of any man and the virtue of any woman who smoked i&gjas.
He told her that “coffin nails” were bad for her health; thdtey would
“hook” her; and that lots of people would not hire her if semoked them.
“So it's not as if we haven't heard all this before,” she dai

Hostility to cigarettes has been strongest during periddsconomic
uncertainty. A century ago, the upheaval came from a masgsiex of
immigrants and a shift from agriculture to industry as theibaf the
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economy. Today, the shift is from industry to informationdaservice; it
is accompanied by another wave of immigration. Cigarettay satch the
eye of the reform-minded in part because they appear to be rmman-
ageable than other problems. As one commentator pointed faw years
ago, “The mannerly middle class may not be able to outlavaaksveap-
ons or rap music or violent movies, but it can shove smokesadlly the
working class, the minorities and the young) into the paritdss, right
next to the serial killers.” A cigarette is more than just make: it is an
important symbol, deeply entwined in much larger socialéss That was
as true during the first anti-cigarette campaign as it is yoda



Birth
of the
Coffin N ail

With new devices for dissipation,
new means are required for reform.
Nelson Sizer (1883)"

J ames Buchanan “Buck” Duke, father of the modern cigarétigus-
try, detested cigarettes himself. He never smoked them hanrefused
to permit any women in his family to smoke them. As a young miaa,
preferred chewing tobacco. Later in life, in concession i® position as
one of the richest men in America, he took up cigars. The latigan-life
bronze statue that honors his memory at Duke University srhiloimetown
of Durham, North Carolina, depicts him with a cigar in his ldamot a
cigarette?

Nevertheless, in 1881, Duke bet his future on the cigarett@wdy)
disreputable product few of his contemporaries would haxgeeted to
become either socially acceptable or commercially su@ckessmericans
chewed far more tobacco than they smoked, and the amounttheked
in the form of cigarettes was negligible. Even snuft—nevesrenthan a
minor part of the tobacco industry in the United States—wasepopular
with Americans than cigarettes. Chewing tobacco accouforedbout 58
percent of the total quantity of tobacco consumed in the éshBtates in
1880; pipes and cigars, about 19 percent each; snuff, less3hmemcent;
and cigarettes, barely 1 percent. Cigarettes were odditesly seen out-
side a few eastern cities, smoked by people who were coresideorally

11
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suspect for one reason or another. Thev York Times summed up the
prevailing attitudes when it warned, in 1884, that ‘[tihecdeence of
Spain began when the Spaniards adopted cigarettes, and ffemicious
practice obtains among adult Americans the ruin of the Répigclose
at hand.»

As Duke remembered it later, a key factor in his decision wdsilla
pending in Congress to reduce the federal cigarette tax dn75 per
thousand to 50 cents. The bill was introduced as a measurettohe
revenue surplus then bedeviling the government. Duke reized that its
passage would greatly reduce the cost of manufacturingeites, making
such a venture more profitable. As a further incentive, th&eDiamily’s
pipe tobacco business was making few inroads against itpettors. The
market leader was W. T. Blackwell and Company, also basediirh&m,
manufacturers of the famed “Bull Durham” tobacco. The Bskseemed
doomed to sit in the shadow of the Durham Bull, symbol of thepeting
brand. “My company is up against a stone wall,” Duke repally said.
“Something has to be done and quick. As for me, | am going itite
cigarette businesst”

Cigarettes of sorts date back to the Aztecs and the Mayas,swtoked
tobacco in hollow reeds, corn husks, leaves, or, less conyn@aper.
Members of a Spanish expedition to Mexico in 1518 reporteddeifered
“a small cane lit at one end, which are so made that after g#reykindled,
they are consumed gradually without giving out a flame.” &venteenth-
century Spain, poor people smoked crude cigarettes madedigar butts
and scrap tobacco. These “beggar’s smokes” eventualigagpto Portugal,
Italy, and southern Russia. Later, paper cigarettes madband from
choice tobaccos gained favor among the upper classes imeoutand
eastern Europe. The Crimean War (1853-56) introduced th alssafiBrit-
ish soldiers to the cigarettes smoked by their Russian essearid Turkish
allies. Britain’s Prince of Wales (later King Edward VIl)dk up the habit
in the 1880s, giving it an aura of glamour in England.

In the United States, however, cigarettes were relativaelgnown, and
what notice they did attract was largely negative. One ofifsepublished
references came in an anti-tobacco tract written in 1854 byRDissell T.
Trall, a noted temperance and health reformer, who repawithd disgu st
that a few “ladies” in New York City were “aping the silly ways of some
pseudo-accomplished foreigners, in smoking Tobacco thmoa weaker
and morefeminine article which has been most delicately denominated
cigarette.” Shortly after the Civil War, in the first recorded menti@mf a
cigarette in the tobacco-growing regions of the South, amnent Virgi-
nian named Samuel Schooler reported that he had seen “Gapt—d.
Knew he did not belong about here—he was smoking a cigareiteisv
unheard of in these parts—..”

The earliest American-made cigarettes were produced bydHana
predominantly immigrant labor force working in rudimengdactories in
New York City. They were common enough by 1864 that the fedgoat
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ernment began to tax them. Still, tax records show that felvan halfa
billion were manufactured in 1880. An inventory from a geriestare in
Dayton, in the eastern part of the Washington Territory, destrates the
relative position of cigarettes compared to other tobaacmapcts around
the time that Duke entered the business. The store’s stadiuded 179
boxes of cigars; 188 boxes of pipe tobacco; so much plug (owiig
tobacco that the enumerator did not bother to count it; ang &m boxes
of cigarettes.

Given their relatively insignificant share of the Americaob&cco mar-
ket, cigarettes attracted a surprising degree of antagonlis 1892, the
Woman'’s Christian Temperance Union (WCTU) organized thst fif sev-
eral nationwide petition drives to convince Congress tdawttheir sale,
manufacture, and importation. The Senate Committee oneBpid Dis-
eases responded sympathetically, saying it was “satiffiadl the cigarette
is an evil,” but concluding that Congress had no constdnél power to
intervene within the borders ofindividual states. Howevighe petitioners
could convince enough state legislatures to ban cigaréttesscommittee
ventures to express the opinion and the hope” that Congresdd pro-
hibit all imports, along with manufacturing and sale in thestBet of
Columbia and in the territories. By 1900, four states (Wagton, North
Dakota, lowa, and Tennessee) had passed such laws, andsatvedve
others had considered doing %o.

The legislative activity suggests that public attitudesevhardening,
as does the proliferation of denigrating slang for ciga®ttcoffin nails,
dope sticks, devil's toothpicks, Satan sticks, coffin pjtsy pills, little white
devils, and so forth—epithets associated with either deathmmorality.
No other form of tobacco encountered such hostility. Thesoeas for this
are deeply rooted in the social, political, and economicrents of the
Gilded Age. Duke was searching for a simple business oppdtubut
what he found was a focal point for concerns about health atitgr and
the very shape of American society.

In 1881, when Duke started making cigarettes, he was tweniy-fo
years old; tall and ruddy, and innocent of higher educatircept for a
six-month term at a business college in Poughkeepsie, Nak. Yte was
known as someone who worked hard but was not averse to egjbyin-
self, particularly when it came to women. According to oneh@ps apoc-
ryphal story, a family member once took him aside and scoldedabout
an alleged liaison with a particularly notorious paramasaying, “That
woman has slept with every man in Durham.” Duke reportedigught
for a moment and then replied, “Well, Durham’s not such a twgn.”

Duke began working in the family tobacco manufacturing hess (es-
tablished by his father, Washington Duke, after the Civil)Vahen he
was, in his father’s words, “a little bit of a fellow, just @pienough to put
a bridle on a horse.” He was put in charge of production whenwas
only fourteen. A studio photograph from this period presehim as a
serious-looking young man, gazing into the distance, a ictvelt the back
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of his head defying the obviously firm hand that had slicked/ddhe rest
of his hair. By 1878, when the business was incorporated as WeD
Sons, and Company, he was supervising both production aesl. #&hen
his father retired in 1880, Duke became president of the campia part-
nership with his two older brothers and two outside busimess!©

Duke did not leave much of a paper trail. As a businessman,dteah
penchant for secrecy, often communicating in code. He mayeHhzeen
self-conscious about his rudimentary writing skills (attgh he was far
from being the illiterate boob depicted in a posthumous ferofi H. L.
Mencken’sAmerican Mercury). Very few of his personal letters are known
to survive. But one of them, written to his brother, BenjanNn Duke,
during an extended trip to Tennessee to “drum up the traugit after
he took over the family business, offers revealing glimpsdie man who
would soon come to dominate the cigarette industry. It shbims to be
diligent and shrewd in business matters, and a bit of a rakesipersonal
life. 11

Duke reported that he was “very much discouraged” by thsutes of
the trip to date, and he vowed to “put in some very hard wodkrfrnow
until | reach home.” He had “studdied up” a new way to prgsdobacco,
by drying it thoroughly and then dipping the leaves in rum,ighhhe
hoped would “make it smoke sweet and uniform.” He told hiether that
the tobacco “must be doctored in some way” to make it selrencapidly.

Duke was not solely occupied with business during this thipout half
of the long letter is given over to the hijinks he enjoyed dgria three-
day visit at the home of his uncle in Milan, Tennessee. Thehgdng
included several young female cousins and their friendgragrthem ‘the
liveliest girl I think God ever put breath in.” There was ply of wine,
which “kept the crowd jolly all the time” (and would have sthayed his
teetotaling, Methodist father had he known about it). As ik lane day,
Duke passed out “Ciggarretts” to everyone, commentirlig,was a big
sight to behold.” It is clear from the context that Duke reded cigarettes
as something of a joke in 1880—good for a laugh, but not muchertror

His attitude began to change the next year, when Congresmbee-
bate on the bill to cut the cigarette tax. Expecting the hillpass and
thereby reduce the cost of doing business, Duke hired 10edkigarette-
rollers from New York City (most of them recent Jewish imnagts from
eastern Europe) and set them to work in a factory in DurhantalTaro-
duction for that first year was under one million cigarettésen so, Duke
had some trouble selling them. As he recalled later, “ouaris were not
in public favor.” The company accumulated such a backlogm$old cig-
arettes that it temporarily closed the factory. Prospemb&dd grim until
March 1883, when Congress approved the long-debated taxctiedu
Duke immediately cut the price of his cigarettes in halfifiréen cents to
five for a package of ten). This “gave us an immediate big neaflar the
goods.” He sold them at a loss for several months, but herseca foot-
hold in the market:
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Duke’s cigarettes were not only cheaper than competing dsathey
were easier to smoke. When he entered the business, it wais ated by
brands made with strong Turkish tobaccos. Duke used theemiittbacco
grown in North Carolina and Virginia. A new method of curiniget do-
mestic leaf, developed as early as 1810 but not widely usedithetl870s,
enhanced its inherent mildness. The process involved drifie tobacco
with indirect heat from flues run through storage barns. Rueing
changed the biochemistry of the leaf, making its smoke Hlghcidic and
therefore easier to inhale than the alkaline smoke produwesgh older
methods*

Duke further revolutionized the industry by mechanizingAtthough
several cigarette-making machines had been developeciedhy 1880s,
major manufacturers had shown little interest in them. Qoners had
firmly rejected machine-made cigars, and the conventionadlom held
that they would also reject machine-made cigarettes. Intiaddthe early
machines were troublesome: they jammed frequently andymedi ciga-
rettes of uneven quality even when they were working moress prop-
erly. As Duke put it, other manufacturers “could not makeh go and
they were also afraid ttta . . thepublic would be prejudiced against cig-
arettes made on the machines.”

The Promethean spark that gave life to the modern cigarettestry
was a machine invented by a Virginian named James A. Bonsadke
spring of 1884, Duke installed one of Bonsack’s creationsiafdctory in
Durham. Theoretically, the machine was capable of prodweis many
cigarettes in one day as forty-eight skilled hand-rolldrs.practice, its
performance was sporadic and imperfect. Correspondenteeba W.
Duke, Sons, and Company and the Bonsack Machine Compangairedi
that the problems persisted for several years. Nonethalkess885 Duke
demonstrated his faith in the machines by negotiating aremthat gave
him almost exclusive use of this new technology during acalitperiod:®

Mechanization remained a gamble, however, and he and his ¢ar
hedged their bets by expanding their labor force. By 1885, Wkd) Sons,
and Company employed about 500 hand-rollers at its factorpurham
and another 200 to 300 at a recently opened factory in New Y&k
The next year, the company advertised in Durham for “[fllvendred
white boys and girls, from 14 to 21 years of age to learn cigaretaking.
The work is light and very profitable to those who are willing apply
themselves diligently.” In the race-conscious South, anmfacturer al-
ready concerned about the image of his product would not hsked
further censure by producing it with a racially mixed laborde!”

As the mechanical problems were resolved, the major vemdtioDuke
and his partners was Bonsack’s failure to supply as many inashas
they wanted. “Our trade is suffering on account of our iri@pito turn
out goods fast enough to meet the increased demand for oarettgs,”
Duke’s brother Benjamin, vice president of the company, plaimed in
1886. Duke added new brands to his lineup (most notably Ca@mess
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Cut, and Duke’s Best) and hired an aggressive sales forceddl@ them
all over the country. Duke himself promoted his goods to grsband re-
tailers in the New York market. By the summer of 1886, D. B. 88®,
president of the Bonsack company, was crowing, “Your hohas a suc-
cess without a parallel in this country, and all due to the ofseur ma-
chines!s

Duke’s nearly exclusive rights to a workable cigarette-ingkmachine
gave him the leverage to dominate the industry. Later, whilsuccess-
fully defending himself against charges of violating theeBhan Anti-Trust
Act, he blandly denied that he had attempted to limit disttibn of the
machine. However, his surviving correspondence with thesaek com-
pany proves otherwise. In 1885, the company agreed not tce Hagy
additional machines with any other manufacturer and to naremy ex-
isting machines as soon as possible. Duke worked assidpowsk the
years to hold Bonsack to these terms. He not only insisted ttin@ com-
pany not provide any of its machines to any of his competitarshe
United States, he also objected to Bonsack’s efforts to dsinmss with
overseas manufacturers. Meanwhile, he steadily added naehimes, ex-
ponentially increasing productioti.

Without mechanization, the cigarette could never have lmere than
an inconsequential part of the tobacco business. The mashéduced the
costs of production, keeping prices low. They also madessitde to supply
a mass market. Access to this market was aided by the thicgematwork
of railroad lines linking Durham to the rest of the countrjheTnumber
of major lines serving Durham quadrupled between 1885 and ;1898
in no small part to lobbying and financial support from the BskThis
allowed the company to open more channels of distributiesyuang that
potential consumers could see Duke cigarettes in retaletaiall over the
countryz°

By 1889, W. Duke, Sons, and Company was the largest cigareite m
ufacturer in the United States, producing nearly as muchllatssacom-
petitors combined. The next year, Duke convinced his foujomiavals to
join him in organizing the American Tobacco Company, witimkelf as
president. The move gave him control of more than 90 percénhe
industry. Duke had envisioned “a concentration of the bess” as early
as 1885; evidently, it had taken more time and effort than hgaily
expected. Asked about his motives in organizing what qyididcame
known as the Tobacco Trust, he said, simply, “l thought waldanake
more money and handle the business to better advantagediylisising
a larger concern!

For a young industry, producing an inexpensive product veitslim
margin of profit, the trust offered considerable advantagi#® Andrew
Carnegie, whom he greatly admired, Duke attempted to irtteghis mo-
nopoly vertically; that is, to control the sources of es&maw materials,
from tobacco to paper to pasteboard. Agents for the trusgboleaf to-
bacco directly from the farmers at auction (“Sold Ameri¢dnbypassing
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the leafdealers. This created some enemies but kept priees.dMonopoly
control also put an end to the ruinous price wars that hadrded erofits
for both manufacturers and retailers in the mid-1880s.

By 1890, the cigarette industry was poised for tremendousvtro
Mechanization had brought nearly unlimited capacity foodarction. The
trust had “rationalized” the industry (as the economigtd it), improving
efficiency. The continuing flood of immigration, much of ibfn countries
where cigarettes were already popular (such as ltaly, S@aid Russia),
helped enlarge the potential market. The expansion ofaads in the
South made it possible for Duke to supply that market.

Additionally, the rapid urbanization ofthe late ninetelerentury gave
cigarettes advantages over other forms of tobacco, pdatiguchewing
tobacco. Once so ubiquitous that European visitors sugdekte spittoon
replace the eagle as the national emblem, chewing tobaatdehefriends
in urban areas. It was a relic of the time when an Americarutdstand
in his doorway, bite his morning ‘chaw’ and spit eighteent fegthout
trespassing on his neighbor.” Frances M. Trollope, thel&hgravel writer
(and mother of novelist Anthony Trollope), was appalled g tincessant,
remorseless spitting” she observed during an extenddtteishe United
States in the 1820s. “The air of heaven is not in more genesalamong
the men of America than chewing tobacco,” she wrote. Crabiekens
left lowa in the 1840s convinced that frontiersmen were soicéed to
chewing tobacco that “they expectorate in dreams.” By 18B0wever,
more than a third of the American population was living iniest Urban
standards of hygiene and decorum discouraged spitting,cassary ad-
junct to tobacco chewing. The market for “chaw” began telitee, leaving
an opening for something ne.

The perfection ofinexpensive, safe, reliable matcheslad¢dped promote
cigarettes. Early matches, made by dipping a thin piece ofdwoeto melted
sulfur, could only be lighted by sparks created by strikinfljret against a
piece of steel. Friction matches (“Lucifers”), inventéd England in 1827,
were somewhat easier to light, but they were coated withopass white
phosphorous, creating problems both for the workers ira@dhn their
manufacture and for any consumers who inhaled their resigese smok-
ers used them to light tobacco. Nonpoisonous “safety medthvere de-
veloped in the late 1860s, but they were unstable—sometim@sding
with a shower of sparks, endangering clothing and any otlenrfiable
material within reach. Cardboard matches, tucked into bpagder match-
books (similar to those in use today) were invented in 1892yThllowed
smokers to light up easily and safely, anytime, anyplacés flped trans-
form the act of smoking from deliberate action to almost umsmous
habit2*

For Duke, all that was lacking was widespread public acaegteof his
product, and that proved harder to secure than he may hawectdp
Although cigarette production doubled between 1880 and 18&®n(
about 500 million to 1 billion a year), and then doubled aghyn1890,
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Americans still overwhelmingly preferred other forms obéxco. Further-
more, the industry’s very success in increasing produchioought it to
the attention of reformers. The American Tobacco Companyg @wano-
nopoly, operating at a time of growing concern about monieppman-
ufacturing a morally suspect product, in an era of moralinede. This
was the stage for a cultural conflict whose outcome would iierimadou bt
for nearly thirty years.

The cigarette was a tempting target in part because it wastode
American market and thus less entrenched than other tobarochucts.
Indeed, some of the most vigorous opponents of cigarettes themselves
users of tobacco in other forms. For example, Thomas A. Bdiseho
believed cigarettes were poisonous and refused to hireraeayudn 0 smoked
them—smoked ten to twenty cigars a day. The author of a 1903abil
ban the sale of cigarettes in Washington State was an incessgar
smoker who once started a fire in a hotel room by gesturing teelyf
with a match. The organizer of an anti-cigarette group in Néwk City
was a dedicated pipe smokéer.

In addition to being new, the cigarette suffered from itsoag&sions.
The first significant consumers of machine-made cigarettase United
States were immigrants from southern and eastern Europerardigarette
smoking was already common. Cigarettes were popular witth Smmi-
grants because they were both familiar and cheap. In the 1&90&kel
could buy a box of ten cigarettes: the price of one cigar. NewkYCity
alone—with its large foreign-born population—accounted 25 percent
of the cigarettes sold in 1895. To middle-class Americansmogla-Saxon
heritage, cigarette smoking was just one more discomfitiafithof the
newcomers who began crowding into the nation’s cities in l&te nine-
teenth century. One reformer described it as “an infecti@m inferior
breeds of people.” John L. Sullivan, Boston-born prizefgghand occasional
social commentator, once observed, “It's the Dutchmealjdhs, Russians,
Turks and Egyptians who smoke cigarettes and theyre no guoog
how."2¢

The cigarette market in the 1890s was divided into two tiersthe
bottom were the cheap machine-made brands, manufactutbdlames-
tic tobacco and sold mostly to the working classes. Impqrhexhd-rolled
brands and those made with a high percentage of Turkish tobaere
more expensive; they appealed to adventurous members of whitger
Stephen Crane called “the kid-gloved” set. For some of tleh, the ciga-
rette was an expression of distance from middle-class ritgr&t Crane’s
novel Maggie: A Girl of the Streets, published in 1893, the only cigarette-
smoking character is a wealthy young man “with a sublime.ai and a
look of ennui,” who ventures into the Bowery in hopes of nmiegta
woman of indifferent virtue. The hosts of one fashionabletpan New
York City in the 1890s offered their guests cigarettes wrappehundred-
dollar bills. Middle-class Americans in the xenophobic tefand found
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the habits of the wealthy nearly as disturbing as those offtineign-
born. “The doings of the rich and fashionable should not Ipeditoo
closely,” warned Edward Hyatt, superintendent of publistruction in
California in the early 1900s. “When all is said, they do na& a class
represent the best of American manhood and womanhood, antéking
up of one of their bad habits will not raise poor people to theaterial
station in life.””

The case against cigarettes included the charge that they we-
healthy, even fatal. Newspapers published stories withdlireas such as
“CIGARETTES KILLED HIM” and “CIGARETTE FIEND DIES” Both lay-
people and physicians understood that tobacco smoke econtdcotine,
an alkaloid first isolated in 1828. Although they did not sfieally rec-
ognize its addictive properties, they regarded nicotinbighly poisonous.
As early as 1879, th&ew York Times reported that science had proven
“the disastrous effects of nicotine upon the human systé&wen defenders
of tobacco believed nicotine could be dangerous. The audhone hand-
book for smokers, while mocking the reformers’ penchantduosly tales
about nicotine-induced deaths, also recommended a dgtaitgme to re-
duce exposure to the substance. Many commentators spedulst cig-
arette smokers absorbed more nicotine than users of othrasfof tobacco
because they were more likely to inhale. “The ‘accomplgh&garette
smoker,” one writer explained, “draws the smoke into thepths of his
lungs, holds it there a moment, and then expels it though listmand
nose. The poison is thus allowed to penetrate to every podfdahe lung
cavity, and, by absorption, is taken into the blood.” Acdiorg to another
school of thought, the paper used in making cigarettes prtexkthe evap-
oration of nicotine, leaving the “poison” to flow into thereoker’s body
instead of burning off harmlessty.

Concerns about nicotine led to the marketing of severatéileigarette
brands in the 1880s and 1890s. Among the more unusual were @t’sSc
Electric Cigarettes, which were advertised as being botle aad self
lighting (“NO MATCHES REQUIRED; THEY LIGHT ON THE BOX). The
manufacturer promised that “{nJo Nicotine can be takenoitlie system
while smoking these Cigarettes, as in the mouth-piece df éaplaced a
small wad of absorbent cotton, which strains and elimin#tesinjurious
qualities rom the smoke.” Later, various scientists amdrepreneurs tried
to develop nicotine-free tobacco. Notwithstanding thelatscientific ev-
idence, there was a sense of popular wisdom that cigare&es mot con-
ducive to health, as indicated by the fact that they were comignknown
as “coffin nails.™®

However, the people who waged war against cigarette smakingn-
tury ago were not primarily concerned with its effects on lbieaAfter all,
relatively few people smoked cigarettes, and those who elidiéd to be
on the social borderlines. The critics were far more conedrabout issues
involving morality. Thus, a New Jersey doctor, in a lettetthe New York
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Times, could report in all earnestness that cigarette smokimgréases
sexual propensities and leads to secret practices” (rmegamiasturbation),
an effect he clearly thought was more serious than its teogém cause
“disorders of the heart®

Anti-cigarette sentiment was fed, instead, by broaderadaaid political
forces. The depressions of the 1870s and 1890s; the violertocdations
between labor and management; the enormous increase ingiatioin
from non-Protestant, non-English-speaking regions ofwoeld; the shift
of political and cultural power from the countryside to thieycthe in-
creasing gap between the wealthy and the poor: all theserfaptoduced
an undercurrent of uneasiness that reverberated througtheuGilded
Age and into the Progressive Era. Most middle-class Amescaere aware
that the world was changing. The cigarette provided a coievenfocus
for anxiety about those changes.

Part of the framework for the opposition to cigarettes wasvigled by
the tenets of Social Darwinism, which were deeply implaniteaniddle-
class culture by the late nineteenth century. As interprbtewriters such
as Josiah Strong, a Congregationalist minister and autfigdhe best-
selling Our Country (1885), Charles Darwin’s theory about the “survival of
the fittest” proved that Americans of white, Anglo-Saxompfestant her-
itage were destined to rule the world. Strong claimed thaglésSaxons
had been “divinely commissioned” to prevail over otherces. Since the
United States had been settled by the most vigorous and E&pébhe
Anglo-Saxons, it would surely become the center of AnglaeBapower.
Despite these inherent advantages, America faced a nunilperits, in-
cluding the possibility that it could be “devitalized bychol and to-
bacco.™!

Although Strong later lent his name to the Anti-Cigarettadgee, he
did not initially single out cigarettes as being more “dalizing” than
other forms of tobacco. However, many other writers did. Aslence,
they pointed to the sorry state of Spain, which had embradagarettes
earlier and with more enthusiasm than any other country.nreea of
rapid industrial growth and imperial expansion, Spain wamg eclipsed
by nations in which custom favored the pipe or cigar.

The outcome of the Spanish-American War seemed to offethé&rrt
proof of the debilitating effects of cigarette smoking. Arican news serv-
ices quoted a member of the British Parliament as sayindy,fldtat Spain
had lost the war because of its national appetite for cigasetn publish-
ing this story, the editor of th€hicago Daily News hastened to add, “The
argument is, of course, directed against cigarettes, nainaf smoking
generally.” Willam Randolph Hearst reprinted the Britiseport, along
with the Chicago editor’s comments, in an anti-cigaretictrthat con-
cluded Spain “might not have reached its present state tefd@ation” if
it had prohibited cigarette manufacturing “before it bewa a national
occupation and misfortune.” The tract was written by Mighd A. Logan,
widow of a prominent lllinois politician (and Civil War hejpshe called
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for anti-cigarette legislation to protect the United Stafem “the inevi-
table decadence” of “this monstrous vice:”

Middle-class attitudes toward cigarettes were also infaeeinby eugen-
ics, an offshoot of Social Darwinism. The 1880 census had shitvat the
birthrate among Americans of Anglo-Saxon ancestry in théddhStates
was declining. Meanwhile, nearly a million immigrants weaeriving
every year, most from the supposedly inferior racial stamfisouthern and
eastern Europe. To many opinion-shapers—educators, taigjsphysi-
cians, and others with access to communications media, fbeodore
Roosevelt to Henry Ford—this population shift suggesteat thmericans
of Anglo-Saxon heritage were on the verge of “race suicide,use the
terminology of the day+*

These concerns helped focus attention on the reproduckeadtth of
both men and women, but particularly on women, as the beafersil-
dren. If Anglo-Saxons were to achieve their proper destihgy must have
larger and healthier families. Many eugenicists categadritobacco as a
“race poison,” one that was especially harmful to womerhether they
used it themselves or were merely exposed to the exhalatibothers.
This was in keeping with the Victorian assumption that thedée con-
stitution was inherently weak and thus more vulnerable tmage than
the male. Anticipating arguments that would be advanced bgioal sci-
ence in the late twentieth century, eugenicists attackbddoo as a cause
of infertility in adults and of infirmity in any children whoosnehow man-
aged to be born to tobacco-using parefits.

If tobacco was bad, cigarettes were worse. Dr. John Harvdgdte—a
prominent health reformer, best remembered now for havstgldished
a breakfast-cereal dynasty—was among those who were coedithat
cigarettes were eugenically disastrous. He believed thesewnore haz-
ardous than other kinds of tobacco because their smoke was likely
to be inhaled and thus could cause greater damage to intergahs,
including those involved in reproduction. Although Kelipthought smok-
ing was harmful for both sexes, he said that women had cehtialongical
shortcomings that put them at greater risk than men. Cigasghoking
would “unsex” women by producing “premature degeneuoatiof the sex
glands.” As evidence, he pointed to France, where the fféme mus-
tache” was “becoming noticeably more frequent” becaudehe preva-
lence of cigarette smoking among French women.

Kellogg was a tireless advocate of what he called “bioldging.” In
addition to eugenics, its principles included temperan@getarianism,
frequent bathing, Fletcherizing (the art of masticaticamd diligent mon-
itoring of the bowels. His base was a sanitarium founded atl@&reek,
Michigan, by Ellen White, so-called “prophetess of hedltfithe Seventh-
Day Adventist Church. Although he held a degree from one efbetter
medical schools in New York, Kellogg had embraced a varidtyrocon-
ventional therapies by the time he became medical diredttreosanitar-
ium in 1876. A charter member of the Race Betterment Foundatie
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was one of the first to label tobacco a “race poison.” He sefd to allow
its use in any form at the sanitarium. White herself preadhed tobacco
was even more sinister than alcohiol.

Not all of those who accepted the principles of eugenicsehel that
tobacco in general was harmful. For example, in his phenathepopular
novel Looking Backward (1888), Edward Bellamy envisioned a utopian
world that had preserved “the better types of the race” had not ban-
ished tobacco. Significantly, however, it was only the merowmoked in
Bellamy’s utopia, and they smoked only cigars. In the lateetéenth cen-
tury, few voices were raised in defense of cigarettes, and&lly none in
defense of smoking by wometi.

Although American women did not begin to smoke cigarettestit-
stantial numbers until after World War |, reports about tee fvho did
received wide circulation in the popular press. This putylieed to the
perception that women were being enticed by a degenerati Atthe
very time when they should be protecting the “vital forcef'the Anglo-
Saxon race.

Ironically, tobacco use had not been uncommon among womdierea
in American history. One colonial writer reported that wam'smoke in
Bed, Smoke as they knead their Bread, Smoke whilst they'aking.”
While that account was surely tinged with poetic licenseords of co-
lonial court proceedings in New England include numerousued refer-
ences to women smoking, with no indication that the praaties out of
the ordinary. Testimony in several rape cases indicated ith&as ac-
ceptable for women to smoke at their own hearths or doorsiepsiot in
taverns, particularly in the company of strangers. In ranaas, midwives
often prescribed an analgesic pipe for women in childbiftie pious Mary
Rowlandson, wife of a Puritan minister, came to regret hadfoess for
tobacco and gave it up after being captured by Indians in Masssetts
in 1676. In her earlier life, “when | had taken two or three gdp | was
presently ready for another.” Benjamin Ferris, a Quakewaling in west-
ern New York 150 years later, was dismayed to find women sotiedely
the “tobacco plague” that “they sit smoking their pipeg the half dozen
without the least attempt to conceal it, or the least appasense of its
indelicacy.™®

Smoking by women may have been even more common in the South.
Archaeologists have found tobacco pipes specifically desigfor women
at Martin’s Hundred, a settlement on the James River nealiawisburg,
Virginia, that was founded in 1619. Durand de Dauphine, a HneHa-
guenot traveling in Virginia and Maryland in 1686, noticedm@n smok-
ing everywhere, even in church. Anecdotal evidence suggésit south-
ern women held on to their pipes long after their northernesssgave
them up. Tobacco was found at all levels of female societyhia antebel-
lum South, from the backwoods to the White House. The wiveBrefi-
dents Andrew Jackson and Zachary Taylor were both ardeetgpikers.
Dolley Madison also enjoyed an occasional pipe, althougé pteferred
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snuff and often used it publicly during her tenure as FirsfyLarhe diary
of Gertrude Clanton Thomas, born into the planter class iar@a and a
charter member of the WCTU in Augusta, suggests she was axoed
to smoking a cigar after dinner. W. S. Kimball, a Wyoming péen, vividly
recalled “many good women” who smoked corncob or clay gipe his
native Kentucky during the Civil War er4.

In Victorian America, however, respectable women did nobkey and
respectable men did not smoke in their presence. The spbecapied by
men and women had diverged, at least among the middle and claze
ses. With the advance of industrialization, the center ofiprction shifted
from the family to the factory. Women acquired new sociaéspreplacing
older economic functions. The “canon of domesticity” meadhem the
guardians of public and private morality and the inculcatof values in
the young. It would not do to have the fingers on the hand theked
the cradle be yellowed with tar and nicotite.

Tobacco was one of the markers that separated the morallgrisup
world of women from the earthy world of men. In her 1889 autgbaphy,
Frances Willard—the guiding force behind the WCTU—callethacco a
“fleshly indulgence” that lured men away from the elevagisociety of
women. “Drink and tobacco are today the great separatigtsvéen
women and men,” she wrote. “Once they used these thingsttogr, but
woman'’s evolution has carried her beyond them; man will blito the
same level some day, but meanwhile he thinks he must haverimsibs
from which woman is excluded and his club-house with whodglles
she intermeddleth not.” Women could indulge themselvely doy sacri-
ficing their moral superiority: “[NJo man would ever be seemith a
woman who had the faintest taint or tinge of tobacco about heit isn't
thinkable.” Willard’s mother, incidentally, had used sht?

The cigarette represented a threat to these new standamdaslpre-
sumed to be more tempting to women than other forms of tobbecause
it was “weaker and more feminine.” In fact, most of the cigétes that
were available in the late nineteenth century offered atersible chal-
lenges to delicacy: they were loosely packed, fell apartlgasnd tended
to shed part of their contents onto the lips or into the motftine smoker.
While developments in the cultivation and processing odo@jte tobacco
had made it milder and easier to smoke, women had proven tieass
perfectly capable of smoking, snuffing, and chewing all kirad tobacco.
Still, the perception remained that the “finer sensitakti that had led
women to eschew tobacco in general were not sufficient toegtdhem
from the allure of cigarettes.

These attitudes suggest something of the Victorians’ deebivzalence
about the nature of women. Women were innately virtuous agtegsily
led astray. They were not only more vulnerable to the harrafigcts of
cigarettes on health, but more likely to take them up in thst filace.

Almost as soon as cigarettes began to be noticed at all in thied)
States, they were linked to women and wickedness. The awtfeor 1877
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anti-tobacco tract reported that he had personally seemga@irls smok-
ing in “dancing saloons,” in a “striking exhibition of deravity.” While it
was occasionally whispered that a proper lady here or thaceventured
upon a cigarette, for the most part the habit was considdregtovince
of chorus girls, actresses, prostitutes, and other wometowbtful repu-
tation. As the New York Times observed in 1879, “[T]he practice of
cigarette-smoking among ladies seems to be generally dedaas the
usual accompaniment of, or prelude to, immorality.” In cofehe earliest
extant photographs of anyone with a cigarette, taken ardl8fd, Lola
Montez—the Irish dancer and self-styled adventuress—aws holding
one between languid fingers as she cast a seductive look eveshloulder.
Lillie Langtry, the Victorian actress (and mistress of Biit's future King
Edward VII), scandalized respectable society by posindnwaitcigarette in
her mouth. As seen in these and other examples, cigarettkisgrwas
at least a token of, if not a direct conduit to, the demimotide.

Georges Bizet's oper@armen (first produced in New York in 1878 and
very popular with American audiences in the 1880s and 1890lpete
reinforce the connections between women, cigarettes, endiget’s her-
oine, who worked in a cigarette factory in Spain and freelytpak of the
fruits of her labors, was both sensual and vulgar—qualitieg were iden-
tified with female smokers for decades. The association veée enough
that in a production ofarmen on the Chautauqua circuit in Kansas in
1914, the heroine worked in a dairy instead of a cigarette fgctand
made her entrance carrying a milk pail instead of a sntoke.

Even in the heart of cigarette country, respectable womemasled any
link to cigarettes. In 1899, the American Tobacco Compangreif a do-
nation of 3,000 cigarettes to a women'’s group that was ojagia ba-
zaar in Raleigh, North Carolina. The women refused to acteptgif,
saying they could not countenance the sale or use of cigerétt any
way. According to Josephus Daniels, then editor of Ruérigh News and
Observer, later a member of Woodrow Wilson'’s cabinet—who recounted
this incident in his autobiography—*If anyone had indiedtin that year,
that any North Carolina lady would ever smoke what [were]ydaply
called ‘coffin nails,” it would have been regarded as slanaethe good
women of the State®®

Particularly when smoked by women, cigarettes seemed teashl a
disquieting sexuality. Although there is an element of selusness in the
use of any kind oftobacco (the mouth and hands being intimateolved
whether it is chewed, snuffed, or smoked in pipes, cigars;igarettes),
the effect seems more pronounced with cigarettes. Perthapbas some-
thing to do with the frequency with which cigarettes are lgbtito the
mouth, with the smoke being deeply inhaled, suggestingliatihg degree
of intimacy. Leaders of the WCTU were greatly alarmed by thespect of
“young ladies with cigarettes between the lips, inhalifgetsmoke.” To
devotees, the distinctive physicality of cigarettes effefa swift sensuous
pleasure that neither pipe nor cigar can supply.” A thinye-line tribute



Birth o the Cdfin Nail 25

to “My Cigarette” by the poet Charles F. Lummis lingered ds potential
as an aid to seduction. The cigar was reflective; the pipetetoplative;
the cigarette, sybaritit.

The association between cigarettes and sex may have beamneead
by the use of women’s pictures on cards inserted as stifemecigarette
packages in the 1880s and 1890s. The cards usually includgtbgiaph
on one side and explanatory text on the other. Each was partnafm-
bered series, aimed at motivating consumers to collecth@ldards in a
series. The subjects ranged from “Great Americans” teeffous Occu-
pations,” but the perennial favorites were “Actressesid “Beauties.” One
of the most popular series was Duke’s “250 of the Most Befaltiadies
in the World,” distributed in Cross Cut cigarettes. Althglu the models
were modestly dressed by today’s standards, they showed skim than
was customary at the time. To Daniels, who thought cigasdtieeatened
the sanctity of the home, these were “pictures of naked woshgure and
simple#s

Among those who objected to the inclusion of what he calledcivi-
ous photographs” in cigarette packages was WashingtoneDAkdeeply
religious Methodist (a faith that had traditionally condeed tobacco as
being as deadly as alcohol and dancing), Duke asked his sisdontinue
“this mode of advertising” after receiving a letter of gest from a minister.
The elder Duke said such advertising had “pernicious &ffegpon young
men and women, and, furthermore, would be used to strengthemr-
guments against cigarettes “in the legislative halls & #hates.” James B.
Duke’s response, if any, to his father is not known, but theyres of
curvaceous coquettes remained in cigarettes packagedlmypmipanies?

Aside from the advertising, there was something about tigareite
itself that suggested licentiousness. Observers noteddimakers seemed
unduly preoccupied with their habit, lighting up far moreeof than pipe
or cigar smokers. “The typical cigarette smoker wants tookenall the
time,” one writer commented in a letter to théew York Times, voicing
an oft-heard complaint. In an age that valued self-restr&zigarettes rep-
resented unbridled physical appetites.

Oscar Wilde portrayed this quality in his 1891 nov@&he Picture of
Dorian Gray. Wilde himself was a dedicated smoker whose cigarette was
as much a part of his equipage as his fresh-cut flower. Onesofibvel’s
central characters is the dissolute Lord Henry Wooton, wheslby the
philosophy that “tlhe only way to get rid of a temptation tis yield to
it.” Wooton is rarely without a cigarette. He describes & dhe perfect
type of a perfect pleasure. It is exquisite, and it leaves onsatisfied.”
The thin blue wreaths of smoke that curl rom Wooton'’s cigtea®e sym-
bolize release: the smoker has cut himself free from corigeat ties in
order to pursue pleasure and dissipation.

For the reform-minded, this was a dangerous freedom. Onéemvri
warned darkly that cigarette smoking, especially by wonveould lead to
“degredation [sic] altogether beyond what comes of beinglaave to the
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vile weed.” A somewhat less circumspect writer claimed ttle@yarettes
were “an ally to the white slave traffic” because they coldd easily
drugged and thus employed in the ruination of young girlscgkding to
another, “The boy who smokes at seven, will drink whiskeyfatrteen,
take to morphine at 20 or 25, and wind up with cocaine and tise ot
the narcotics, at 30 and later on.” Like today’s anti-smkiactivists—
who depict the cigarette as a “gateway” drug, leading toodlol, mari-
juana, and harder drugs—earlier reformers saw connechetvgeen cig-
arettes and other social probleris.

In the 1890s, cigarettes were often called “dope sticks™maper pills”
(pill was a common term for opium after it was prepared for kng);
people who smoked them were “cigarette fiends”; people whanufac-
tured and sold them were engaged in “the cigarette trdflib.ése pejor-
atives implied that cigarettes were part of a mélange of,vincluding
prostitution, crime, and drug abuse. The “cigarette tc&ffias part of a
cloth that included the “‘white slave traffic” and other uawory enter-
prises; “cigarette fiends” were on the same ladder to gedias “dope
fiends.”

The increasing availability of cigarettes coincided wittowing public
awareness of the problems created by opium and coca anddamia-
tives, heroin, morphine, and cocaine. Until the passageefiarrison Act
in 1914, narcotics were essentially unrestricted in the Wh@&tes. They
were widely used in proprietary (“patent”) medicinescinding those in-
tended to soothe fretful children or ease the monthly fdiss” of delicate
women. They were freely dispensed by prescription and ewdued to
some soft drinks. Although such practices received reddfilittle attention
from newspapers (perhaps reflecting the high profile of pateedicines
in newspaper advertising columns), popular magazines ssotollier's
and Ladies Home Journal pointed out the dangers of addiction and deplored
the pervasiveness ofthe drugs. Medical journals carripdnts about over-
doses, violence, and collapsed careers stemming from dsagTheUnion
Signal (weekly newspaper of the WCTWurvey (published by the Charity
Organization Society of New York), the Bostdndependent, and Century
Magazine were among the many reform publications that reported on the
problems and demanded legislative remedies. Fiction v&;it®o, contrib-
uted to the impression that “dope fiends” were underminthg fabric of
American life. In Upton Sinclair'dhe Jungle, for example, the hero’s cousin
Marija was lost to a brothel through drug addiction.

Because cigarettes became more available to American coersuat a
time of heightened concern about drugs, they came underciusmas
agents of drug use, either directly or indirectly. In 1887e tkiew York
Times took it as a matter of common knowledge that “[tlhe wrappefs
some Turkish cigarettes are impregnated with opium.” Tlegtryear, the
Chicago Tribune reported that tests conducted by a local chemist on eleven
brands of cigarettes showed that two—OId Judge and Sweebr@hp
contained opium. (The chemist reportedly also found “aisging grub”
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in a package of Lone Jack cigarettes.) Theurday Review described cig-
arette smokers as “poor creatures” whose tastes had béé@ted by
“‘hemped” or “opiated” tobacco (meaning tobacco that dvdoeen laced
with marijuana or opium). A public health official in Indianeecalling his
childhood in the 1890s, remembered his father pointing outgarette
smoker at a baseball game, in a tone of voice that implied the mas
holding a hypodermic of morphine instead of a cylinder ofdoto. “l was
utterly horrified and felt that | had seen the very dregs of’dire said.
His father, he added, was probably smoking a pipe at the time.

Cigarettes were grouped with narcotics partly because Heeyned to
have the same addicting qualities. Although little sciBmgvidence was
available, simple observation suggested that cigaretiakens were more
dependent on their habit than other tobacco users. Modéen s attrib-
utes this to nicotine, a psychoactive substance that stiteslbrain cells
and triggers the release ofendorphins, the brain’s natyates. Cigarette
smokers typically absorb more nicotine than users of otbem$ of to-
bacco and hence become more habituated to it. Contempsraoigced
only that cigarettes seemed to produce a suspicious cantaritfollowed
by agitation—the same qualities produced by drugs fresbtpgnized as
addicting. Many people assumed that cigarettes had thagsepies be-
cause they contained opium, cocaine, or some other nartotibe words
of one writer, “The main reason why the cigarette obtainfasal a power
over young men is because of the opium inst.”

This notion persisted until well into the twentieth centudgspite fre-
guent scientific reports to the contrary. In 1892, for examplervey W.
Wiley—then chief chemist for the Department of Agricultuaed later the
first director of the Food and Drug Administration—directadseries of
studies by prominent chemists who tested cigarettes pwethfilom retail
outlets around the country. None found any evidence of naxoOne
scientist pointed out that it made little sense on the faci tf add ex-
pensive opium to cigarettes, which sold for about half a caxh. Wiley
reported that he himself had tested the thirteen most poguiands of
cigarettes and found no trace of opium or its derivativesriy af them3:®

Nonetheless, between 1889 and 1907, four states took the suseer
riously enough to prohibit the sale of cigarettes that wé&dulterated”
with drugs, and two others passed laws that defined cigarat@arcotics.
A United States Supreme Court justice, in a 1900 decision udiig an
anti-cigarette law in Tennessee, commented that “theeermany (ciga-
rettes) whose tobacco has been mixed with opium or some athag.”
The WCTU, which had created a Department for the Overthrowhef
Tobacco Habit in 1883, replaced it with a Department of Naicsdh 1885.
The department’s priorities are reflected in the 1887 annapbnt of its
Kentucky division, which distributed 9,000 pieces of laéure on ciga-
rettes and tobacco and only 100 on opi&m.

Even those who supposed that cigarettes themselves wereffdgugs
associated them with drug use. No less an authority thanyWeleimed
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that people who smoked cigarettes would “more readily beewictims of
alcohol, cocain[e], opium, and other narcotic drugs.” Heaulated that
cigarettes somehow blunted the nervous system and thergbyfered
with moral restraints. Charles B. Towns, a prominent amtiedcrusader,
believed ‘[t]he relation of tobacco, especially in theromof cigarettes, and
alcohol and opium is a very close ane . Cigarettes, drink, opium, is the
logical and regular series.” Dr. Winfield S. Hall, professof physiology
at Northwestern University Medical School in Chicago, eegsed similar
sentiments. Hall smoked for years before deciding that he fwaming
a “drug” habit and quit. The practice, he said, “paves ttvay to other
dissipation.™s

The allegations about cigarettes and drugs were repeatefiesoand
in so many venues that they acquired the aura of the seleavidrhey
helped to place cigarettes in what historian John C. Burniha® called
“the constellation of bad habits.” To Willard, presidemf the national
WCTU, “the fuming cigarette” belonged in a symbolic grawéth ‘the bar
room, the decanter, the pack of cards, the pool room, the hefimfamy.”
Even people with little interest in reform suspected thgbacette smokers
were more likely to use drugs, drink to excess, and othermisbehave.
Cigarettes came to be defined as part of an interlocking wabittcluded
not only drugs but alcohol, prostitution, crime, abuse ofivem and chil-
dren, and other social problems—even insa#ity.

Ultimately, this connection proved to be a mixed blessingtfe anti-
cigarette movement. On the one hand, it attracted powelifiekaon the
other, it meant that their agendas were crowded. Cigareige never
more than a secondary issue for most of those who supporedam-
paign against them. As time went on, their objectives nagw\irhis pat-
tern was typified by David Starr Jordan, Stanford Universifiyst presi-
dent, an ardent reformer whose interests included prabibittugenics,
female suffrage, world peace, education, conservationwhe a founder
of the Sierra Club), and, to a lesser degree, cigarettesr Aftorld War |,
he greatly reduced the scope of his activities in order toceatrate on
the issue of peace. Responding to yet another plea for moneydn anti-
cigarette group in 1927, he protested, “l have long since edm the
bottom of what | can afford to spend each year for various gnoghoses.”
He sent a small check anyway, but provided nothing furthesrahats

The primary concern for most of those who joined the earlytlbat
against cigarettes was alcohol. They acted out of the ctiomicthat
“[sjmoking leads to drinking and drinking leads to the dg\as the WCTU
put it in 1885. This was a refinement of an argument developedipa
century earlier by Benjamin Rush, surgeon general of the #cae Con-
tinental Army, the most eminent physician of his day, and anlyead-
vocate of temperance. In two essays published in the 1790sh Ran-
tended that tobacco dried out the mouth, producing an umaathirst
that could be satisfied only by alcohol. His ideas influendeed tiebate
about tobacco for generations. For example, William A. Alqoousin of
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Bronson Alcott, a famous Transcendentalist, who was, imtdather of
the still more famous author Louisa May Alcott) cited Rushanguing
that tobacco was “among the larger, more efficient tribigsito the ocean
of Intemperance.” Alcott’s anti-tobacco treatise, firatlpished in 1847,
was reissued in 1883, with an introduction by Nelson Sizeeragerance
worker and health reformer. Sizer pointed out that a new,emwadly
form of tobacco had appeared since Alcott’s day: the cigaréiith new
devices for dissipation,” he added, “new means are regghior reform.®!

The opening wedge in the organized campaign against cigsretas
the charge that they corrupted the young. Many people whemed
other forms of tobacco disapproved of cigarettes simplyabse they
seemed so easy to acquire and so seductive to the young.Wwaga fac-
tor in this availability: cigarettes were often sold indivially, two for a
penny, putting them within the financial reach of youngsteith just a
little pocket money (perhaps earned selling newspapeisjrghshoes, or
working in the factories of industrializing America). Mafagturers earned
enmity by distributing free samples to young people. Scakparents
objected when a California company sent gift packages toydveusehold
in Sacramento, since some of the packages were opened, amrdnlents
presumably tried, by children. (On the other hand, in 1891ciaff at the
Bingham School, a military prep school in North Carolinapesssed
thanks for a donation of American Tobacco Company cigasettghich
were greatly enjoyed by the cadets.”) The sight of “[elnh boys and
school boys smok[ing] on the street with an abandon beloggintheir
elders” shocked even a gnarly Seattle editor. “Their digdrbodies and
yellow, inebriated faces tell a story which ought to make gagser-by
feel his duty toward the race,” he wrote.

Adults seldom approved of tobacco use by children—as TomyBaw
could attest—but their disapprobation of cigarettes verge times, on
hysteria. Even theNew York Times was given to hyperbole on the topic.
Cigarettes, according to one early editorial, were “[dglimore to demor-
alize and vitiate youth than all the dram-shops of the ldrgy.’1905,
according to another editorial, the cigarette had “an dlppa hold on
American youth beyond anything which the public at large Heeamed
of.” To illustrate a 1909 article on the anti-cigarette mavent, theTimes
published two photographs of indolent, smirking boys witlyacettes.
Meanwhile, its news columns were peppered with shockingesgabout
children smoking at very young ages. An eleven-year-old bay been
“KILLED BY CIGARETTE SMOKING”"; an eight-year-old who had died “in
frightful convulsions” had smoked cigarettes since age;fian eighteen-
year-old had been reduced to imbecility by his “insatiatadste” for ciga-
rettes, acquired at age fourteen.

These stories, whatever their relationship to the factssaksomething
about contemporary notions regarding both the potencygafreittes and
the nature of childhood. As a result of decreases in the tAtéhand other
changes in middle-class family life, “childhood” was logj extended well
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into the teens; for middle-class parents, cigarettes maae lb@en discom-
fiting badges of premature adulthood. A cigarette danglingfthe lips of
a young boy—or, worse, a girl—was an affront to romantic ires@f

children as innocent and dependent. It also representeglliogb In his

autobiography, Lincoln Steffens remembered seeing gradipsys sitting

hatless in front of synagogues in New York in the 1890s, busitoking

cigarettes, while their orthodox fathers attended sesvinside. The cig-
arettes served as a visual declaration of independence garantal val-
uest

By 1890, no fewer than twenty-one states and territories hathoed
the sale of cigarettes to minors, defined for the most parteasoms under
age sixteen. Penalties for violating the laws varied wigeiyh the average
being a fine of $20 to $25. South Carolina provided that haffihe ($25
to $100) be paid to ‘the informer of the offense.” The lawt@a imitated
by several other states) was written in such a way that a jieseould
buy a package of cigarettes and then collect a reward forimgrim the
seller. Some states ordered youthful smokers to revealdhece of their
cigarettes on pain of a fine or jail term. Whether bracketeih wribes or
threats, the laws did not eliminate the problem, at leastnagated by
the speed with which reformers moved to prohibit the sale sxashufac-
ture of cigarettes entirely.

The first calls for cigarette prohibition came from the WCW/illard,
who had become national president of the organization in 188d,long
abhorred tobacco in general. Her older brother Oliver srdpkbke appar-
ently felt this had contributed to his death in 1878 at ageyfdhtree. She
had a close relationship with John Harvey Kellogg and higwHla, and
with others in the health reform movement, most of whom adved
abstinence from tobacco. She frequently complained, injtnemals and
other writings, about the offensive effluvia of smokers. Egample, com-
menting on her meetings with the resolutions committeerdythe Re-
publican National Convention in 1884, she wrote, “l do nointh that
any member smoked in our presence, but the room was thorpudigl
tasteful, almost sickening to us, by reason of the sight eftany much-
used spittoons and the sight and smell of the blue cloud oksmi©

However much she disliked tobacco, Willard seemed to reizegthe
futility of attempting to dislodge the “accursed weed'tagether. Speaking
to the National Convention of the WCTU in 1891, she merely samdight
be feasible “some day.” In a note written on the flyleaf offto®py of Walt
Whitman’s Leaves of Grass, she conceded that the idea of a world free of
meat-eaters, drinkers, and smokers was “utterly crazytfier 19th cen-
tury.” A world free of cigarettes seemed more attainablace so many
people already detested them.

At Willard’s behest, the WCTU began to campaign for the phitian
of cigarette manufacturing, sales, and imports. In herdastual address
to the WCTU, a few months before her death in February 1898bsbaed-
ened the attack and urged the abolition of the entire tobaahostry. For
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the most part, however, the WCTU merely expressed disajpprafother
forms of tobacco. Its legislative efforts were confined adtnexclusively to
cigarettes. Hiza B. Ingalls, longtime superintendenthof WCTU's Anti-
Narcotics Department, explained in her annual report for 019Bat
“[w]ork against other narcotics has gone steadily on, blg figarette
habit is of such great importance that other things seemrtk aimost
into insignificance.?s

This dedication may have been fortified by the appearanceafess.
Reports from the Bureau of Internal Revenue showed thatreigasales,
as measured by collections of federal excise taxes, droppadst by half
in five years, from 4.2 billion in 1896 to less than 2.3 billian 1901. The
decline is even more dramatic when measured against theé papulation
growth of that period. While cigarette sales fell by near®y frercent, the
population increased by about 10 percent, primarily becadigamigra-
tion. “Everything points to the death of the little coffin ih&Ingalls re-
ported. “The sentiment against this habit is at a fever heatw is the
time to strike.” She was confident that “[a] few more yeaifsaative, ear-
nest work and this evil will be outlawed?”

The reasons for the five-year depression in the cigaretténbss are
not clear, although Ingalls and her fellow “agitatorsb(tise the contem-
porary term) did not hesitate to claim the credit for themeasl Writers
for journals as disparate as tierum and theU.S. Tobacco Journal thought
the decline had less to do with reformers than with the insiregpopu-
larity of the bicycle; people were said to be so busy ridingeyt had little
time to smoke. Certainly, members of the WCTU were busy anlil ave
ganized in attacking cigarettes: they generated a pragggiguantity of
literature; distributed it through schools, churches, atiter venues; en-
couraged businessmen not to hire cigarette smokers; abiétbongress
and the states for anti-cigarette legislation. They stgmdalic demonstra-
tions, often involving school children who were invited to things such
as jump up and down on piles of cigarette butts. They pushredeftric-
tions on smoking in public and on the use of cigarettes by ipudshploy-
ees, including teachers and policemen. And they vehemenattested the
use of “obscene pictures” in cigarette boxes and adviergiseven sending
delegations to plead their case directly to prominent maotwufrers. These
and other activities were extensively, and often sympathby, reported
in the mainstream press. Still, the dimensions of the eanli-eigarette
campaign are easier to measure than its effécts.

Organized opposition was just one of the influences on ciyasales
in the 1890s. Another factor to consider is the economy. Dutime de-
pression that began in 1893, Americans bought fewer cigatsraare
cigarettes: per capita consumption of cigars slid by 25 gretcwhile that
of cigarettes increased by 35 percent. The hard times mag Gasouraged
some pipe and cigar smokers to switch to cigarettes. If theeyequp the
cheaper smokes when the economy revived in 1897, their beheeuld
explain the subsequent drop in cigarette sales.
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The decline also coincides with increases in the federalsext@ax on
cigarettes, from 50 cents per thousand in 1896 to $1 in 1897 dn®sD$
in 1898. Manufacturers responded by raising prices. Thiseiase elimi-
nated the cheapest brands, which had shown the greatesttgioearlier
years. Cigarette sales began to recover in 1902, when taxesnaduced
to 54 cents per thousand. By and large, however, retail pritd not
return to their previous level after the tax decrease. Threetation be-
tween price and consumption is thus not as tidy as it coult be.

The laws themselves probably had minimal effect, sincereigas were
not particularly popular in the states that banned thenthfemmore, en-
forcement tended to be haphazard. However, the legisldta the inci-
dental effect of convincing Duke that “the paper cigare#tas going to be
knocked out.” As a result, his American Tobacco Companyasxed into
other tobacco products and reduced its advertising and @tiom of cig-
arettes. Testifying during the 1908 anti-trust suit thatrauelly resulted
in the breakup of the company, Duke attributed the five-ydide g0 a
shift in sales tactics. People bought fewer cigarettes bbsedwe sort of
let up on our activity to push the cigarette business and edshher lines
of tobacco.” It should be noted that Duke’s testimony wad given en-
tirely in the interest of unvarnished truth; he was attemgtio defend his
company’s methods and justify its domination of nearly gvaspect of
the tobacco trade.

More significant, and less amorphous, than the causes ofébease
are its effects. For one thing, it energized the “agitatbgving them what
they took to be proof of their effectiveness. At the annuaktirg of the
WCTU in 1900, delegates were cheered not only by the salesefighut
by reports that the National Weather Bureau and the Chidagdington,
and Quincy Railroad had prohibited the use of cigarettes ropleyees
while on duty. The Weather Bureau, additionally, warnedt ttraployees
who smoked cigarettes at all, even on their own time, wouldrben-
tioned” in confidential memoranda to department headsedsies also
applauded the news that the United States Supreme Court plaeldithe
constitutionality of a law banning the sale of cigarettesdaigarette pa-
pers) in Tennessee. They vowed to seek similar legislatioallithe states,
demonstrating faith both in their own power and in the powdawas to
regulate behaviof

James B. Duke responded to these developments with a cotidyinat
aggression and retreat. His surviving correspondencecates that he
closely monitored the progress of restrictive legislat®and directed the
efforts to defeat it, using methods that were not always inithe bounds
of legality. It is possible, although not provable, that soaf his legendary
philanthropy was intended to deflect criticism of his busmeMeanwhile,
he busily invested in nontobacco endeavors.

In fending off legislative attacks, Duke preferred usingigsaries not
directly connected to the American Tobacco Company. Hededin local
businessmen to defeat ordinances that would have imposstibitive
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license fees on cigarette retailers in Marion, Indiana, &pdndgfield, Illi-
nois, in 1896 and 1899, respectively. When the Springfield Cityncil
considered a proposal to ban cigarette sales altogetherO4,uke com-
missioned the same agent he had used earlier, telling h@h¢durse, we
should dislike to have such an ordinance passed, and | ageurthat we
will appreciate your efforts to defeat it

Duke also kept his corporate legal staff busy. WilliamsonRtler, the
company’s chief counsel from its organization in 1890 untsl court-
ordered breakup in 1911, filed dozens of lawsuits challengingtvame of
his friends recalled as “a temporary but widespread andeweént objec-
tion to the consumption of cigarettes, which found expa@ssh statutes
... toprohibit their sale.” These cases took Fuller into coutiBes around
the country®

In court, the company rarely addressed the merits—or laekeabi—
of cigarettes themselves. The defense rested instead omathrew issue of
state police power, arguing that only the federal governimead the
power to regulate interstate commerce. This was a safeigosgince the
federal government had shown no inclination to restrictébmmerce in
cigarettes.

Elsewhere, however, Duke sought to defend cigarettes onoader
basis. In an uncharacteristically long letter to W. C. Pyrpesident of
the Chicago, Rock Island, and Pacific Railway, he insistex thigarette
smoking is no more injurious than smoking in any other formurdy
had announced that any employees who smoked cigarettes,affdaty,
would be fired; he apparently believed that such people wapreductive
and inattentive. Duke grumbled that the policy was “enyinenjust,” lik-
ening it to forbidding the use of coffee while permitting tea outlawing
baking powder made with cream of tartar while accepting thatle with
alum. He insisted that any discrimination against ciga®tas at odds
with American notions about fair play and tolerance.

Duke was obviously concerned that anti-cigarette polieidspted by
large employers could undermine his business. He couladdist; at least
publicly, attacks made by what he called “irresponsibléatgrs, or pro-
fessional so-called reformers.” Those that came fromroaitl presidents
and other prominent businessmen were harder to ignore. reFerdy
a copy ofThe Truth About Cigarettes, a 48-page booklet absolving cigarettes
of any ill effects; asked him to read it; and offered to arrarmgmeeting in
the hope of “a modification of the order which you have madda.case
Purdy needed additional persuasion, Duke also pointed lvat some of
the same people who had invested in the Chicago, Rock IskmdiPacific
Railway had also invested in American Tobacco, and ‘[t &s/estments
would be made less profitable, and less secure, with the ditin of the
cigarette business.” Duke thus deftly combined an appeaddémocratic
principles with a veiled threat of economic retaliatitn.

In legislative halls, Duke’s representatives sometimdstboed the clar-
ity of their arguments with the weight of the company’s lasge As an
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anonymous executive recalled later, “A bill would be indrcced to a leg-
islature to prohibit the manufacture or sale of cigaretiesjould be re-
ferred to a committee, and our people would have to get busy Eay
somebody to see that it died.” According to a report in ¥ York Times,

the company dispatched a lobbyist armed with $20,000 “tmpass the
defeat” of a bill to ban cigarette sales in Washington Stmtel893. He
arrived too late, and the bill became law. However, the lavs wepealed
at the next session of the legislature, two years later.

On another occasion, Duke sent a functionary named GeorgeiYder
to Chicago to defeat a proposed anti-cigarette ordinanegortedly by
offering $25,000 to a city alderman. Turner was the editahefNew York
City Recorder, a short-lived newspaper in which Duke had invested heavily
According to the testimony of the seemingly offended aldenmTurner
had come to see him in Chicago; claimed to have “the Mayor avodt of
the aldermen in his pocketbook”, and suggested the alderoomtact Neil
McCoull, the resident manager of the American Tobacco Compé he
wanted to get his share. Duke later admitted that Turner h@tego
Chicago at his request, but insisted, “Mr. Turner went tddalgo simply
as my friend to tell the newspapers of the injustice of theppsed ordi-
nance.” The credibility of this statement is weakened by essage Duke
sent to Turner at a Chicago hotel, shortly before the alderst@onor was
challenged: “Omitted to answer your question regardingChlell. He is
entitled to all confidence.” Clearly, Turner’s mission imlved more than
mere appeals to Chicago newspaperrfen.

Eventually, the alderman and the company’s agents eachsaddhe
other of attempted bribery. A grand jury investigated butiraed no in-
dictments, finding hints of culpability on both sides. Theil testimony,
however, put the company “in a very unpleasant light,” aating to the
New York World. The proposed ordinance, meanwhile, was tabled, al-
though a similar measure was adopted two years later; it bdiime sale
of cigarettes containing “opium, morphine, jimpson [sicded, belladonna,
glycerine or sugar” (the latter two ingredients were widaked as flavor-
ing agents); imposed a $100 annual license fee on cigardtders; and
outlawed cigarette sales within 200 feet of any school.

Stung by the critical reports in New York newspapers (and nobd
concerned about their effect on the financial community)kéenlisted
the help of Levi P. Morton, Republican governor-elect of Néark (and a
former vice president of the United States). TReorder had supported
Morton’s campaign for governor as a ‘reform” candidate;turn, Morton
had announced plans to appoint its editor, Turner, to hi§ staaddition
to backing Morton indirectly through the newspaper, it kely that Duke
also contributed directly to his campaign, given his camesis support of
other Republican candidates. At any rate, he asked Mortoissioe a
statement—as a supposedly disinterested public officialreiterate that
“le]very report of attempted bribery by Mr. Turner or any®nepresenting
the Company of which | am President, is absolutely untrtie.”
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Notwithstanding the stout denials, the rumors about Dugeischant
for bribery continued to circulate. In 1898, a publicly oudeal lawmaker
in Tennessee contended that the company had tried to bnibedivork
for the repeal of anti-cigarette legislation that he hadngmoed the pre-
vious year. Representative Jesse Lafayette Rogers, a Regutsaid Fuller
had promised to pay him $500 if he would introduce a repealsuea
that the lawyer had drafted. Rogers also said that a Remurbldational
Committeeman had pressured him to support the repeal bec¢aessom-
pany was among the largest contributors to the Republicanpeagn
fund. Both Fuller and the committeeman scoffed at the charfjeknow
nothing whatever about the alleged bribery, and can say tidy Mr.
Rogers’ remarks must be the ravings of a disappointed gialiti” Fuller
said. The committeeman airily suggested that “[i]f Mr. Rog was offered
a bribe of $500 he must be a cheap man, or the smallness of tbam@m
perhaps insulted him.” The law remained on the botks.

Yet another alleged attempt at bribery virtually forced thdiana leg-
islature to prohibit cigarette sales and manufacturing iB4.Right before
a critical vote in the House, Representative Ananias Bakamdatically
held aloft a sealed envelope and announced that it had been g him
by a lobbyist from the “tobacco trust,” with instructiont® vote against
the bill. He opened it with a flourish: five $20 bills droppedtoit was
widely assumed that similar envelopes had been distribtdeather leg-
islators. Baker left his colleagues little choice but toevdr the bill, lest
their integrity be suspect.

Duke’s willingness to slide on the shady side of the law sisggeome-
thing about the marginal position of cigarettes in Americaammerce.
Executives of well-established enterprises have less neqatotect their
interests with illegal secret agents, envelopes stuffati wash, and other
dubious maneuverings.

Some of Duke’s critics also accused him of trying to buy fattorough
philanthropy. He and his family gave huge sums to variousdgoauses,
particularly to Trinity College (now Duke University) and the Methodist
Episcopal Church South, which administered Trinity. Wasfiton Duke
had been converted to Methodism in childhood during one efrvivals
that periodically swept through the antebellum South; tharch was a
major influence on his life from that point on. Between 1895 d®00,
he gave more than $300,000 to Trinity College; his sons JaanesBen-
jamin gave lesser but still sizeable amounts during thaetiEmma Pe-
gram, a member of a prominent North Carolina family, implied letter
to her son George that the family’s gifts were efforts torsile (or at least
mute) the critics of the American Tobacco Company. “SomehBuck
Duke does not stand very high among the good people,” sheewiidhe
college officials, she said in another letter, “don’t caoe the Dukes but
they want all their money#*

The fact that the money came largely from the sale of cigasetitou-
bled some Methodists. Responding to one particularly “ificent” be-
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quest from Washington Duke in 1898, delegates to the WestemhN
Carolina Annual Conference said they were “particularhatfied” that

he had—under pressure—decided to make the gift in the forrash

instead of stock in the American Tobacco Company. They themolved
“that this and all other funds of the College shall be so isteel as to
prevent any just criticism of the Church, or pain to the cdersce of its
members.” By this they meant the money should not be inwkstethe

cigarette industry?

If it was intended to quiet their critics in North Carolinahe Duke
family’s philanthropy did not succeed. The state’s leadireyvspaper, the
Raleigh News and Observer, continued to vilify “the tobacco trust” and its
chief product. In one typical editorial, the paper declatiedt ‘{tlhe Duke
cigarettes not only destroy the mind and body and home bug tis
country a bad name abroad.” To some degree, these claims sleaped
by editor Daniels’s political differences with the Dukeshel Dukes were
staunch Republicans in a rabidly Democratic area, and Dan& militant
white supremacist—thought they were soft on the color ID&niels also
sympathized with local tobacco growers, who felt abusedh®y ¢avalier
methods of the American Tobacco Company’s leaf buyers. haase, the
attacks distressed Washington Duke, so much so that he oitcBaniels
that he wished his son had never “put us into the [Americamalzo]
Company and we could carry on our business like we used to.d&et
were making lots of money and did not have any criticism.” ddriend,
he reportedly confided: “There are three things | never dauiderstand:
electricity; the Holy Ghost; and my son Buck.” Meanwhile,papominent
North Carolina jurist suggested Trinity College’s mottoosid be revised
to read “Eruditio et Religio et Cherooto et Cigarettt.”

The North Carolina legislature, too, attacked cigaretteaking seven
attempts to prohibit their sale between 1897 and 1917. The 1807
would have banned the manufacturing as well as the sale afe&ites;
among its supporters was a legislator who said that “any ofacturing
interest whose existence depend[s] upon the making ofsidibiould go
out of existence.” Another said he had smoked cigaretted trey had
nearly ruined him. Yet another presented testimony from ysjaimn who
swore “this terrible vice” was claiming the lives of 200 K Carolinians
every year. The measure passed the House but died in theeSénat

In this hostile climate, Duke bought insurance by diveisiy Under
his direction, the American Tobacco Company aggressivghaaded into
other lines of tobacco, eventually dominating most of thduistry. By
1910, Duke controlled 85 percent of the chewing tobacco tradeercent
of the smoking tobacco, 97 percent of the snuff, 91 perceth@&o-called
small cigars (all-tobacco cigarettes), and 14 percent ofélgelar cigars—
in addition to 90 percent of the domestic cigarette marketlyQigar
manufacturing remained outside his reach. “We wanted teehsome-
thing we could satisfy every taste with,” Duke said laten.dddition, the
trust absorbed many related businesses, such as thosged\nlthe pro-

bi
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duction of licorice paste (used in making chewing tobactin)foil, cotton
bags, and wooden boxes. As opposition to cigarettes ineddaghe United
States, American Tobacco began aggressively selling eitgg overseas,
particularly in Japan and China. Duke and his family alscested in var-
ious enterprises outside the tobacco industry, from textib banking to
mining to electric utilities’s

At the turn of the century, then, the cigarette industry appd to be
faltering. Sales were declining; the public remained tesis, the organized
opposition was gaining momentum; and even Duke himself toaalcded
that the industry had a limited future. The manufactureffsies to defend
their business against the advances of the reform-mindgdseemed to
inspire new fervor. For example, when the industry begamyuting The
Truth About Cigarettes (the pro-cigarette booklet that Duke sent to the pres-
ident of the Chicago, Rock Island, and Pacific Railway), th€TW took it
as a sign of the desperation of the nearly defeated. “Betbed time, we
made our protest and conducted the fight on lines we consideest,
without hearing from the cigarette manufacturers,” Ingakeported in
1898. “They evidently considered our efforts were not worbtice.”
Things had changed, she noted, with not a little satisfactio






The
Clean Life

Crusade

It is little, my lad, but it’s terribly bad,

The vile old Cigarette.
And without any joking, there’s danger in smoking
The vile old Cigarette;
It adds to expenses and lessens the senses,
It only brings grief and regret;

Then let us endeavor to shun it forever,

The vile old Cigarette.
Anti-Cigarette League (1912)"

T he campaign against cigarette smoking intensified in Deegrh®99
when Lucy Page Gaston, an alumna of the WCTU, founded the Anti
Cigarette League of America. This group was to cigaretteatwhe Anti-
Saloon League was to alcohol: a single-interest orgamizadetermined to
eviscerate an industry it deemed harmful to the public welf@y 1901,
it claimed a membership of 300,000, with a paid staff ovarsgehapters
throughout the United States and Canada.

Like Carry Nation—the hatchet-wielding prohibitionist-a&on was a
woman of fierce convictions, given to flamboyant tactics,nheas likely to
irritate her allies as her opponents. Both women had a knarcktfracting
public attention and influential support, although it is stating the case
to argue, as one writer does, that Gaston was second onlytiorNas “the
leading female reformer in America” during the early 1900s.

39
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Nation herself was among the prominent people who joineddsai
the battle against cigarettes. Indeed, on at least one ioccashe dem-
onstrated even more zeal for the cause than Gaston. Duringjtao/the
Anti-Cigarette League headquarters in Chicago in 1904 dvatias aghast
to see a picture of President Theodore Roosevelt on the Wll.dear
Miss Lucy,” she reportedly said, “why do you have that pice in here?
Dont you know he is a cigarette smoker? | have it from three-ey
witnesses. Let me tear that picture up!” Gaston refusedeiebe such a
slander, whereupon Nation promised, “If you will write torMRoosevelt
and get his statement that he does not nor ever did smokeetigar |
will give you fifty dollars for your work.” Gaston promptly vote to the
president and received a reply from his secretary that Redtsead never
used tobacco in any form. Nation entertained doubts aboaivénacity of
“such chaff,” but paid the bet anyway. The portrait remadéhon the walk

The Anti-Cigarette League was a manifestation of the refstrmpirit
that characterized the Progressive Era. This period—riulgtacketed by
the Spanish American War of 1898 and the entry of the UniteteStato
World War | in 1917—was marked by intellectual excitement,itpzall
restlessness, and a vigorous and self-conscious desiesrtake American
society in almost every respect. The progressives sougidrocratize the
political system, regulate working conditions, restricomopolies, protect
consumers, conserve natural resources, difuse the coraden of
wealth, and professionalize medicine, education, sociaikweven child
rearing. They also tried to repaint the nation’s moral lagagee, with cru-
sades against alcohol, narcaotics, prostitution, gambiagd cigarettes.

What follows is the story of how the cigarette fit into the preggsive
agenda. It focuses on Gaston and the coalition she put tegédhbanish
a habit that affronted the ideals of the new age in myriad w&gsston
and her allies rode a wave of reform that threatened, for dewtd sweep
the cigarette into the same cultural graveyard that wasgogiepared for
alcohol.

Published photographs of Gaston depict a woman with a loagsa-
rious face, thin of lip and prominent of nose, invariably sked in somber
clothing, making no concessions to vanity beyond a touchacélat the
neck. She favored the same type of round, rimless spectttdsNation
wore, and she tucked her hair into a similarly tidy bun. Taksra whole,
her image suggested a woman of serious purpose, not indm&dolity
or small talk. (When a newspaper reporter commented on hay dd
jewelry, she retorted, “Thousands of clear-eyed, finelyedeped, clean-
lived young Americans are my priceless jewels.”)

Gaston could have been easily caricatured as a professsoobl. In-
stead, she received consistently respectful treatmentoitn bhe main-
stream and the reform press. Only after World War | did repafther
endeavors take on a decidedly mocking tone. TYe& York Times, for
example, published dozens of straightforward accountsast@’s work
in the early 1900s; but in 1922, it sneeringly described hetlais eminent
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woman of science.” Sinclair Lewis included a thinly veiledference to
Gaston in his 1925 novelrrowsmith. She was “the anti-nicotine lady from
Chicago” who tried to demonstrate the hazards of smokingnjgcting
ground-up cigarette paper into laboratory mice at a midereshealth fair
(thereby infuriating “an anti-vivisection lady, also fro Chicago”). What-
ever else might be said about Gaston, it is clear that shelhendhisfortune
of outliving the popularity of her cauge.

Like her nemesis, James B. Duke, Gaston did not leave muchvafeen
record. Many of the details about her early life come from atpamous
profile published in th@utlook and Independent in 1930. The writer noted
that when Gaston first “consecrated her life” to banishitigarettes, an-
nual consumption was around two billion; by 1930—six yeatsralier
death—it was nearly two hundred bilion. The article wagett “Lost
Cause.”

Gaston was born May 19, 1860, in Delaware, Ohio, and reareddariLa
lllinois, a comma ofa town about one hundred miles southwgShicago.
Her father, Alexander Hugh Gaston, was a non-smoking, tatitg ab-
olitionist who was said to bear an uncanny resemblance t@aiam Lin-
coln. He was an imposing man, six feet, six inches tall, witftormous
feet and an ungainly gait. He gained local fame as a horticistt, planting
the prairies with mulberry, elm, and cottonwood trees. Hatmer, Hen-
rietta Page Gaston (described in her later years as a {fpotd-fashioned
woman”), was an early friend of WCTU president Frances 8Vil?

Young Lucy grew up in a home that radiated the spirit of refo8he
was teaching Sunday school at the age of thirteen; at sixteea was
elected president of the Marshall County (lllinois) Sundaghool Associ-
ation. A younger brother, Edward Page Gaston, was lectusmthe evils
of drink by the time he was sixteen; he later rose to promieencpro-
hibitionist circles in both the United States and Greatdnt’

As a student at the lllinois State Normal School in Bloomuogin 1881,
Gaston led raids on local saloons and gambling halls, smasdixtures in
a style that Carry Nation later made famous. The school—whizd about
600 students at the time, 70 percent of whom were women—wab-a |
oratory for new educational theories and for reformist &lé@a general.
This environment presumably encouraged the nascent aitdin to im-
prove society that Gaston had already picked up at htme.

Gaston taught school in several small towns in lllinois dgrithe
1880s. Her interest in cigarettes as a social issue appeaistédrom this
period. She was disturbed by the boys she saw sneaking béthésthool-
house to smoke cigarettes; they developed “cigarette, fate said, and
invariably failed their examination's.

She also joined her mother in active work for the WCTU, wigtifor
the Union Signal and serving as state superintendent of children’s temper-
ance work in lllinois. Her objective was to win new, young meis to the
cause. She began to regard cigarettes as a threat to thit gffeir low
cost and relative mildness made them easy to buy and to snmokéhaus
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made them more attractive to young people than other forntshafcco.
She was certain that a youngster who smoked would be morly like
drink. In one pamphlet published by the WCTU, she warned tigsrettes
were enticing youngsters into lives of fetid dissolutioMhousands are
leaving our Sunday schools, swearing like pirates, smokkegchimneys
and headed straight for the salooit.”

Gaston soon became one of the “leading workers” of the WCat-
cording to theUnion Signal. Her “untiring efforts in behalf of the children
cause her to be well known and loved all over the State.” éasingly,
she focused her energies on cigarettes. By mid-1892, shethatbughly
aroused” the WCTU, the Young Men’s Christian Associatid®tMCA), and
other groups about the dangers (physical and moral) of smgolShe ap-
parently continued to work as a schoolteacher, but she wadamenting
her income by lecturing for the WCTU on a part-time bdsis.

Early in 1893, Gaston moved with her family to Harvey, llispthe
so-called Teetotal Town then being developed on the outskirChicago
as a haven for the temperate and the devout. The town was &a¢ian
of Turlington W. Harvey, a wealthy lumberman, land specofatand
benefactor of Dwight Moody, a well-known evangelist. Hayweas a man
who combined deep religious principles with the profit metitie bought
more than 700 acres of mostly unbroken prairie just southto€ayo,
surveyed it, incorporated it as a town in 1891, and began agigehs
selling lots. He opened a marketing office in Chicago, tagpimto the
crowds drawn to the city by the Columbian Exposition. Moodyeésted in
the town and encouraged his followers to do likewise. By timeetthe
Gastons arrived, Harvey’s population had grown to abou08,0

Harvey and Moody worked together to create a town that woudd p
mote the values of Christian culture. Restrictive covesanére written
into every sales contract, forbidding the use ofthe landfoy “dangerous,
vexatious or offensive purpose or establishment whatsgeirecluding
drinking, gambling, and “lewd and immoral” practices. |Abusinesses
were required to close on Sundays. The town even made a hatéte
attempt to ban the delivery of Sunday newspapers. There metbeaters
or picture shows. Public entertainment consisted largeppearances by
evangelists, gospel singers, suffrage speakers, and kbeHigh school
students began each school day with a Bible reading and girat®nal
talk from the principal. One of the principal’s favoritegkts” was “He that
controlleth his spirit is greater than he that taketh a tBglf-control was
an important civic virtue in Harvey.

The Gastons settled comfortably into this milieu, buyingaube near
the center of town and establishing themselves as one ofdmenuinity’s
more notable families. Alexander Gaston opened a nursergy Gaston
left the schoolhouse and moved into journalism. She workes dis the
woman'’s editor of theHarvey Headlight and later as managing editor and
copublisher of a rival paper, thidarvey Citizen. When a saloon opened for
business in 1895, openly defying the town covenants, shehledattack
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through the pages of her newspaper. She condemned salooatopseas
“hardened sinners” and recommended that their enteeprize subject to
the “hatchet plan,” as developed by her friend Carry NatiShe also used
the legal system, in one case winning an injunction to owertan ordi-

nance that would have permitted the licensing of saloonsanvely. Two

years later, when the Cook County commissioners issuedarsdicense
despite the injunction, Gaston tried to have them arreSkd.would show
the same unflagging enterprise in battling cigarettes a feary later?

Gaston’s work soon attracted the notice of Willard, one & thost
influential women in the country. In one editorial in tHé&ion Signal,
Willard applauded the “intellectual force and moral cogedthat Gaston
had demonstrated during her “great struggle with the peweédarkness”
in Harvey. When Gaston’s press was damaged, most likely byesoe
who took issue with her anti-saloon stand, Willard sent espeal check
to help repair it. Later, she recommended Gaston for an itamdrposition
as national superintendent of the WCTU's Department of&tam Citizen-
shipl”

Gaston responded to this personal interest by becoming enae ac-
tive in the WCTU. In addition to serving as an officer, she veratticles
for various WCTU publications and helped raise money to bmgw head-
quarters building for the organization in Chicago. At thensatime, she
took steps to claim as her own a target that the broader refommunity
had taken comparatively little notice of: the cigarette.

In 1895, when Gaston made her first appearance before a tagsla
body (the lllinois General Assembly) and asked it to ban trenofacture
and sale of cigarettes, she was thirty-five years old, unmedrand living
with her parents in Harvey. (An early romance ended whenrdygd it
out,” she once told a journalist.) She had some educatiogiftafor ex-
pression, an evangelical spirit, and enough leisure timentgage in seri-
ous efforts to uplift society. Her economic status can ordygiessed at,
but she at least had means enough to buy a building lot of her iow
Harvey. The fact that both she and her brother received sagtesh ed-
ucation suggests that the family enjoyed a certain levelatierial comfort.
In Gaston'’s case, that education consisted of one term atmalcchool
dedicated to training women to be schoolteachers. The yamatl not yet
attained the degree of calm prosperity needed to providenitéra liberal
education. On the other hand, few families had: by 1890, oblyua one
in 400 American women had earned university degrees.

The range of Gaston’s activities—teaching, writing, leatg—suggests
that she had varied talents and abundant energy. It is easpdgine
that she felt frustrated by the limited options availableht&r in the small
midwestern towns where she lived. An associate once desthier as
“guite unmanageable,” and said that she “usually runsgs to suit her-
self.” As a young woman, she had close contact with the crmaaitic
Willard, who exhorted women to change the world. With Widaas a
model, teaching school in the hinterland may not have beeugh to
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fulfill Gaston’s sense of her own mission in life. She had athe won a
measure of public recognition through her temperance #iesy first in
Lacon and then in Harvey. Willard had held her up as an exambpé
woman who had developed “a municipal conscience.” Thigt s praise
would no doubt have reinforced Gaston’s interest in makiegtark on
the world2?

That she was a woman with ambition is indicated by some of her s
viving correspondence, particularly with David Starr Jondthe first pres-
ident of Stanford University and one of her most importaniesl Gaston
persuaded Jordan to join the Anti-Cigarette League in 190dl aarefully
cultivated his patronage for more than two decades theedfte served
as an officer, donated cash, made personal appearances alf dfetihe
cause, and coined several quotable epigrams (such asr&figasmoking
boys are like wormy apples; they drop long before the hartiest”) that
he allowed to be used in fund-raising posters and cards. I letter,
Gaston asked Jordan to convince “others ofinfluence anchsida accept
positions on her advisory council, mentioning Luther Burkaand
Thomas A. Edison as examples of “the kind of men we are aimang
securing.” Such people, she explained later, could “coamd attention”
and thereby encourage donations. “What we can do is medsurly by
what we have to do with, as is usual in reform movements,” gbiated
out. In this and other ways, she demonstrated a sense offiatad a
keen interest in securing a place in it for herself.

Temperance work would have been a logical outlet for a wom#&h w
her background, interests, and ambitions. However, by th@4$8that
field was a crowded one, and already amply generaled. Cordparal-
cohol, cigarettes attracted relatively little attentioorh reformers. The
opportunity presented by a largely unclaimed target seantsatve been
the deciding factor in calling Gaston to what would becomelifiess work.

In 1896, Gaston became managing editor of ttheistian Citizen, pub-
lished in Chicago by the National Christian Citizenship ¢gea. This was
a nonpartisan group dedicated to applying “Christian pipfes” to public
affairs. Her brother, Edward, was a member of the executommittee
and probably had something to do with her selection as ed®aston
made a number of important contacts in reform circles duting next
few years. She met people such as Francis E. Clark and Wilb@rdts,
founders, respectively, of the Christian Endeavor Socdaty the Interna-
tional Reform Federation. She may have learned somethingtatrga-
nizational techniques from these men.

Gaston also began to shoulder her way into politics. She rsedofe-
male suffrage, joined the Prohibition Party, and ran as thaeys candi-
date for trustee of the University of lllinois. In one camgaispeech, she
said that women could be a ‘regenerating influence” in ficdi. She fin-
ished eighth out of a field of eighteen candidates for thresitjpos on the
board of trustees, collecting 14,506 votes in a statewide.rabe three
winning candidates each received more than 614,000 votesr Afis
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perhaps chastening baptism, Gaston made no further forggsparty
politics until after World War I, when she attempted a quigaun for the
presidency:

By the late 1890s, Gaston’s attention had turned almost siely to
the issue of cigarettes. She noticed boys loitering on stemers in Chi-
cago, cigarettes lodged in surly mouths. It seemed as if thexg “offering
burnt incense to Satan.” She read newspaper accountsegfealicases of
cigarette-induced insanity and crime. She once claimedawehseen a
small boy collapse in convulsions on the street; accordmbér story, a
policeman looked at the boy’s fingers and said, “It’s cigarthat’s done
it.” Aided by her brother, she began haunting legislativall®, “button-
holing luckless and drowsy statesmen” (as one writer pugier), and
demanding laws to ban cigarette sales not only to minors bugvery-
onez*

Legislators in many states were already prepared to betiegenorst
about cigarettes. The lllinois General Assembly, for extengefined them
as “preparations of tobacco soaked in nicotine or impregdavith opium,
stramonium, belladonna, alcoholic liquor, valerian, tanmean, or any
other deleterious or poisonous substance.” That langueag used in a
total of six bills to ban cigarette sales and manufacturmglinois in the
1890s. None of the proposals passed, but their tone refleetsriderlying
suspicions about cigarettes.

Like other expressions of progressivism, anti-cigare¢tetgnent was fed
by a sometimes paradoxical blend of evangelical fervorigdpcagmatism,
and self-interest. Gaston represented the moral reformdiraf the pro-
gressive movement; she acted out of the belief that cigesetere launch-
ing pads to moral decay. Progressives who were interestezb4icalled
structural reforms associated cigarettes with inefficjerBoth groups dis-
trusted industrial Leviathans. Congress approved therSaperAnti-Trust
Act just a few months after James B. Duke organized the Araeri€o-
bacco Company in 1890. From its inception until its courtevet! breakup
in 1911, American Tobacco produced roughly 90 percent of thareiges
made in the United States. Cigarettes provoked some antsgasimply
because they were the products of a trust. The symbolism wagniul
enough that anti-cigarette activists continued to attalt& tTobacco
Trust” for years after it had actually ceased to exist.

The coalition lined up against the cigarette also includszhtco farm-
ers, manufacturers of cigars and chewing tobacco, and ergnt to-
bacco retailers. Some of the earliest and most persistemasijipn came
from North Carolina, where tobacco farmers resented the rikcae To-
bacco Company’s high-handed tactics in controlling the keafor ciga-
rette tobacco. Cigar makers, alarmed by a steady erosidmeafbusiness
throughout much ofthe 1890s, found it convenient to blamectarette.
In fact, the major factor in the decline of the cigar was theadie’s severe
depression, not competition from cigarettes. Nonetheldssre is some
evidence to suggest that cigar makers retaliated agaiestpkrceived en-
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emy by spreading rumors that cigarettes were spiked withuropand
mor-phine, wrapped in paper bleached with arsenic and whid, and
embellished with the remains of cigar butts picked out oftgrg by tu-
bercular tramps. Financier Bernard Baruch (who was inuwblvean at-
tempted takeover of the American Tobacco Company in 189%r&ss
that much of the “high-minded propaganda” against cigéee was se-
cretly financed by manufacturers of chewing tobacco andrsjgasing
“innocent crusaders as catspaws.” (He added, wryly, thathoped such
information would not erode anyone’s faith in human motiy@®bacco
retailers, meanwhile, complained about the low profit mauai cigarettes.
“ am tired of getting off my stool 250 times a day to sell a figent
package of cigarettes and then making only 10 cents on theenbl

said one¥”

In all, eight states considered anti-cigarette legistatituring the first
half of the 1890s. Most were in the South or the West, regiorib stirong
traditions favoring either temperance or hostility to tisysor both. The
first success came in Washington State in 1893, when thedégid made
it illegal to “manufacture, buy, sell, give or furnish to grone cigarettes,
cigarette paper or cigarette wrapper.” According to tNev York Times,
“Nine-tenths of the members who voted for the bill did notrea nickel
about the reform of the cigarette fiend, but they were anximuknock
out the Tobacco Trust?®

The nation’s first cigarette prohibition law excited littmment in
Washington itself. The bill passed the state senate with iscudsion and
only one dissenting vote. The most prominent item in the tReahapers
on the day after the law went into effect was a wire serviceorepbout
the electrocution of a young New York medical student on gearof
poisoning his wife. He was said to be “the first man of any lligence”
to die in the then-new electric chair at Sing Sing. The agtilso noted
that he smoked a large number of cigarettes on the night dééfe exe-
cution 2°

Three months after the law was enacted, a federal court ittlSehe-
clared it unconstitutional on the grounds that it improperéstrained
interstate trade. This was an issue that would be debatesldimd again
during the next two decades as other states enacted simgstdtion and
the industry fought back through the courts. T¥iev York Times endorsed
the court’s decision in Washington, commenting, “The singkof ciga-
rettes may be objectionable, as are many other foolish pes;tand it
may be more injurious than other modes of smoking tobaccbjths an
evil which cannot be remedied by law.” The next Washingtegislature
quietly repealed the law.

The Times editorial struck at the heart of the early debate over cigare
smoking. The question was not whether cigarettes were hdrrthe pre-
vailing opinion was that they were—but whether it was pdesiy desir-
able to obliterate them by law. ThEmes concluded that cigarettes were
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not “a legitimate subject for legislative action.” Gastavas among those
who held firmly to the opposite opinion.

In this, she was part of a new impulse to push government lekjtsn
traditionally narrow functions and into a more aggressivie iin regulat-
ing the behavior of its citizens. Moral reformers such ashforty Comstock
demanded that the state promote “social purity” by stamgpout vice in
all its guises. Although there is no record indicating thais®n had any
direct contact with Comstock, she embraced his argument phisate
behavior could not be untangled from public welfare. In h&aw the
cigarette-smoking boy would become a weak, sickly, naredtiman, in-
clined to criminality, destined for pauperism, useless aoly to himself
but to society at large. The state had both the authority &edbligation
to intervene. Since laws prohibiting the sale of cigarettesninors had
proven ineffective, broader measures were necessary.

In 1897, Gaston enlisted the aid of the Christian Citizendleipgue in
petitioning the lllinois legislature to again consider pilaiting cigarette
sales and manufacturing. More than fity individual petisowere filed,
each with about thirty signatures, calling on the legistetto ban ciga-
rettes in the public interest. The petitions came from alkrothe state,
including populous Cook County. Typical was one signed byyf@ublic
school teachers in Cairo, attacking the cigarette as “adijefoe to the
boys of our land; corrupting their morals, sapping theirltect, stunting
their bodies and shortening their lives.”

Members of the lllinois House of Representatives respondedis pres-
sure by unanimously passing a bill that would have madeeigdil to sell,
manufacture, or give away cigarettes, upon pain of a fine 00&bd200
or thirty to sixty days in jail or both. The senate defeated theasure,
whereupon its backers immediately submitted “A Bill Againthe Evils
Arising from the Sale of Cigarettes” by imposing an annue¢hse fee of
$2,000 on retailers. That bill, too, was defeated. Even sst@ and her
allies were cheered by the generally favorable responskdin proposals.
In a letter to John R. Tanner, newly elected governor ofdiln the pres-
ident of the Christian Citizenship League pointed out thigaette prohi-
bition had received “large support,” and said he hopedgbeernor would
make it a priority in upcoming legislative sessions.

Meanwhile, Gaston appeared before the Chicago City Coulobibying
for a proposal to ban the sale of cigarettes containingudapi morphine,
jimpson [sic] weed, belladonna, glycerine or sugar.” That@ally, this
would have had the effect of prohibiting all cigarette sassce glycerine
and sugar were commonly used in the manufacturing processnAadded
discouragement, the bill also required retailers to posts@0$bond and
pay an annual license fee of $100, to sell a product that tyipicetailed
for five cents a package. The city council, perhaps swayed dstda’s
eloquence, perhaps by the prospect of enhanced revenuetlfrersale of
cigarette licenses, approved the ordinatce.
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Gaston won support by linking the cigarette to other sociabfems,
particularly to alcohol abuse. She claimed that certaimelets in ciga-
rette smoke irritated the nervous system to such a degredliessmoker
would invariably seek relief through alcohol, morphine, aher drugs.
From there, it was a short path to poverty, crime, and morkdpse. She
told temperance workers that they could “do no greater iserat this
junction than to join hands enthusiastically in a great o@al movement
against the cigaret.” It was nothing less than “a fight favilzation.” She
promised that with victory, “Souls will be saved from etedrruin, homes
will be saved from untold sorrow, and our nation will be satgdts noble
sons.™*

She also promised that the victory would be swift and certéiris was
an important factor in her early success as an organizeto@gminted
out that the cigarette was less ingrained than many othds plaguing
mankind and would therefore be easier to dislodge. She edutblis op-
timism with a warning: the habit was making inroads in Amaricsociety,
particularly among youth. Cigarettes were both dangeroubwalnerable.
For these reasons, “the time is ripe for a sweeping movefitergliminate
them?>

The prospect of success against one foe, no matter how shuedl,
considerable allure for people interested in moral refotnmight not be
possible, as a supporter of an anti-cigarette bill in Nordrdlina put it,
to “usher in the dawn of millennial peace and splendor” iradmtely, in
“one full swoop,” but a satisfying beginning could be malbg stamping
out cigarettes. Gaston offered the tonic of easy triumphewpfe who, for
the most part, had been frustrated in their efforts to ovathfamerican
society. She provided what thiénion Signal called “new hope for freedom
from at least this one evil:®

When Gaston founded the Anti-Cigarette League, she madiesit that
the goal was to completely outlaw the manufacture and compsiom of
cigarettes. A former schoolteacher, she did not have muith fa the
power of education as an agent of reform. She also wantedkio tiga-
rettes away from everyone, not just children. So far as shddctell,
cigarettes had no redeeming qualities. She sought a “waxtdrmina-
tion” against “this pest of modern society”

The first recruits in Gaston’s battle against cigarettesasemperance
workers. Matilda Bradley Carse, president of the Chicagotzd WCTU
and founder of the Woman's Temperance Publishing Assariativas a
member of the league’s original board of directors. Varedéfarnum
Thomas, a popular platform speaker for the WCTU, was vicesigeat
of the board. The league occupied offices in the Woman’s Templ
a WCTU-owned building in Chicago. Its activities were pelzed in the
Union Signal.>®

Like other reformist groups during the Progressive Era, #rei-
Cigarette League drew most of its strength from middlesiBsotestants
of Anglo-Saxon ethnicity, living in small to mid-sized &8, with access to



The Clean Life Crusade 49

printing presses, pulpits, speakers’ platforms, legislas, police depart-
ments, and courts. The founding officers included a bankdawyer, a
wholesale seed dealer, a pension agent, and a professorah@opathic
medical college. A group of Chicago businessmen provideditfitial fi-
nancing. However, at least a few supporters came from wgrklass
backgrounds. For example, the legislator who sponsored & 80 that
banned cigarette sales in Wisconsin was a blacksmith. Stteerch as
Henry Ford, were extremely wealthy.

Virtually all those publicly identified with the group faved prohibition.
Among the better known were Jordan; Harvey W. Wiley of thed-aad
Drug Administration; Benjamin B. Lindsey, a famous juvendlourt judge;
Irving Fisher, a leading economist; John Harvey Kellogge thealth re-
former; Edison; and Ford, whose interests ranged far beybedusiness
of manufacturing automobiles. Of all the charges agairgs ettes during
the Progressive Era, the one that carried the most weightkasne that
linked them to alcohol.

Anti-cigarette activists disagreed about exactly how simgkled to
drinking. Gaston thought it had something to do with “furél,” a com-
ponent of cigarette smoke that she believed had a “paradyirifluence”
on the mucous membranes. The result was an intense thirstoliid be
relieved only by alcohol. Edison blamed “acrolein,” whide thought was
produced by the combustion of cigarette paper. The substame said,
caused “permanent and uncontrollable” degenerationhaf brain cells,
leaving the brain-damaged smoker at the mercy of basenictsti(Modern
science recognizes acrolein as a by-product of the comdnustitobacco,
rather than paper; it is considered a source of damage to delsy)°

William A. McKeever, professor of philosophy at the Kansaat8 Ag-
ricultural College and, later, a director of the PresbyerBoard of Tem-
perance and Moral Welfare, argued that smokers were intltoedrink
and otherwise “yield to the evil suggestions of othersthease of the effect
of cigarettes on the heart. He used the sphygmograph—a eléviae-
cording the pulse rate—to demonstrate this effect. Wheachttd to the
radial artery, with an appendage much like a blood pressieers, the
machine created dramatically jagged white lines on a strigaok paper,
easily reproduced in newspapers and magazines. McKeevértairaed
that the lines showed the physiologic changes associatdd smioking,
beginning with an increase in heartbeat, followed by a meob‘prostra-
tion,” during which the smoker was particularly suscefgito the lure of
alcohol#!

Much attention was focused on nicotine, which had been meized in
crude form as an element in tobacco as early as 1571. Accordilgley,
nicotine induced “Lethean passivity” in smokers, makitlgem more in-
clined to use alcohol, cocaine, opium, and other drugs.alorcharacter-
ized nicotine as a “nerve irritant.” As he explained itlt“is one of the
peculiarities of nerve-disturbing drugs that when takéreytseem to quiet
the pain they have caused. But when the effect passes, theg@mppears.
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The system calls for more and thus the drug habit begins.” dakened
nervous system would make an individual more susceptibldéouse of
alcohol and other drugs. This kind of argument had powenfdesl dur-
ing the early 1900s, when the public was becoming increagiagiare of
the social problems created by drug use.

Lindsey, whose work as a juvenile court judge in Denver, Codo,
brought him international attention, was among many prsgjves who
contended that cigarette smoking led not only to alcohol dndys but to
crime. A dependable speaker for the Anti-Cigarette Leagu¢hie early
1900s, he told audiences that most criminals started ougasatite smok-
ers. “One bad habit led to another,” he said. “The nicaiand poison in
the cigaret created an appetite for alcoholic drink. Thedy. . . invited
all the other demons of habit to come in and add to the degradaltat
the cigaret had begun.” Lindsey often required that theejuiles who
appeared before him stop smoking as a condition of probafiimthe
1920s, Lindsey espoused the principles of what he callednfzanionate
marriage,” which many took to mean free love. This made hamsthing
of a pariah among other reformers. Although he had lost edtein the
Anti-Cigarette League by that point, his assistance probatould have
been unwelcome, even if he had offeredtt.)

Some of Gaston’s supporters went beyond cigarettes to cond®-
bacco in all its forms. In a popular handbook titledw To Live, Fisher
ranked tobacco as second only to alcohol as a risk to “hé&alilving.”
(He also scorned it as a waste of money.) At the National Cenfee
of Social Work in 1918, he predicted that science would evelitua
prove that smoking was just as harmful as drinking. Fish&g$ure as an
economist was eroded by his misplaced confidence in the shaaket in
1929 (shortly before the market crashed he announced tBhbdk prices
have reached what looks like a permanently high plateald), he re-
mained influential in reform circles until his death in 194%.tBen,How
To Live had gone through 21 editions and sold more than half a million
copiest

Kellogg wrote one full-length book, published dozens of gpdutets, pro-
duced a film and a lantern slide show, and delivered hundrEléstores
on the theme “How Tobacco Kills.” As head of the Battle CkeBanitarium
and also as a director of the Michigan Board of Health, heseduto hire
anyone who used any kind of tobacco. One young doctor, beibey-i
viewed for a position with the Board of Health in 1915, recalibdt Kel-
logg asked him only two questions: Did he drink liquor? Did h&e to-
bacco? In Kellogg’s mind, tobacco was an ally ofalcohol, &mwhs equally
harmful whether snuffed, chewed, or smoked in pipes, cigarsciga-
rettest

Gaston herself rarely spoke out against any other kind aitob. She
was a nominal sponsor of a 1913 petition to Congress to prottikifpro-
duction, manufacture, sale, and importation of tobacca,fouthe most
part, she confined her activities to cigarettes. “l am ncedeer of tobacco
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in any form,” she said. “But the cigarette is in a class bgeif.” Most of
her backers agreed.

Gaston’s support came not only from prohibitionists, bugoaftom re-
ligious leaders, the medical profession, educators, amdbinsiness com-
munity. There was, of course, considerable overlap. Peaple gave time
or money, or both, to the Anti-Cigarette League tended touangelical
Protestants who favored prohibition and were engaged irhéat fathers
or husbands who were engaged in) either medicine, educdiiosiness,
or the ministry. Baptists, Presbyterians, and Methodistseamuch more
likely to join the cause than Catholics or Jews. The Colun#saociation
of Baptist Churches, the General Assembly ofthe PrestgneChurch, and
the Methodist General Conference all voted, in 1909, to cammdemoking;
the Catholics, meanwhile, were hosting monthly “smokewghere smok-
ing was not only permitted but encouraged) in their parishstend guild
rooms. Twenty-four of the 143 people listed as officers onelétéads of
the Anti-Cigarette League before World War | were ordainedt&stant
ministers, and two others were nonordained Protestanefsadnly one
was a Catholic priest.

Among the more prominent Protestants who joined the leagaew
Clarence True Wilson, general secretary of the MethodigcdBpal Board
of Temperance, Prohibition, and Public Morals; Francis Iark; founder
of the Society of Christian Endeavor, a movement to promatad3tant
values, including abstinence from alcohol; and Daniel AlirRp Clark’s
successor as head of the Christian Endeavor movement, dtod efithe
Christian Herald, an important Protestant journal. In the glowing tip and
smoky effluent of a cigarette, these religious leaders foanabmpelling
analogy to fire and brimstone.

The league also was sanctioned by Protestant service aa#ms,
such as the Salvation Army and the YMCA. William Booth, foenafthe
Salvation Army, condemned all smoking as unclean, injusioa health,
wasteful, disagreeable to others, unnatural, and selflgaht. He once set
forth “Fifty-Four Objections to Tobacco,” writing that ihas “an injurious
influence on the brain, and nervous system generally,lidirig the heart;
“arrests the growth of the young”; “tends to insanity'is expensive”; is
a “‘great waste of time”; “is a great promoter of drinkirig‘tends to lead
its victims into bad associations”; and “is powerful inading to forgetful-
ness of God.” All eight of the Booth children were taught tousm tobacco
as if it represented the devil himself. Booth’s son Balliomyt director of
Salvation Army activities in the United States until he ddished his own
religious and social welfare organization in 1896, servec asember of
the advisory board of the Anti-Cigarette League in 1912 andieespres-
ident in 1914 and 1915. During the years 1904 to 1917, the Army used
the pages of its national magazine, ti&r Cry, to conduct increasingly
vigorous attacks on tobacco. The most lurid of these wereediat ciga-
rettes. A few local chapters of the Salvation Army organigedir own
anti-cigarette leagues.
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The YMCA was even more aggressive in condemning the use af cig
rettes. The organization’s founder, Sir George Willamsndunced them
as a “growing evil” in 1896; he reiterated his oppositionveeal times
before his death in 1905. Articles on the dangers of cigasedfgpeared
frequently in YMCA publications. Typical was one titleds‘|ISmoking In-
jurious?” by Dr. George J. Fisher, medical director of th®IGA. The an-
swer was yes. Among the sources cited was Charles B. Townsglla w
known anti-drug crusader (and an officer of the Anti-Cigtgdieague)
who included tobacco on his list of “habits that handicadn article titled
“Effects of Cigaret Smoking on Young Men” was illustratedth a drawing
depicting the progress of a smoker, from upright young masldoching
derelict. Yet another concluded that cigarettes were aeafisrime. As
further inducement to probity, a YMCA magazine publishecter from
Connie Mack, legendary baseball player and manager, sagigayette
smokers would never amount to much. The YMCA also provideorarh
for Gaston and other anti-cigarette activists, publisttimgjr writings, pub-
licizing their activities, and inviting them to lecture inMCA facilities.*

The involvement of these various religious leaders and gsaeflects
the importance given to questions of morality in the earlyi@igarette
movement. Even discussions about the effects of cigarettekimg on
health tended to have moral overtones. In part, this was aemprence of
the limits of contemporary medical science. With only a marrunder-
standing of the process of disease, physicians themsefigrs attributed
ill health to immoral habits; if you were moral, you were htégl Fur-
thermore, the people who dominated public discourse in gdriended to
be more interested in public morality than in personal Heafthey ad-
vocated temperance, spirituality, sexual restraint, agifesacrifice instead
of self-indulgence. “Healthism™—the pursuit of a sort slipercharged
health, far beyond the mere absence of disease—had not gemigea
national faith.

Most of the doctors who attacked cigarettes during the Rysgive Era
regarded health as a secondary issue in the debate overramdéiar ex-
ample, Dr. Daniel H. Kress, an officer of the Anti-Cigaretague, theo-
rized that cigarettes were more dangerous than other kifidsbacco
because the smoke was more likely to be inhaled and thus te ¢oto
contact with an extensive area of the lungs, where it couldseamore
damage than if confined to the mucous membranes of the moude-N
theless, he thought the effects of cigarettes on “chardetere far more
serious than those on health. In 1913, Kress—a neurologist fiveio
gained public notice by advocating improved waste dispasalother san-
itary reforms—temporarily left a private practice in Wasgion, D.C., to
establish several stop-smoking clinics for the league. &id fater that
America would not be able to maintain its “greatness” wighcigarette-
smoking populace. Dr. John N. Hurty, Indiana state healtimrogssioner
(and a close friend of Kellogg), claimed that cigarettessealinsanity, led
people to crime, contributed to “race deterioration,”daencouraged the
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use ofalcohol, morphine, and patent medicines. Almost aasfienthought,
he said they also caused heart disedse.

In emphasizing morality over health, these physicians weoking
back to the late sixteenth century, when reports about timeseguences
of smoking first began to circulate in Europe. The author of@all®arn-
ing for Tobacconists” surveyed the existing literaturedaconcluded that
tobacco caused ‘“infinit maladies.” In his famowsunterblaste to Tobacco,
King James | of England excoriated his subjects for usinglzstance that
was “harmefull to the braine” and “dangerous to the Lup'gemong other
things. Benjamin Rush reported in 1798 that tobacco causedinedis-
eases of the mouth, throat, stomach, and nervous system asdyen-
erally detrimental to health. None of these writers, howebelieved that
smoking was dangerous primarily because it was unhealthgwise, the
authors of several nineteenth-century American medicabst theses
condemned smoking as more of a moral issue than a health'risk.

Nonetheless, a few state legislatures took steps to reguigarettes on
the grounds of health during the early 1900s. In 1907, llinmiade it
ilegal to manufacture, sell, or give away “any cigarettentaining any
substance deleterious to health, including tobacco.” Migsouri legisla-
ture approved (although the governor refused to sign) a 191 3dcon-
serve the public health” by prohibiting the sale or posers®f cigarettes.
However, the organized medical community had no publicemes in the
debate over these measures, or any others involving cigsrédnly about
10 percent of the people who served on the board of the Anti@ige
League held medical degrees. Of these, the majority wereeopaths:
practitioners of a therapy that the American Medical Asation disdained
as quackery?

Doctors had little interest in cigarettes as a health issar¢lpbecause
they were preoccupied with other problems. Although thefgssion had
made advances in preventive medicine and the control of Sofaetions,
doctors were still limited in their ability to cure diseasece it developed.
Medical research was directed toward the search for curadigents.
Meanwhile, doctors were fighting to gain respectability,ifoypposing new
standards for medical education, licensing, and regulat@uestions about
tobacco and health were left largely to those involved intiealth reform,
eugenics, and temperance movements. It is tempting to &pecthat or-
thodox, or ‘regular,” physicians were slow to recognizeet hazards of
smoking because so many of the early warnings came from @dbply
regarded as “faddists” (and competitors). Even if phisits had become
involved, their opinions might not have had much influennegyie—World
War | America, the medical community had relatively littleegcriptive
authority over social behavia?.

In any case, many doctors discounted the claims ofthe abtdconists
as unfounded; some even defended smoking as a useful andatyttes
stresses of modern life. For example, a Johns Hopkins—tdaigsician,
writing in Harper’s Weekly in 1913, described tobacco as a “solace,” one
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that most people could enjoy “without the slightest qualmfear.” He
said he had searched the medical literature in vain for anideece con-
demning tobacco in any form when used by “normal men.” Atelas
1948, thejournal of the American Medical Association was arguing that
“more can be said in behalf of smoking as a form of escape ftension
than againstti. . . theredoes not seem to be any preponderance of evi-
dence that would indicate the abolition ofthe use of tobaxsa substance
contrary to the public health3*

In contrast, health reformers and medical “irregularsiipted ghastly
pictures of the fate awaiting every smoker, with particltHarrors reserved
for those who indulged in cigarettes. Some of this rhetorasvextreme,
as in a report about a cigarette smoker whose veins had bprst bis
untimely death at age twenty-five, revealing blood “black iak”; but
some was remarkably prescient, given present-day unadedistg’>

The list of ailments attributed to cigarettes in the refoitarhture in-
cluded cancer, emphysema, heart disease, and most of teeptbblems
now associated with smoking. The major exception was lungceg
which was very rare until the 1930s, and not even formally gaézed as
a disease until 1923. However, Charles A. Greene, the sstfited “father
of omnipathy,” warned that cigarettes could impair lungétion, as well
as cause heart attacks. Kellogg (a conventionally traintegsigian) in-
sisted that smoking caused both heart disease and certagerss and he
predicted that science would eventually prove it. An uniifesd homeo-
pathic physician, quoted in an anti-tobacco tract in 1882Jated that
cigarette smoking would shorten a life by ten years. The oeddistab-
lishment did not begin to accept such arguments until thedtaidf the
next century?

Far more significant than doctors in the early anti-smokingyement
were businessmen, many of whom regarded cigarettes as impets to
efficiency. Cigarette smokers seemed either nervous orefiad) in either
case lacking the steadiness needed for modern industry asidéss. Fi-
nancial backing for the Anti-Cigarette League came lardegn business-
men, such as Julius Rosenwald, president of Sears, RoedndiCompany;
Andrew Carnegie, who once donated $1,000 in response to denlgal
from Rosenwald; and William C. Thorne, president of Montgom Ward,
and Company. Thorne promised that his firm would contribut®G a
year to the league; the Chicago-based Heath and MilliganN&aturing
Company pledged the same amount.

Elbert Hubbard, the so-called “Sage of East Aurora” (Newrk)—a
former soap salesman who helped revive the Arts and Crafiement in
America by preaching positive thinking, perseverance, anterprise to
entrepreneurs—said cigarette smokers simply could notused. Hands
that hold cigarettes, he said, “are the hands that forger ypame and
close over other people’s money.” Dozens of major empleyegreed with
him. The Chicago, Burlington, and Quincy Railroad, the Rtstand Rail-
road, the New Haven Road, and the Atchison, Topeka, and SenRa.il-
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road were among the public transportation companies thet finy work-
ers caught smoking cigarettes on or off the job. The presiddnthe
Colorado Fuel and Iron Company notified all his employees thase who
were unwilling to give up cigarettes should seek employmela¢where.
Their prospects were scarcely more promising in governnjebs. For
example, the civil service commission of Duluth, Minnesdbarred ciga-
rette smokers from all jobs with the city, including the geliand fire
departments?

John Wanamaker, arguably the most influential merchant ireddeca
in the early twentieth century, rejected all job applicawtso admitted (or
showed any evidence of) cigarette smoking. Wanamaker didlkeosmok-
ers in his department stores even when they were simply tepio art-
work. He gave the postimpressionist painters who desigrosteps for his
stores a free hand except for two subjects: they could nattpaiides or
people smoking?

Like Wanamaker, most employers discriminated only againstuse of
cigarettes, not other forms of tobacco, and the stated nealsad more to
do with efficiency than with morality. The vice president ofeaage man-
ufacturing company in Buffalo, New York, used the word ‘eiffincy”
seven times in a one-page letter explaining why he had noansigfarette
smokers. The general superintendent of the PittsburgwBgd Company
(which operated all the streetcar lines in Pittsburgh) deedwould not
hire such people because they were careless and prone tdeatsi
Although these executives shared the view that cigarettekens were
morally suspect, they rejected them as employees in the reimeduc-
tivity. e0

Henry Ford, who swore that no cigarette smoker would everkvimr
the Ford Motor Company, explained why ifhe Case Against the Little
White Slaver, which he published in four volumes between 1914 and 1916.
The book consists of statements from employers about thesirability
of cigarette smokers as employees, interspersed withrtesiials from ath-
letes and other celebrities as to the virtues of clean livaorgd cautionary
tales about smokers who came to bad ends. According to Foedatti-
tudes of businessmen were “not a matter of sentiment,”‘lauplain busi-
ness proposition.” Cigarette smokers simply could not hesteds!

Both the courts and editorial writers generally accepted tights of
employers to restrict the use of cigarettes by their workBos example,
a Washington district court ruled in favor of a Tacoma marmtfaing
company when an employee protested his dismissal for smakgarettes
on the job. TheYakima Herald, in an editorial supporting the decision,
commented, “A man has a right to smoke, but he has no rightrtoke
where and when his employers forbid i2”

The rules had little practical effect, since only a smallgodion of the
population smoked cigarettes, but they helped reinforcg-agarette at-
titudes among legislators. In a lengthy report on “The Wagaist the
Cigarette” in 1909, theNew York Times attributed the enactment of pro-
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hibitory laws in eight midwestern states to the influenceusdibess. “Busi-
ness didn't preach—it practiced,” the paper commentdd.didn't say:
‘For the sake of your immortal soul, cut out the smoke.’ Itdsdlf you

smoke, skiddoo—no job for you.”” The Times concluded th&he best
reformer is not a reformer??

Even some reformers came to recognize that appeals toyuwtditried
more weight in the modern world than fevered warnings abootah
dangers. Consider the case of Herbert F. Fisk, a professedwsation at
Northwestern University and principal of the Northwestekoademy, a
preparatory school, in Evanston, lllinois (home of the WQETEIsk joined
the anti-cigarette crusade under the banner of temperangeesticulous
record keeper, he maintained a thick file of pamphlets ampgiclgs on the
relationship between smoking and drinking. He marked agiqdarly
important a report that the Keeley Institute—which offeredres” for
alcoholism and drug addiction—refused to accept patient® wmoked
cigarettes. Cigarette smokers were not only more likelyteotsusing al-
cohol and other drugs, they were less likely to give them upgoag as
they continued to smoke. Fisk also saved an editorial from Nfichigan
Advocate (a Methodist paper) describing cigarettes as a “modernoktolof
selfishness and uncleanness,” leading to “world-widerdegtion.” As a
member of the Anti-Cigarette League, he worked with Gasmnuldvelop
public presentations based on such themes.

Later, he tried a less heated approach, stressing thesfésmoking
on scholarship and employment opportunities. He foundieworthy that
many “great businessmen” believed cigarette smokersewér less use-
ful” than nonsmokers. He conducted surveys at the NortheresAcad-
emy that he said proved smokers were poor scholars. He aroeduhat
smokers would no longer be admitted to the academy and anywéne
currently enrolled would be expelled if they did not quiBdys who smoke
are no good to the school, learn nothing themselves, andised axample
to the other students,” he said. His remarks struck manyspaper editors
as reasoned and praiseworthy.

On the eve of World War I, the forces arrayed against the eigar
seemed formidable. Reformers had succeeded in outlawiagdfe—and
in some cases, the manufacture, advertising, possessichy se—of cig-
arettes in thirteen states; although three of those stedsshbsequently
repealed their laws, prohibitory bills were pending in sikers. The United
States Supreme Court had upheld the constitutionality ofidaws in an
important decision involving cigarette prohibition in Treessee in 1900.
Cigarettes were subject to a number of other restrictioasyimg with the
locale. Two states had outlawed their use on school proparig many
school districts refused to hire teachers who smoked therangttime,
anywhere. Virtually every state banned the sale of cigasetdo minors.
Florida had made it illegal not only to sell them to minors butpersuade,
advise, counsel or compel” a minor to smoke. In Nevada, sngpkvas
prima facie evidence of delinquene¢y.
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In the minds of many citizens, cigarettes remained a marlewiahcy.
As an early settler of Casper, Wyoming, remembered it, theafdready-
mades” was “limited to women of the underworld and theirrgers-on.
The average citizen would have been embarrassed if seenirsgnoke.”
More than thirty years later, he could still recall the shdicigave him
when one of the town’s most prominent pioneers returned feenving
two years in Congress, unconcernedly puffing away at a cigaréhe
congressman was not reelected, his display of “degradétiaving fig-
ured heavily in his defeat. In many parts of the country, aacigte-
smoking politician simply did not project qualities thatpgaled to middle-
class voters. This was demonstrated in Memphis, Tenneiss&817. One
of the charges brought against an unpopular mayor was thatno&ed
cigarettes. He was forced to resigh.

Meanwhile, the number of anti-smoking groups proliferatEde Anti-
Cigarette League, which once had little competition, waw aned by a
Non-Smokers’ Protective League, founded by Dr. Charlesease, a dentist
and homeopathic physician, in New York City in 1911; a No-Tolmcc
League, based in Indiana but expanding westward; an Aghi@tte
Smoking League, aimed at school children in the East; andaigorated
Anti-Narcotics Department in the WCTU. (There was some agerof
membership. For example, five of the eleven original directaf the Non-
Smokers’ Protective League were also active in the Anta@igte League.)
In the South, the WCTU was organizing a “colored Anti-cigateague.”
A field that had once received only desultory attention fronfew tem-
perance workers had been redefined as a viable and importaat Gi
reform s

Although the groups had differing objectives—some seekim@xtin-
guish tobacco in all its forms, others concentrating onlycigarettes—
they united in demanding curbs on public smoking. Jordan,aative
member of both the Anti-Cigarette League and the Non-SnmedkRaotec-
tive League, complained that smoke from pipes, cigars, dgakettes “is
intensely irritating to the eyes, nostrils and lungs of the@gho have not
become case-hardened to it.” Wiley, one of the incorporatf the Non-
Smokers’ Protective League, called for a virtual end to amplsng in
public, saying, “A man has not the shadow of right to inflictwholesome
smoke and his vile breath on the community at large.” Kreaswonfident
that “[tlhe time is not far distant whre. . . protection will be afforded on
our street cars and other public places to those who arealilegrough to
permit others to smoke, but do not wish to inhale the smokeeatrsd
hand.” However, in campaigning against “second hand’odme, Kress and
others gave only passing attention to the health of nonsnspkencen-
trating instead on their comfort and saféty.

In an important victory in New York in 1913, the Non-SmokersbPr
tective League convinced the state’s Public Service Comioristo outlaw
smoking on the railroads, streetcars, ferries, and waitoggns within its
jurisdiction. The decision came after a public hearing dgrivhich the
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sins of smokers were catalogued at length. One woman testifiet her
hat had been set afire by a cigarette flung from a subway piatféor-
tunately, it was a sturdy winter hat and not a fimy and more loostible
summer model. A few smokers tried to speak in their own defehsit
“they had no arguments to back them up in their oppositiohdicule,”
according to a report in th&ew York Times. One smoker asked for pity.
“Spare a little of our vices,” he said. “We shall be a longnte dead. They
have a constitutional right to breathe fresh air; haven'tge¢ a consti-
tutional right to the pursuit of happiness?” The Non-Smiek&rotective
League insisted, and the commission agreed, that the rafimtsnsmokers
should prevaif?

In another case, also in 1913, the victory went to the smokee. T
United States Senate rejected a resolution, introducedhlgy reform-
minded Senator Benjamin (“Pitchfork Ben”) Tillman of Stu Carolina,
that would have banned smoking in the Senate chamber by a&ngbn
any time. Senator Charles E. Townsend, a distinguishedrpssiye, re-
fused to support the proposal despite a plaintive lettenfiidlman about
the effects of tobacco smoke on the old and the sick. It wad &gt the
smoke in the Senate was so thick that the solons could syavedlistin-
guished from the mahogany chairs on which they sat. But it praduced
mostly by cigars, tokens of power, and consequently subjetd few re-
strictions?!

The Anti-Cigarette League, meanwhile, was sending reergiaround
the country; distributing pledge cards to school childramd soliciting
donations from church, temperance, and business groupsfidll sec-
retary for Michigan reported that he had lectured in eigfiMg-churches
during one four-month period in 1912; an organizer in spargefulated
northern Nevada set up four chapters with a combined merhipeof
1,000 that year. These efforts brought in little money, buaytsucceeded
in keeping the league’s name and its cause before the public.

The league attracted even more attention after Kress opangtop-
smoking clinic in its Chicago headquarters in 1913. The clioffered a
“cure” that involved painting the smoker’s throat withhgr nitrate. The
chemical reacted with elements in cigarette smoke to predexreme
nausea. Penitents who might be tempted to backslide wengied pvith
gentian root, which supposedly had tonic qualities whenaete Messen-
ger boys, chorus girls, housewives, an occasional bugimess and the
idly curious trooped in to the clinic—along with reporteooking for fea-
ture stories. The clinic was so successful that the leagoe sstablished
a second one in Chicago, for women only, followed by other®datroit,
Cincinnati, and elsewhere in the Midwest. Gaston took t@yiag a supply
of gentian root with her at all times, to be thrust upon any anywsmok-
ers she chanced to encounter.

Other anti-smoking activists opened similar clinics in Néevsey, Cal-
ifornia, and Washington State. Several were administeygd\enile court
judges, who offered young offenders a choice between taliregcure or
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going to detention, on the theory that cigarettes encoutdmelessness.
The silver nitrate treatment was more humane if not moretafle than
that favored by the superintendent of the Boys’ and Girlgl Society in
Seattle in the early 1900s: he used ankle chains to break ytuigeayette
fiends” of the habit7*

Gaston remained tireless in her efforts to banish what shariably
called “the evil” or “the curse” of cigarettes. “Therdnas never been any-
thing to equal our present effort, over which | have burneel tiidnight
oil,” she wrote to one supporter. After the lllinois SuprenCourt ruled
that the 1907 state law prohibiting cigarette sales was ustitortional,
she initiated a campaign to recall the judges. Accordingrie account,
she nearly succeeded. Failing that, she tried to revive d@we Between
1908 and 1917, the llinois legislature considered twelves bilat would
have banned the manufacture, use, sale, keeping for safgngwor giv-
ing away of cigarettes, each one promoted by Gaston and tht¢ An
Cigarette Leagué.

She also made her presence known at the Chicago City Co8hal.
convinced one of the city aldermen to introduce a bill to pbitfrcigarette
sales in 1911. The measure was tabled after the city attorney rthlat
the council did not have the authority to take such an acfitnee years
later, Gaston helped draft a bill making it illegal not only sell but to
give away cigarettes within the city limits. The latter pion was an
attempt to close an often-used loophole: in areas where sallys were
banned, dealers would give away cigarettes—with the pusetvdmatches
for fiteen or twenty cents. Gaston submitted a legal brieépared by a
Chicago law firm, defending the constitutionality of cigiteeprohibition.
In addition, she provided each alderman with literaturenf@d by the
league, including “Why the Cigarette Is Deadly” and copiaf its monthly
magazineThe Boy. The aldermen also heard from lobbyists for the tobacco
industry and from the city attorney, who took a dimmer viewtloé pro-
posal than Gaston’s attorneys. The proposed ordinance aldedt®

Gaston, defeated but unbowed, was soon circulating pestior other
laws, including one compelling cigarette smokers to walkhie middle of
the streets. She also took on as a personal mission the taskfmting
the existing city ordinance outlawing sales to minors. Atenvincing the
city police chief to deputize her, she reportedly filed mdrart 1,000 com-
plaints against Chicago tobacco dealers whom she accuséalating the
law.”7

Outside Chicago, it was more of the same: lobbying for legish, pro-
moting the “cure,” passing out gentian root, seeking certg and contri-
butions. She traveled throughout the East and Midwest whemfends
permitted, giving speeches and attending conferencestosa®anced
much of this travel herself, but she gratefully acknowletige$500 do-
nation from Rosenwald that made it possible for her to attdredCleve-
land Conference of Charities in 1912. She rarely missed theuahcon-
vention of the WCTU and often had a place on the program. AtitEl
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convention in Milwaukee, for example, she exhorted the emrtion del-
egates to escalate the battle against cigarettes. “Hetates have out-
lawed the cigaret,” she said. “Is your state among theth?”

She found receptive audiences in places such as Topeka aweldid
and even Washington, D.C., where cigarettes were stiladlganarginal.
In Detroit, the prestigious Twentieth Century Women'’s Ckfgonsored a
stop-smoking clinic. At Battle Creek, Kellogg invited heo tevelop an
exhibit on the evils of cigarettes, to be financed by Ford aisplayed
permanently at the sanitarium. The influential Woman'’s GliilChicago
endorsed the Anti-Cigarette League; thistitution Quarterly included it on
its list of worthy agencies engaged in “philanthropy, ctywmnd social
betterment.”

In New York City, however, she had less success. She souglirivdan
tation to speak at the Colony Club, which drew its memberdtam the
women of the city’s wealthiest families; the club declin&he asked the
members to sign pledges of abstention; few did. The cigare#td already
begun to poke its nose into the parlors ofthe urban uppeschis. Jacob
H. Vanderbilt herself had gone so far as to open a ‘tea anareige room”
as a refuge for women of the New York Four Hundred. In progrdons
the 1910-11 season at the Metropolitan Opera House and sevead-Br
way theaters, patrons of genteel culture could read adgyfgptian Deities,
Philip Morris, and half a dozen other brands of cigarettes.

There were other problems. Despite all the speeches, thémgegethe
lobbying; the pamphlets, articles, and books; despite @remest pledges
signed by boys who promised never to smoke and the girls womsed
never to speak to boys who did; despite all the people who theKcure”
and all the state laws, the city ordinances, and the pestionCongress:
despite all this, Americans were smoking more cigarettesitaver before.
More than 16 billion cigarettes were manufactured and solthaUnited
States during 1914, an increase of 2 billion over the previees yThese
were cigarettes that were taxed. Several bilion more welled by their
consumers and were thus tax exempt. Cigarettes still adeoufor only
about 7 percent of the total tobacco consumption in the Uf&-behind
pipes (34 percent), chewing tobacco (29 percent), and si@&rpercent)—
but they were gaining both market share and respectability.

The rebuff from the Colony Club underscored another probfemGas-
ton and her supporters: enmity toward cigarettes was mastqurnced in
areas where they were least popular. This is reflected in ¢bmslative
record. Cigarette smoking was relatively uncommon in tta¢est that out-
lawed it. As theNew York Times observed in a 1909 report, “Cigarettes
were doing a hundred times as much harm on the east side of ek Y
as they were doing in Wisconsin and Indiana but New York htadnich
to say. New York, serene in its smoke, remarked only thatdcail less
than 16 years old should not smoke cigarettes and that destletdd not
sell children cigarettes.” To the urbane easterner, dgding an anti-
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cigarette law seemed almost as ridiculous as it would [bg)aes a law
prohibiting a woman from wearing more than three poundslséfaair.”
In contrast, the governor of Minnesota, rather than scagtiire cigarette
prohibition bill that came to his desk as a product of theg sidason, signed
it “as seriously as he would have signed a measure to supplgd for the
public schools.®?

Once enacted, the laws were rarely enforced. Occasionzdlice de-
partments would experience little spasms of virtue (or pgdhdevelop a
thirst for payoff money) and make a few arrests; but by anddathey
were not overly zealous about chasing down cigarette snsokary en-
forcement efforts tended to be briefand concentrated inlidmans rather
than cities. This was demonstrated in Washington State im@19%Mhen
the legislature amended an existing law to ban the possessiovell as
the manufacture and sale of cigarettes. According to nepepeeports,
police in small towns around the state made about sixty tsiadsogether
during the first month the law was in effect, but only six moneridg
the next three months, and none thereafter. No arrests vegated in
Seattle, which was hosting the Alaska-Yukon-Pacific BExpasi at the
times3

Among the few who ran afoul of the law was Wiliam D. “Big Bill
Haywood, the legendary labor organizer. As head of the eddiustrial
Workers of the World during the most turbulent years in Aroani labor
history, Haywood was accustomed to legal difficulties. He feeced strike-
breakers, Pinkertons, sheriffs, hostile grand juries, anderous indict-
ments, for everything rom murder to sedition. His only cations, how-
ever, came in June 1909, when he was found guilty of possestirg
makings” in the hamlets of North Yakima and Davenport. 3mcharges
in a third town, Ellensburg, were dropped at the directiorth& county
prosecutor, who thought the law was unconstitutional. ¥dater, in his
autobiography, Haywood claimed, “My persecution and thdlity that
followed it caused the repeal of the anti-cigarette law"fact, opposition
to the law had been building for some time among legislatoho we-
garded it as unenforceable. “When you pass a law you knowisgto
be violated, as the gentlemen opposing (repeal) admit tleseprt law is
violated, you are merely bringing all law into contemptdid Senator
Josiah Collins, a member of the judiciary committee, whotled effort to
legalize cigarettes. The legislature repealed the lawsat éixt session, two
years latep?

A study of cigarette prohibition in Wisconsin in 1912 showedtfthe
law is flagrantly and openly violated,” primarily becaud@ére is a great
demand for cigarettes and local officials will not enforceasv lin the face
ofa popular demand.” The researcher found no record of angqrutions.
He reported there had been virtually no change in the numbetailers
selling cigarettes since the law was enacted, in 1905. Heladed the
statute was “useless” and recommended that it be repedleel legislature
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did so three years later, in 1915; Oklahoma also repealed ticcaarette
law that year’

In addition to these problems, the anti-cigarette movenveas being
undermined by internal dissension. Ironically, this distevas an out-
growth of its early success. As more people were attractethé¢ocause,
there was more disagreement about goals and tactics. $&egréigures
changed their minds about the effectiveness of coercivesores, espe-
cially those aimed at adults as well as children. For inseaVgiley once
said he supported all efforts to “curtail or restrict, abliate or destroy the
pernicious habit of cigarette smoking.” Later, he argubatt legislation
should be a last resort, and then applied only to people uadertwenty-
one. He was willing to grant adults the right to smoke, so lasgthey
did so in a way that did not offend abstainérs.

Gaston made no such concession. Long after most other matiette
activists had acknowledged the impossibility of legislatithe industry out
of existence, she remained a self-described “extremistxbfemists.” She
made her position clear with the blunt signature she put dterle to
supporters: “Yours for the extermination of the cigarett€o doubters,
she offered a pamphlet titled “Why the Manufacture and $dl@igarettes
Should Be Prohibited by Law.” She adopted a new slogan: tAdkeless
America by 1925.%7

Conflict over this issue resulted in two efforts to unseatt@asas su-
perintendent of the Anti-Cigarette League. The first canreetyears after
the league was organized, when the then-president, FranksW, a re-
tired professor from Ohio State University in Columbus, snarily de-
moted her. In a letter to Fisk, one of Gaston’s admirers attiNeestern
University in Evanston, Irish hinted at problems created@aston’s “vi-
sionary schemes.” He described her as “erratic, and vekless in her
business methods,” and said she “causes us a great dealudile.” Gas-
ton, for her part, complained about being “misunderstood anisrepre-
sented.” One year later, the Anti-Cigarette League had & peesident
and Gaston was back in business as superintendent. Shedsvbak op-
ponents by commenting, ifihe Boy, that “An effort was made to shift the
national work to other hands, but unsuccessfullyd an. the‘old original’
League continues to be the recognized power.” The officlziective re-
mained the elimination of the cigarette industry by l&w.

However, the tension persisted, waxing and waning over tbars
until the entry of the United States into World War | broughtd a head.
Gaston was appalled by the widespread enthusiasm for sagpymeri-
can soldiers with cigarettes. “People seem to be entirelgp off their
feet,” she wrote to no less a personage than Secretary of Néawrton D.
Baker, “and the general impression prevails that as sooa asan puts
on the uniform he must begin to dope up preparatory to a pessinch
experience. This, of course, is the greatest folly.” Shelesed several pam-
phlets, an application for membership in the Clean Life Clabd a flyer
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(“War Bulletin No. 1”) that claimed “a cruel injustice is &ing done in
encouraging indulgence in cigarettes.” If soldiers haddte, she added,
they should “go into the presence of Almighty God clean’ted from “an
enslaving habit” whose effects “closely resemble the w§epium.”s°

This intemperate tone was a source of embarrassment foritbetars
of the Anti-Cigarette League. It seemed unpatriotic, andats certainly
impolitic, to attack a commodity military leaders said weecassary to the
victory of good over evil. Gaston became an object of ricgguthere once
she had commanded respect in the pages of newspapers andimesga
now she was openly mocked. Still, she had sufficient suppattimvthe
league to hold onto her position until the end of the war. ligssn two
months after the armistice, however, she was forced to mes8ig

Gaston’s critics also challenged her business methodgwdtie herself
described as “somewhat confusing.” The writer Francesrifél put it
this way: “She was incapable of arranging papers, or kegp#&cords or
files. Money flowed loosely through her fingers; the cause keptalmost
constantly in debt, since her vision was always a jump ahdéaemnbank
balance.” lllinois State Senator Henry Evans of Auroraediof being badg-
ered by Gaston to move her anti-cigarette bills out of his wottee, once
accused her of “making a mighty good thing” out of her crdsa—imply-
ing that she was personally profiting from it. Gaston angpiynted out
that her salary often went unpaid.

In contrast to the Anti-Saloon League and, to a lesser dedie=
WCTU, the Anti-Cigarette League rarely enjoyed a financigdltion. The
monthly budget ran to about $1,250, and expenses typicatigeded in-
come. Gaston’s surviving correspondence indicates thastiuggled con-
stantly to find money to pay her bills. “We have always feletlesramps’
that are common to work of reform,” she wrote to Jordan. éBke who
are generous hearted toward other causes rarely resporetheraus fash-
ion to a work like ours and enthusiastic workers are allowedytow
discouraged and give up the fight.” To Rosenwald, she comptl “So
much of our time and strength is being spent in the effort tdkenthe
work possible instead of being able to go straight to the.ts&ke appealed
to one supporter for a donation of $100, pointing out that thsts of
“[hleadquarters, an abundance of printed matter and aefaftactive
workers in the field make a considerable sum imperative.’5elet her $5.
She told a reporter for th€hicago News that she had often called upon
her brother Edward to finance her activities. Even that did alevays
pay the bills, as indicated by the intermittent publicatiohThe Boy. At
least one employee filed a lawsuit against her, seeking paymiback
wages’?

Her disdain for compromise and her shortcomings as a fuisdraost
Gaston the leadership of the movement she had helped igshi.never
regained the influence she had had in the years before theReamuch
of the last decade of her life, her fellow reformers mereletated her, at
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best. However, the movement itself persisted. Indeed, gesreftes made
further inroads in American society, they inspired evenagee opposition.
The apotheosis of the anti-cigarette campaign was yet tcecanma world

that would be reordered by an assassin’s bullet, fired in jSaoaon June
28, 1914.



The Little
White Slavef

Goes to Walf

The war maimed, killed, and devastated,;
but the worst thing the war did was entrench the cigarette.
Lawrence Leslie*

‘ igarettes began to move into the mainstream of Americanucealt

uring World War |. By 1920, they accounted for 20 percent & th
total tobacco consumption in the United States, compardds®than 7
percent in 1914. The war did not initiate this change, but itetar@ted
it. Millions of American soldiers smoked cigarettes givemthem during
the war as a gesture of support by their government, by ciM@piza-
tions, and by ordinary citizens. This helped transform whats once a
manifestation of moral weakness into a jaunty emblem ofdioee and
democracy. By wrapping cigarettes in the protective clo&kadriotism,
the war undercut the campaign against their use. The ojmodiriefly
revived in the postwar years, in response to increased srgdii women,
but the milieu had changed and the cigarette was no longezdabgtarget
it had once been.

When the United States entered the war in April 1917, the sadigef
arettes was illegal in eight states, and anti-cigaretts hiere pending in
at least twenty-two other states. The sheer volume of kiiisi, proposed
and enacted, suggests the degree to which cigarette smafiingted the
nation’s values in the pre-war era. Most Americans would éhagreed
with Rev. William “Billy” Sunday, the popular evangelistvho once said

65
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“[tlhere is nothing manly about smoking cigarettes. FordGosake, if you
must smoke, get a pipe.”

The war helped legitimate cigarettes by linking them to amiof man-
liness and civic virtue: the American soldier. Benedict @etl, assistant
secretary of war, estimated that 95 percent of the Americgreditionary
Forces used tobacco in some form. Cigarettes were by far tmedoke of
choice. The War Department attributed this in part to the fhat the
troops were younger, on the average, than those in earli@rsyeand
young men preferred cigarettes to other forms of tobacagar@ttes also
had certain practical advantages: they fit easily into aarmifpocket; were
more portable than pipes or cigars; could be smoked quiekig required
no special equipment to use, beyond a light. Furthermogarette butts
could easily be recycled into new smokes—an important caraition dur-
ing wartime, when supplies were uncertain. The variousfelgencies
that helped provide the troops with tobacco and other sesdlso pre-
ferred cigarettes: cigars were more likely to spoil durinag weather,
and pipes were easily broken. Chewing tobacco was both plert@nd
durable, but it offended the sensibilities of many reliefrkers; they res-
olutely passed out cigarettes instead.

The use of cigarettes by servicemen was sanctioned by bfitlabédict
and public consensus. Congress ordered the War Departrmentlitde
them in the rations issued to soldiers overseas, and it dizeditheir sale
to soldiers at post exchange stores and canteens at homebaoada As
a result, the American government soon became the largegtespur-
chaser of cigarettes in the world. The War Industries Boardoeraged
domestic production by designating cigarette manufaniyds an essen-
tial industry, giving it access to raw materials and tramspiion networks
(and protecting it from any troublesome labor disputeswbfgapers, busi-
ness groups, women'’s clubs, and many other organizatiotableshed
private funds to augment government supplies. Even somepgrthat had
once been hostile toward cigarettes—including the YMCA amel Salva-
tion Army—helped supply them to servicemen.

Much of this was done in the interest of diverting the solgiéfiom
other, more objectionable sins, particularly those inirggdwhat one con-
temporary called “bad liquor and worse women.” The Unit8thtes had
marched off to war under the banner of moral reform. Its leadeere
determined to extend the purifying impulse to the armeddsr€ongress
banned the sale of alcohol to men in uniform; it also stipedathat
prostitution-free zones be established around militampps. Having been
denied access to wine and women, the men were encouragedntorto
themselves with song and smoke.

In addition, the war indirectly promoted the cigarette hdlyi quick-
ening the pace of urbanization and industrialization. ®ged cigars need
constant attention from the smoker; chewing tobacco regufrequent
spitting (a challenge to sanitation if not to aestheticd)e Tcigarette, in
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contrast, is fast, convenient, and less offensive to norkemsan close quar-
ters than other forms of tobacco. It can be smoked in briefrivels, while
the user is operating machinery or engaged in some other Tagse are
important advantages in an urban, industrial world.

The war also stimulated various social changes that favorettased
cigarette smoking: it smudged the lines separating thesrofenen and
women; opened up a generational divide; and unleashed a éprdi-
eration in all areas of human endeavor. Postwar America edalihat
which was “up to date” and “wide awake.” The cigaretteglatively un-
common until after the turn ofthe century, enjoyed the beés efinovelty.
Moreover, since the modern cigarette industry had beendhad in the
United States, it had an aura of Americanism, at least whenpeoed to
the foreign-dominated brewing industry. This served it lwklring the
xenophobic era of World War 1. All these influences workedetinger to
redefine what Henry Ford had called ‘the little white slayenvesting
cigarettes with new cultural meaning and flattening the ieasrthat had
limited their acceptability.

In this and other ways, the war siphoned support from theeigéirette
movement. Much of the financial backing, as well as a good dé#ie
ideology, for the organized opposition to smoking had conoenf prohi-
bitionists. The war provided them with a powerful new ratads for na-
tional prohibition: that the production of alcohol wastechip and other
food needed to feed the allied armies. Having appealed togpstn in
arguing for prohibition, they were in a poor position to defflpro-smoking
arguments that were likewise grounded in patriotism. Addilly, with
the prospect of a long-awaited victory against alcohol, snprohibitionists
figuratively cleared their plates, retreating from othesuiss in order to
concentrate on what they regarded as the primary foe.

Their very success further subverted the anti-cigaretrapzEgn, by
planting the seeds for a postwar backlash against the refiorpulse in
general. Thus, a few weeks after his famous transatlangictfin 1927,
Charles A. Lindbergh deliberately lit a cigarette during iancer in his
honor, repudiating an anti-smoking group’s effort to usenhas a role
model. “l won't be played for a tin saint,” he said. (Lindkgh continued
to smoke in public despite a critic’'s threat to “communieatith Colonel
Lindbergh’s mother on the matter?”)

Where there’s war, the saying goes, there’s smoke. Toba&nocalm
the frightened, sedate the wounded, energize the wearydatrdict the
bored. For centuries, military commanders have regardad éssential to
the fighting man. “You stink of brandy and tobacco, most saidike,”
one character said to another in the British playwright Mfifi Congreve’s
comedyThe Old Bachelor, written in 1693. General Antoine Charles Lasalle,
hero ofthe Napoleonic wars, reportedly went so far as testh% hussard
must smoke; a cavalryman who does not smoke is a bad sdldfiesth
the Civil War through the Vietham War, the American govermmeée-
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fined tobacco as a military necessity by including it in thesibaations
issued to troops on the front lines. (Both the Union and theféterate
troops received a tobacco ration during the Civil War.) Begng with the
Thirty Years’ War of the early seventeenth century, everyjanaar has
been associated with an increase in overall tobacco consomn the
nations involved, initiated by the use of tobacco by soklier

Wars also have influenced the ways in which tobacco is usddieg®
gathered in camps far from home invariably experiment wittal prod-
ucts. Americans who fought in Mexico in 1848 came back smokiggrs.
Consequently, the cigar industry flourished, at the expaiske “quid”
(chewing tobacco). The Crimean War of 1854-56 helped poméaiga-
rette smoking in Britain and France, Anglo-French troopsihg picked
up the habit from their Turkish allies and Russian enemié feturning
soldiers, fresh from an ennobling adventure in a distandJavere imitated
by admiring civilians. At the end ofthe American Civil Warpidn soldiers
stationed near Durham, North Carolina, acquired a tastetHer local
“bright leaf’ tobacco. Orders for more of that distinctvtobacco came
back from points all around the country, creating a demarad tirofited
local manufacturers, including Washington Duke.

Many American soldiers smoked their first cigarettes whtidgisned in
territories acquired during the Spanish-American War of@8mitially,
their officers viewed the new habit with deep suspicion. Bttle army
and navy tried to discourage it, particularly among youngués, on the
grounds that it impaired health and decreased efficienay;dfficers rec-
ommended either pipes or chewing tobacco instead. The d&i@tes Mil-
itary Academy at West Point banned the sale and possessitigaskttes
in 1903; the quartermaster and commissary were ordered tolspipes
and mild smoking tobacco to cadets in an effort to blunt theeap of
cigarettes. President Theodore Roosevelt himself apprtdve dismissal of
two cadets who were court-martialed on charges stemming fitee pos-
session of cigarettes (in one case, a package had slippedtfire cadet’s
sleeve during French class; he claimed he had not known it iwdss
sleeve and was dismissed for lying).

Emulating West Point, cadets and faculty members at the &b bfil-
itary Institute in Kinston, North Carolina, organized a pher of the Anti-
Cigarette League in 1905; its goal was to “create and maintaivhole-
some public sentiment against cigarette smoking.” WesinPadtself
reiterated its ban on cigarettes in 1911. Cadets were warnéedbgpfaced
dismissal for violating the policy, and they were also givemti-cigarette
literature, includinglhe Cigarette Smoking Boy by William McKeever!!

The navy attempted to prohibit the use of cigarettes by sailmder
age twenty-one in 1907, but gave it up as unenforceable, t@aggsitimony
from the surgeon general that the habit was “a serious inmpedt to
robust health in the Navy.” Young sailors (“bluejackétsr “jackies”)
insisted life at sea would be impossible without cigaretfesone of them
put it:
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It's all right to talk about your cigars and your pipes, bugaiettes are
cigarettes, and when you once get to liking the little stidksre’s noth-

ing that can take their place. Then don't forget that life &re bcean,
with none of your women folks or girl friends around to bredletmo-

notony, is a lot different from life ashore, and I tell you geadreamsticks
help you to pass away many a dreary and home-sick kour.

Even so, two years later, Rear Admiral Seaton Schroederrzomder
in chief of the Atlantic battleship fleet, recommended thlhealisted men
be forbidden to smoke cigarettes. “The habit injures thennplysically
and does not benefit them mentally,” he said. At the leastatided, the
navy should not sell cigarettes in its ships’ stores. ™ York Times
endorsed Schroeder’s proposal, saying, ‘[T]he excessseof cigarettes is
not conducive to good shooting or clear thinking.” Secrgtaf the Navy
George von L. Meyer apparently agreed, up to a point. He éssuneorder
prohibiting the sale of manufactured cigarettes in navalteans; how-
ever, the order did not apply to cigarette tobacco and papéiikh con-
tinued to be sold:

By the time the United States entered World War |, cigaratt@fonger
attracted official censure in military life. West Point haitaut given up
trying to enforce its ban, after a report rom the academg®icmedical
officer that “a large percentage” of cadets were “habiteaarette smok-
ers,” most of them having acquired the habit at the acadere com-
mander of cadets recommended that upperclassmen, atbegstrmitted
to smoke whatever they wanted. “No distinction should bedmbaetween
cigarettes and other forms of tobacco,” he said, addir@adets constantly
see officers smoking cigarettes and it is doubtful ifit is fhuncore injurious
than other forms of tobacco unless continually inhaled vielb the
lungs.™#

In a series of thirty articles written for daily newspapersdantended
to help recruits and draftees prepare for military trainintyge War De-
partment made only two references to tobacco, in each cagaysadvis-
ing ‘immoderate” smokers to cut down. Raymond B. Fosdickairman
of the Commission on Training Camp Activities, personallypeoved a
health booklet—distributed at the training camps—thaitnetd, “If you
will save your smoke till after luncheon, you'll never havenaker’s
heart.”s

Writing to a New York medical journal, a military judge adwade dis-
missed as ‘ridiculous” the argument that cigarette srmakivas deleteri-
ous to health, at least for adults who smoked a ‘reasonaipngjty.” As
proof, he pointed to Admiral George Dewey, hero ofthe Spa#imerican
War, ‘who was an inveterate cigarette smoker throughoust Ifie and
retained the most remarkable health and vitality.” Dewégddn 1917 at
the age of 80. Later that year, his widow helped organize a ftnbuy
cigarettes for sailor¥.

Military physicians sometimes advised servicemen to avextessive”
use of cigarettes, but they rarely defined the point at whittoderate”
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smoking veered into “excessive.” The author of a populalitary hygiene
book concluded that ‘{m]oderate smoking, indulged in afteeals and in
periods of relaxation, cannot be said to be very harmfulf ik so.” He

cautioned that excessive smoking could cause ‘irritatadrthe vocal or-
gans and the bronchial tubes,” but properly indulged, tlgaette habit
“should not be interfered with.” This theme was repeatedi 1917 hand-
book approved by Surgeon General William C. Gorgas. Earyrtaxt year,
an article in the journaMilitary Surgeon cleared cigarettes as a source
pulmonary tuberculosis and suggested they had less effedhe heart
than pipes or cigars.

Some physicians not only tolerated but even encouragedretiga
smoking, at least during times of stress. A navy doctor, simgnup his
observations at the end of the war, argued that the use ofetigs and
other forms of tobacco was “a means of diversion which, fanf inter-
fering with a man’s performance of duty, attaches him to idaenders
it less burdensome.” He noted that other investigators tiiacbvered that
smoking increased the pulse rate and blood pressure, bus irigw, those
physiological effects were insignificant compared to therall benefits of
the habit. A physician assigned to the Army Medical Corps tiaed
against the dangers of inhalation for certain “susceptibidividuals, but
he also said he himself had never seen any deleterioussefffeat smoking
cigarettes nor had any of his colleagués.

There were dissenting opinions. In a 1914 handbook on militayy
giene, an officer in the United States Medical Corps wrotd tleaen the
moderate use of tobacco is not without possibilities of,emid cannot be
indulged in habitually except at some risk.” Cigarette «img, he added,
“is perhaps most likely to be prejudicial to health.” Atéhe war began,
several physicians attached to allied troops expressedeconabout the
use of cigarettes by servicemen. For example, a member ofamadian
Expeditionary Force’s medical staff, speaking in Minnelgpa August
1917, said that soldiers who smoked were more likely to get @l
infections. TheScientific American published a report from the Britistuncet
warning that “tobacco-smoking is a species of drug hahbithh@gh per-
haps a mild one if we leave out the question of excess, anddhtnual
drawing of tobacco smoke into the mouth or, worse, deeper thé res-
piratory tract, introduces toxic risks.” A report in an@hmedical journal
blamed cigarettes for an increase in the incidence of “taoaheart”
among British soldiers. Meanwhile, surgeons in a Londoritary hospital
complained that well-meaning people were impeding the vego of
wounded soldiers by showering them with cigarettes. “Nijpobjects to
an invalid smoking three or four cigarettes a day, but theggave danger
in fiteen or twenty,” the hospital superintendent s&id.

For the most part, however, physicians expressed littleceom about
the increasing use of cigarettes by servicemen. When a gobelergymen
objected to the distribution of cigarettes by the Red Cras$yew York
medical journal insisted, “The intense nervous strain asgd by the con-

of
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ditions at the front in the present war requires that evanglpossible
should be done to allay nervous irritation. It would be théghe of folly,
both from a medical and a military standpoint, to deny toloatccmen at
the front.” An army doctor told theNew York Times that cigarettes were
indispensable as an anodyne for wounded soldiers and meoyja®fthe
trenches. Others testified that smoking helped calm patibabre, after,
and sometimes even during surgical operations. In his meaithe war,
Lawrence Stallings claimed that cigarettes were often ueeelase with-
drawal from morphine in military hospitals. “You could tetho was quit-
ting the drug by watching the cigarettes glowing among thlghtlights,”
he wrote2

Even after reports surfaced about the high number of draftde could
not comply with minimum standards of fithess, military ofiils made little
effort to discourage cigarette smoking on grounds of hedlihthe early
months of the war, up to 70 percent of the men who reported ¢allo
draft boards failed to pass their physical examinationse Wiar Depart-
ment subsequently pressured doctors to be less “exatimgxamining
men for military service, but even so, at least one-quarfehose who
were examined were rejected.

A few civilian doctors argued that smoking was a factor in thigh
rejection rate, but both military authorities and the gerd@ublic ignored
them. Among the most forceful critics was John Harvey Kalogho re-
garded tobacco as no less a threat to health than alcohomeead, and
infrequent excretion. “The cigarette is known to be an egasfischolar-
ship, of culture, of morals, of health and vigor, and yet itdkerated, even
encouraged,” he wrote. “The millions of cigarettes nowirtge fired at our
soldiers will every one hit its mark and do its mischief. Mokeerican
soldiers will be damaged by the cigarette than by GermaretsullA Cleve-
land physician, offering unsolicited advice to the armydihgh the pages
of a New York newspaper, suggested “excessive” smokingoaated for
90 percent of the men rejected for problems involving therhesyes, ears,
and nervous system. In Red Bluff, California, Dr. Sarah Es&Mold an
audience that ‘[o]ne ofthe glaring causes of failure to ifydor the army
on the part of thousands of Americans is the use of tobacdbis
prompted theSacramento Bee to point out that the majority of those who
qualified also used tobaces.

Meanwhile, military authorities were issuing urgent cddls cigarettes
and other tobacco products to be distributed to the troopee@l John J.
“Black Jack” Pershing, commander of the American Expediary Forces,
reportedly said tobacco was as vital to the war effort as faodullets. He
singled out cigarettes, pleading that production be insedao meet mil-
itary needs. His position was reiterated by other high-iaglofficers. “A
cigarette may make the difference between a hero and a siidad
Major Grayson M. P. Murphy, one of Pershing’s top aides. @n hour of
stress a smoke will uplift a man to prodigies of valor; thekla€it will sap
his spirit.” General George W. Goethals declared tobaces wo less im-
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portant than food. Even the commander in chief, Presidenodmwv Wil-
son (a nonsmoker himself), condoned tobacco for militaryppses, as
demonstrated by his support of ttNew York Sun’s “smokes for soldiers”
fund23

In government communications during the war, the phraset wften
used in connection with cigarettes was “necessary conifdtie under-
lying message was that soldiers who were sedated (“comddyby smoke
would be less likely to succumb to other temptations. The Wwad not
dissipated the reformist impulses of the Progressive Eud,nberely nar-
rowed them. The new priority was to “make the world safe fantbc-
racy,” and to do so with an army that was clear-eyed and uadehed—
the first military force in history to be swept clean of alcblamd prosti-
tutes. As H. L. Mencken commented in a typically caustic cofuin the
New York Evening Mail:

Disappointment now devours the vitals of those optimistsowioped
and believed that the entrance of the United States into thewould
throw a wet blanket over the uplift. Far from being retiredthe rear,
there to eat out their great throbbing hearts, the uplift@esmore nois-
ily to the front than ever before. The only difference is thlhéey now
concentrate the stupendous power of their rectitude upenbthys in
khakiz2*

One month after the United States entered the war, Secrefanar
Newton D. Baker sent a letter to the governors of all the stated to the
chairmen of all the state councils of national defense, ingetheir coop-
eration in guarding the morality of the troops. It was, halsé military
necessity, to do everything in our power .t. .conserve the vitality ofthe
men in the training camps.” To ensure that the camps, andntéigh-
borhoods surrounding them, would be free of “‘temptationd gweril,”
Baker appointed a Commission on Training Camp Activitiesatied by
Fosdick, a tireless moral crusader. The YMCA was assignedtésk of
protecting the morals of soldiers overseas. The goal of lmoganizations
was to divert the men from drink, drugs, lust, and gamblingobyviding
“substitute attractions,” such as athletics, group s$irgg inspirational
movies and books—and tobacco, including cigarettes.

Tobacco was an approved mood-altering substance that coitighte
what Fosdick called “free time problems.” It was both a tdéction from
and a compensation for the various deprivations of milildeyOne YMCA
report quoted a soldier as saying that the troops couldpkssber a long
time” if they but had enough to smoke. In addition, by prawmigl ample
smoking supplies in military canteens, the government @¢@ricourage
soldiers to stay on the bases instead of going to nearbylsiities to buy
what they wanted. Secretary of the Navy Josephus Danielst@mined
prohibitionist and at one time an unrelenting foe of the Arman Tobacco
Company) personally endorsed a proposal to establish actobstand at
the training camp at Annapolis Junction, Maryland. It wastlire best
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interests of the service, he said, to have cigarettes anef ethacco prod-
ucts readily at haner.

The surviving records of the Commission on Training Campivitis
clearly reflect the priorities of Fosdick and his fellow s#dfscribed “moral
engineers.” The files contain hundreds of reports from @asi vice vigi-
lantes—groups appointed by Fosdick to monitor social coom$ in and
around the camps. Their members diligently counted the rarnobsol-
diers and sailors seen drinking, entering houses of puisit, gambling,
or otherwise misbehaving in their communities. They oamaaily noted
other problems, including profanity, blasphemy, and lagesbance ofthe
Sabbath. For example, the League of Christian Reformed &hasrfor the
Spiritual Care of Our Soldiers detected an increase in ngrsand asked
President Wilson to forbid all members of the army, navyi,itiail and
marines to use the name of God in vain. The Columbia Avenud bitist
Episcopal Church in Philadelphia discovered that theatperformances
were being held on Sundays at the Plattsburg, New York, imgicamp.
But the primary emphasis was on ‘intoxicating liquors apd/d women”
(or, as another writer put it, “drink and lust”). The moistk in the Amer-
ican government believed these were more deadly to the geesaldier
than the dangers of the trench itsélf.

Cigarettes had once been included in the matrix of vice: [gegfho
smoked them were said to be more likely to drink, take drugsnigle,
swear, and frequent houses of ill repute (either as clientstaff). Under
the peculiar conditions of the war, they were redefined akapiaks that
could help men resist such temptations. A retired medicdesf com-
menting on the increased use of cigarettes in the militarpressed a
common point of view when he said the soldiers “have got tosdme-
thing, and smoking, in my opinion, injures them less than ather vice’
they could acquire.” A confidential report to Fosdick rankéhe “special
social problems” facing the troops as follows: drinkingargbling, prosti-
tution, child marriage, rape, and illegitimacy. Cigarsttead no standing
in this new hierarchy of siR?

Congress considered but firmly rejected a proposal that avbale cat-
egorized cigarettes and other forms of tobacco as threatsetavelfare of
the troops. In the last frenzied weeks before the UnitedeStahtered the
war, Senator George E. Chamberlain of Oregon, chairman ef3nate
Military Affairs Committee, introduced a bill to outlaw teleco along with
alcohol and prostitution in and around military or naval tamments,
camps, forts, posts, officers or enlisted men’s clubs, nargy, and ships.
The bill passed the House and was pending in the Senate whregr€&xs
adjourned in March of 1917.

The origins of the proposed anti-tobacco clause are not.cleaight
have been inserted by an aide; Chamberlain, a Democrat, bagravi-
ously been associated with the opposition to either alcairolobacco.
Nonetheless, when he reintroduced the bill a week later-indua special
session called by President Wilson to consider war-relédgidlation—he
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again proposed that tobacco be banned from training fesiliChamber-
lain subsequently combined his training bill with a congticn bill pre-
pared by the War Department. Again, the anti-tobacco clauseived:®

Within days of the House vote on the original proposal, théalaxo
Merchants Association, the National Cigar Leaf Tobaccoosgion, and
other trade organizations had organized a letter-writiagnpaign, asking
their members to send personal protests to Congress. Indesécutives
held press conferences and dispatched news releasesjemltent to the
theme that tobacco was “an absolute necessity” to men at, wawith-
hold it would be “‘indefensible,” if not “barbarous” or fleast “criminally
wrong.™!

Many newspaper editorialists agreed. To tbk&cago News, the anti-
tobacco clause was the work of a “small souled zealot mogee#o ride
his own hobby than to serve his country.” TISecramento Bee considered
it part of a “sinister” effort by “the prohibitionist whawvould, by legislative
enactments and the confiscation of property, force othenhittk as he
thinks . ..and do without what hproscribes.” TheCincinnati Enquirer
thought it reflected a “perverse and hateful puritanismprbduced by a
“hysterical horde.” The Cleveland Leader blamed “some Congressional
jester, insensible to the full idiocy of his act. Even a fanabuld hardly
have proposed such a thing seriously.” TNew York Times, on the other
hand, said it was “probably deliberate and done with thepmse of dis-
couraging enlistments.” Theos Angeles Times cast one of the few editorial
votes in favor of the proposal, suggesting, “It would betgua feather in
Uncle Sam’s cap if he would break the tobacco habit in camphsad the
boys might go abroad free men, as far at least as their appetite con-
cerned.>?

Meanwhile, in Congress, legislators were elbowing eachenth the
rush to defend tobacco. Senator Warren G. Harding of Ohitdedohis
colleagues for “loading the army conscription bill withetiheoretic plans
of vagrant philosophers, cranks and puritanical reforniédarding had
both personal and political reasons for denouncing the gsap A ciga-
rette smoker himself, he also had a strong constituency antloa cigar
leaf growers of Ohig:?

Chamberlain quickly retreated in the face of this overwhebnoppo-
sition. The very day that he reintroduced the bill, he wrotepaciliatory
letter to Charles Dushkind, secretary of the Tobacco Mentka\ssocia-
tion. As approved by Congress one month later, the Consoni@ill in-
stituted a draft of men between the ages of twenty-one antlyttastab-
lished thirty-two training camps; banned the sale and zése of alcohol
in the vicinity of the camps; made it illegal to sell alcoha &ny man
in uniform anyplace at any time; and required that a cordonita&re
be established around each camp to ensure that it be frerofses of
ill fame, brothels, or bawdy houses” within a radius to baetenined by
the secretary of war. The bill made no mention of either cigees or
tobacco’*
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Congress was less willing to include tobacco in the ratiesaéd to the
troops, rejecting a measure introduced in July 1917 by a New ¥on-
gressman to provide servicemen with sixteen ounces of tbaanonth.
The bill attracted little opposition (the WCTU being one bftfew pro-
testers on record); it was strongly supported by the tobaodostry; and
it had precedence, tobacco having been given to soldierbeifront lines
in every major war since the Civil War. Its cost was appanettie decid-
ing factor in its defeat. In March 1918, a Massachusetts casgnan
introduced another bill to add tobacco to the rations, buwvats super-
seded by an order issued by the War Department—at the remqfest
General Pershing—providing that every member of the AnagriExpedi-
tionary Forces be given a daily supply of either cigaretsaspking tobacco,
or chewing tobacco. To Benedict Crowell, assistant secyetf war,
the action served as “the official recognition of tobacco aasecessity
for men in active service.” It also acknowledged the new ylapity of
cigarettes: previous wartime rations had included onlyepip chewing
tobacco®

The daily ration consisted of a choice between four manufeed cig-
arettes, enough tobacco and cigarette paper to roll terretigss, or four-
tenths of an ounce of chewing tobacco. Few men chose the |&tewell
noted. The War Department offered only cigarettes, “thekimgs,” or
chewing tobacco in the rations because they were less exgearsd easier
to transport than cigars or pipes, but it provided unlimisegbplies of all
kinds of tobacco for sale, at subsidized prices, in militaost exchanges,
both at home and overseas. However, even when they couldibassat
prices below wholesale, the men preferred cigarettes. Atdhd of the
war, the government held a large stock of surplus cigarssiwiérehouses
in France, but relatively few cigarettés.

As the single greatest tobacco buyer in the world, the Anagrigov-
ernment shipped an average of 425 million cigarettes a momtfrance
alone, along with an even greater quantity of loose tobamcbdnd-rolled
cigarettes. During the last nine months of the war, the ergioduction
of Bull Durham—the most popular roll-your-own brand—wasisgned
to the Subsistence Division of the War Department. Altogetlthe gov-
ernment sent about 5.5 billion manufactured cigarettegseaes, along
with enough tobacco to roll another 11 billion; in contrasshipped only
about 200 million cigars. Of nearly $80 million in federalesgling on
tobacco products between April 7, 1917, and May 1, 1919 (the enldeof t
demobilization period), more than 80 percent was used to diggrettes
and cigarette tobacco.

The War Industries Board—the agency created by Wilson toledg
the American economy during the war—considered rationfrgamount
of tobacco available to the civilian population in order tosare that the
demands of the military could be met. Instead, Bernard Barinead of
the board, designated tobacco an essential industry,giteccess to vital
raw materials, fuel, and transportation networks. Baruelebed tobacco
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was important to both military and civilian morale. Peopleuld sacrifice
more freely ifthey were not demoralized by resentment oeéndpdeprived
of their favorite smokes. Accordingly, he asked James B. eD(skill an
important figure in the cigarette industry despite the caardered breakup
of the American Tobacco Company in 1911) to direct efforts toaewp
production to meet both civiian and military needs. As Baruold the
story in his autobiography, “l called in the man in chargetloé tobacco
section and said, ‘Mr. Duke is running things now.” When Duleenurred,
| said, You don't like how we're doing things. Show us what weust
do.’” Duke’s “valuable suggestions” helped triple cigette production dur-
ing the war:

Several reform groups called upon the government to redtnie cul-
tivation of all kinds of tobacco and order the land plantethwiood crops
instead. Among them was the WCTU, which noted with approtaitt
some planters had voluntarily reduced their tobacco a@efter the
United States entered the war. In a petition to Presidensdiand United
States Food Commissioner Herbert Hoover, the WCTU saidh &tthe few
have done voluntarily the rest should be required to do.& No-Tobacco
Journal (published in Butler, Indiana) claimed that food produnticould
be increased to the point that conservation would not be gsacy if all
the tobacco acreage were given over to food crops. On the btdred, the
tobacco trade press urged farmers to plant more tobaccaiiregghat
people would eat less and thus conserve food if they couldkenmoore.
This position was reinforced by news reports quoting LorcRtida, food
controller in Great Britain, as saying, “Men would eat a gteleal more
if they did not have tobacco.” According to the industryptxco could
alleviate critical food shortages both at home and abrdabeing easier
to transport than other perishables. Neither Baruch norveoappears
to have been influenced by any ofthese arguments. There wanention
of tobacco in any context during the Congressional debatieriood bill,
passed in Aug. 10, 1917, which, among other things, institutsdbnal
prohibition of alcohol as a wartime food conservation measu

The government was only one source of tobacco products fwicee
men. Thousands of tons were provided by civic groups andicenrga-
nizations, including some that had been involved in the -amoking
movement before the war. One of the most remarkable dematistis of
a change in attitude came from the YMCA, which accepted a cimsion
from the War Department to operate all military post exchesignd can-
teens overseas. Chief among the list of products sold attfaedities was
tobacco. By the end of the war, the YMCA had shipped 820 tonsgaf-
rettes, 187 tons of smoking tobacco, 176 tons of chewing tahaatd 34
tons of cigars to France. Shipments continued during theotdization
period. Altogether—including tobacco the agency purcldafsem Euro-
pean suppliers—YMCA workers distributed more than 2 hillicigarettes
to soldiers in France, along with 50 million cigars and 18 imillcans of
smoking tobacco. Cigarettes were the most popular item & YMCA
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canteens; more than 70 million were sold during a single hdate in
the war#

Some of those cigarettes were passed out by YMCA officials Wwhd
spent years warning young men of the dangers of smoking. Antbem
was Daniel A. Poling, head of the United Society of Christiamdeavor
and chairman of the United Committee on War Temperance Aesvin
the Army and Navy. Poling had been an active supporter of th&-A
Cigarette League. He had often lectured about the “fine f@ntess” of
“nicotine bondage,” particularly in the form of cigarefs. He defected from
the crusade against smoking after working as a volunteer MMEA
canteen near the front lines, where he sold $800 worth ofreigies in
three days. His experiences convinced him that cigaretege an impor-
tant source of comfort for men who might otherwise be temtetivorse
things.” In his words:

There are hundreds of thousands of men in the trenches whédwou
mad, or at least become so nervously inefficient as to be sssafeto-
bacco were denied them. Without it they would surely turn torse
things. Many a sorely wounded lad has died with a cigarettdim
mouth, whose dying was less bitter because of the “poisdi” phe
argument that tobacco may shorten the life five or ten yeard,that
it dulls the brain in the meantime, seems a little out of plaxce trench
where men stand in frozen blood and water and wait for death.

Before the war, the YMCA had been a reliable source of supfort
Lucy Page Gaston and other anti-cigarette activists. YMOAljgations
repeatedly warned their readers about the harmful effettsigarette
smoking, linking it to such problems as “lack of robustneasemic ap-
pearance, imperfect development, brazen attitudesedsthctions.” Al-
though the organization was primarily concerned about ffeets of cig-
arettes on young people, it also attacked as “a falsehab@”argument
that cigarettes were harmless to adults. Of 133 individusdeiations sur-
veyed in 1915, most did not permit cigarette smoking in thedilitzes.
Even those that allowed the use of other types oftobacco édnigarettes.
“Most cigarette smokers have more vicious habits,” oneGAMofficial said,
explaining the reasons for the policy. But once the Unitealté& entered
the war, the YMCA not only abandoned the battle against @gas, it
went over to the other side.

In very short order, the YMCA found itself among the largestbu-
tors of tobacco in the world. It was selling cigarettes anddeottobacco
products in each ofits 1,507 canteens in France, and givirgyamillions
of cigarettes to soldiers on the front lines and in hospitAlcording to
one account, the haze from the smoke in a typical YMCA canigas so
thick, “the lanterns were the merest glimmer through theke” In can-
teens where smoking was not permitted, because of localdgalations,
YMCA representatives took pains to distance themselves ftbe rules;
they feared they would lose favor with the soldiers if theyr&o closely
associated with any restrictions on smokitig.
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In YMCA magazines, articles about the assorted evils of trach weed
were shoved aside by stories and photographs celebratieg@giency’s
efforts to supply soldiers with cigarettes. One photographa female
YMCA volunteer handing a package of cigarettes to a smilioldier, was
captioned “Just What the Doctor Ordered.” An accompamyiarticle,
headlined “Safeguard Your Health,” emphasized fresh elganliness, and
regulation ofthe bowels; it did not mention the effect of «img on health.
Another photograph showed a heavily bandaged soldier,glyam a
stretcher laid on the ground, arms at his sides, a cigarettes mouth,
a YMCA worker kneeling beside him to help him smoke it. Evesyue of
Association Men (the YMCA’s national monthly magazine) published in
1918 included at least one article with favorable referenocesigarettes;
and nearly every issue was illustrated with at least one qdraiph or
drawing depicting soldiers enjoying cigarettes providgdibe YMCA.*

This astonishing conversion was not free of controversyhinitthe
agency. Some YMCA personnel worried about the proprietyeofdling a
substance previously condemned as a conduit to the devilyMdthose
who accepted the distribution of cigarettes to soldiers aseime neces-
sity held the line at their use by employees of the YMCA its&fo man
can suck cigarettes, wear the YMCA uniform and maintain gspect and
confidence of the men Association Men editorialized. The employees could
provide the cigarettes, but not smoke th&m.

The issue of whether the YMCA should sell cigarettes at alswaer-
shadowed at one point by controversy over the prices at wthiely were
sold. Many soldiers complained that they had to pay more iparettes
in overseas canteens operated by the YMCA than they did irmouent
commissaries. Typically, the YMCA charged thirteen cemtsd package
that cost eight or nine cents in the commissaries—and tetsanretail
in the United States. Reports in a number of newspapers arghnrees
accused the agency of profiteerifrg.

The charges were extremely embarrassing to YMCA officiadstipu-
larly those who had been reluctant to go into the cigarett@rass in the
first place. They defended themselves by pointing out that\War De-
partment was subsidizing the commissaries by underwriting costs of
transportation, insurance, and storage; while the YMCA wexpiired to
pay those expenses itself. Also, because the governmentaiked over so
much of the production of American manufacturers, the YMCaswften
required to buy cigarettes on the European market, at inflatiees. Even-
tually, the War Department agreed to sell supplies to the XM& cost.
In addition, the agency’s War Work Council decided to absanly differ-
ence between operating expenses and income, reversingker dacision
to make the canteens pay for themselves. Canteen pricegcudstly
were reduced, although they remained slightly above thbaeeged in the
commissaries?

Even more troublesome for the YMCA were several instancestiich
canteens sold cigarettes that had been provided by newspspeke
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funds” and were intended for free distribution to the treophe cigarettes
had been shipped to France in care of the quartermaster; s@rein-

advertently sold to the YMCA, which, in turn, sold them todiets. When

the soldiers opened the packages, they found gift carddansiith the

names and addresses of donors who had contributed to the Johd R.

Mott, executive director of the War Work Council of the YMCAnd other

officials described this as an unfortunate blunder, duelypaotthe fact

that the cigarettes had been packed in cases that were rrotyatearked

as gifts; and partly to the difficulties of trying to providecammodity for

which demand far outstripped suppty.

On the front lines and in hospitals, the YMCA gave away cigs
distributing more than one million to soldiers in one armyisibn alone.
The agency often experienced great difficulty in gettinghsisapplies to
the front, but persevered because, as one official put titjs‘igenerally
recognized that tobacco in one form or another is necessathyet comfort
of the soldier.” One intrepid volunteer, Maude Radford W& of Chicago,
once walked nine miles on the Alsatian front carrying fortyupds of
cigarettes on her back; she was hit by shrapnel twice but didtarn
back until she had delivered her supplies. Another workeodteside the
entrance to a regimental dressing station giving hot driakd lighted
cigarettes to every wounded man, holding his post througllisly and
gas attacks for twenty-two consecutive hours. The YMCA mpaieticular
efforts to provide free cigarettes to men who were about tdoyer the
top.” At least one four-legged assistant was pressed ih&d service: a dog
named Dobut, of indeterminate breed, who was equipped wispezial
backpack and trained to carry cartons of cigarettes dirdoctlsoldiers in
the trenche$?

At one meeting of the Commission on Training Camp Activitidmott
was asked why the YMCA did not give free cigarettes to all sokl not
just those on the front lines or in hospitals. He replied thiae¢ agency
would quickly exhaust its budget if it did that. With more th& million
men overseas, if each one smoked just one package of cigareiiily,
more than $300,000 would go up in smoke every day. By usingeits
sources to pay for shipping and other expenses, the YMCAdcawdke
more cigarettes available to more soldiers for a longerggedf time. A
dollar that might buy one free carton for one soldier coutetsth to stock
a canteen with enough for ten or more cartons for sale. Alghotine men
might grouse about the canteen prices, they would be ever disgrun-
tled if the shelves were empty.

Like the YMCA, the Salvation Army had long been opposed to tise
of tobacco. TheWar Cry, the Salvation Army’s national magazine, pub-
lished numerous articles about the hazards of smoking iretirly 1900s.
The cover of one issue showed a cigarette smoker progregsimgwife
beating to drunkenness to the gutter, in a sort of reversetinized “Pil-
grim’s Progress.” An article in another issue exhorteddea to “labor
continuously to save those about you from this great eVt by the end



go  Cigarette Wars

of the war, the Salvation Army was sending an estimated 15 tdrcgy-

arettes and smoking tobacco to France every month. It pesfarigarettes
over other forms of tobacco because they were easier topoatdut at
least one worker helped “the dear boys” celebrate Chrasmf 1918 with
cigars. Captain Margaret Sheldon reported in her diary gt traveled
more than one hundred miles to a supply center in order toimltigars
and other treats for a Christmas party at a garrison near tlygerfke
Forest:!

The Salvation Army avoided any controversy over price byrgaway
its tobacco. This was largely a logistical decision. At threhbst of the War
Department, the Salvation Army concentrated on providiegvises to
men on the front lines, following troop movements rathenttestablishing
permanent canteens in the rear. It had fewer personnel irwdrezone
than the YMCA (only about 120 as of November 1918, compared to the
YMCA'’s 6,300); and it operated fewer canteens (about twdiviy com-
pared to 1,507). The small staff and increased mobility madaripler to
give away the tobacco rather than selfit.

In any case, soldiers often commented on the Salvation Asfibgrality
in letters to their families. “[While] still within range foshell-fire we were
met by two Salvation Army lassies with hot chocolate and cigies,” one
soldier wrote, adding that no other organization was asedhy service-
men. Another, complaining about the prices charged in theCXMan-
teens, said, “The Red Cross and the Salvation Army are theames that
do any real good at the front,” because they provided freelss:?

The American Red Cross was even more liberal in supplying @ig-
arettes. It gave away more than 1 billion that it purchasedctly from
manufacturers, along with several billion more providedleyvspaper and
other private funds. Only the United States government ared YMCA
distributed more cigarettes to soldiers in France. Red Cvodunteers in
the United States also worked to ensure that servicemerainitrg camps
and domestic military bases were not forgotten in the rusénofiusiasm
for soldiers Over There. For example, in Richmond, Virgirtlae local Red
Cross committee placed donation boxes around the city alletted more
than 5,000 packages of cigarettes, handing them out toeseldn sentry
duty at nearby Camp Lee. At the end of the war, the Red Crossomedd
returning servicemen with gifts of more cigarettés.

The Red Cross avoided the taint of commercialism by ingistirat none
of its employees or volunteers sell any tobacco, anytimgwdrere. In one
case, it rejected a proposal from a Connecticut contractos wanted the
agency to open booths selling cigarettes and other “hagsnteifles” at
military construction sites—despite the contractor’'suaasice that such
booths “would do a large and profitable business,” prowglian opportu-
nity “to turn many an honest penny?

Initially, the Red Cross had planned to give one free cartiaigarettes
to every soldier on the front lines every month. This provexbiiactical,
however, because of limited supplies. The agency consdfyuertioned its
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stock, giving priority to the wounded. When there were shgets, the
able-bodied received Bull Durham, Duke’s Mixture, and oth®ll-your-
own” tobaccos; the ‘ready-mades” were reserved for thospitals and the
medical evacuation trairs.

Red Cross personnel regarded manufactured cigarettesefid ssda-
tives for sick or wounded men, particularly for those who Idonot roll
their own or manage a pipe or cigar. Colonel Harvey D. Gibstirector
of the agency’s activities in France, said cigarettes wesdrgportant to
the wounded as surgical dressings. A soldier on a stretchightnbe too
feeble to move a hand, “but put a cigarette to his lips andtligand he’'ll
get some comfort,” he said. According to the commandingeffiof a field
hospital serving the 81st Division, “[T]he very first thinge wounded man
wants to quiet his nerves is a smoke.” He added, “[Tlhe Ao@&n Red
Cross came to our rescue in passing those God-sent smokes boys on
the operating table or in the evacuation warés.”

Military photographers recorded many instances of unifedrRed Cross
workers—wearing armbands emblazoned with the distinctivass on a
white background—offering cigarettes to soldiers on stnets, in hospital
beds, and on evacuation trains. These photographs weriédigd by the
Committee on Public Information and widely published in Aican news-
papers and magazines. In one typical photo, a Red Cross winéked
on with approval while a YMCA secretary helped a bandagetbed man
on a stretcher smoke a cigarette. Another showed a femalentexér,
holding a large basket of cigarette packages, handing onee booadly
grinning soldier in a hospital bed, while nearby patientskied on hope-
fully. This photograph was captioned “When Red Cross Hiadp¥isitors
Bring Cigarettes the Wounded Men Smile.” Yet another phsh@wed a
Red Cross nurse lighting a cigarette for a thickly bandagechmon a
medical evacuation train. Soldiers often expressed gragitfor such ser-
vices. According to one, Red Cross nurses were “one of tleagst bless-
ings on earth,” because they not only provided cigarettiesy lit them,
too, on requests

By freely dispensing cigarettes to soldiers, the YMCA, &aion Army,
and Red Cross transferred some of their own respectabiitya tonce-
disreputable product. This was particularly true of the Redss, which
enjoyed tremendous prestige during World War |. The agenstature
was reflected not only in the hundreds of millions of dollarsdllected in
wartime fund-raising drives, but in the countless volumseho rolled
bandages and packed soldiers’ “comfort kits” (often tingkcigarettes into
them) for the Red Cross. The agency also carried the imptimat the
federal government, functioning as a quasi-governmentttyeunder the
terms of a charter issued by Congress in 1900. This status eafrced
in 1911 when President Wiliam Howard Taft designated the Rex$<as
“the only volunteer society now authorized by this goveremt to render
aid to its land and naval forces in war.” Woodrow Wilson setdvas the
agency'’s titular head during World War |; Taft was chairmditsocentral
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committee. When the Red Cross handed out cigarettes tessldi acted
with the moral authority of an agency unsullied by any chargeprofi-
teering or sectarianism, serving as an arm of the governndaning a
time of national crisis?

The civilian campaign to provide “smokes for soldiers”dsn shortly
after the first American troops reached France, in June 19\Wa# pre-
cipitated by newspaper stories with headlines such @asr* ARMY IN
FRANCE IS SHORT OF ToBAcc) and “BOYS AT FRONT NEED TO-
BAcco.” The message was amplified by letters from servicemen tirth
families and friends, complaining about the scarcity anstlatess of to-
bacco, especially American cigarettes. Many such lettezsevpublished
in hometown newspapers. Even thtastings (Michigan) Banner, whose
publisher detested cigarettes, printed letters from soddasking for them.
It soon became difficult to pick up a newspaper or magazinbaevit read-
ing about cigarettes and soldiers in some context; to watlk an depart-
ment store, hotel, theater, or restaurant without passiregawhite, and
blue collection box for a tobacco fund of some sort; or to lstdown a
street without seeing a poster about the importance of keefiohnny”
in smokes?

People from all layers of American society responded to éhegzpeals:
the wealthy, the foreign-born, the celebrated, the ordinaven the im-
prisoned. The Consolidated Stock Exchange canceled itsalnChristmas
party and sponsored a benefit to raise cigarette money idsiéee New
York Stock Exchange, the New York Boat Owners’ Associatiand J. P.
Morgan helped support a smoke fund operated byNke York Sun. So-
ciety women in New York and Chicago established a Nationghfitte
Service Committee to supply the friendless and the orphabading a
fancy dress ball in Palm Beach, Florida, some of the natiareslthiest
citizens—including Mr. and Mrs. Edward T. Stotesbury, Mkfted G. Van-
derbilt, William Randolph Hearst, and Pierre du Pont—dauathore than
$30,000 to a fund to buy cigarettes for sailors. Meanwhileyates at San
Quentin and several other prisons gave up their tobaccomratin the
interest of beating the Hufl.

By the fall of 1917, private smoke funds were multiplying likenans
at a revival. Their sponsors ranged from the American Foye&ssocia-
tion to the U.S. Transport Service to the Pennsylvania Badrto Am-
bulance Company No. 2 of Meriden, Connecticut. TXev York Sun or-
ganized one of the first (established June 29, 1917) and mosessful
(collecting roughly $430,000). More than 440 newspapdm)@with 100
magazines, supported the “Our Boys in France Tobacco Purtdch sent
about $400,000 worth of tobacco—mostly cigarettes—oa&ssévlany
other papers conducted independent campaigns. Among thamthe
Butte (Montana) Miner, which melded self-interest with patriotic duty by
promising to send one dollar’s worth of tobacco overseasetunn for a
one-year subscription ($7), or fity cents’ worth for a siomth subscrip-
tion ($3.74). “Do your bit,” the paper urged. “Help swethe tobacco fund
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and at the same time get the best paper published in the staers
tana.™?

The New Jersey State Committee on Public Safety createdebtiother
club” to provide cigarettes and other “necessities” toldiers from New
Jersey. High school girls in New York organized a “squadesis club” to
do the same for servicemen from their state. Children sgywith their
families at a Catskills resort asked that the traditionaufeb of July
fireworks display be canceled and the money donated to a sriuoice
Those who protested the distribution of cigarettes to soiddid so at the
risk of having their patriotism questioned. There was evemes talk that
they might be prosecuted under the Espionage Act of 1917, onathe
sumption that only an “alien enemy” would object to such anthy en-
terprise?’

The Mutual Film Corporation made a one-reel film titldt Lady Nic-
otine, starring the popular actress Billie Rhodes, which draeegtthe need
for tobacco overseas. Theaters around the country set ugshioxtheir
lobbies to collect pennies from children and cigarettemfisimokers. Movie
stars, headliners from vaudeville and Broadway, and otheebcities
helped raise money for the cause. Ethel Barrymore, EddigdZafkannie
Brice, Will Rogers, W. C. Fields, Lilian Russell, PaulinecBerick, and the
opera singer Ernestine Schumann-Heink were among the sttaosper-
formed at benefits for various tobacco funds (Fields did eniedy juggling
act”). The stars of stage and screen continued to expregsgasti for ser-
vicemen by giving them cigarettes after the war. Mary Piofdor ex-
ample, photogenically handed cartons to men on the baipleBixas in
early 1920. Sophie Tucker appeared at so many benefits thatashealled
‘the Smoke Angel.®*

Men in training camps and those preparing to embark or enerboit
Europe received special attention, since the governmeoviged a free
tobacco ration only to men on active duty overseas. Troomséran the
United States were met at almost every stop by well-wishegzing gifts
of candy and cigarettes. The Red Cross conducted a speciglaign to
provide a Christmas carton of cigarettes to all military niereach of the
nation’s thirty-two military cantonments and training cas including
those in states that had outlawed cigarettes. A group otofficlaughters
organized an Army Girls’ Transport Fund to ensure that semien had
enough to smoke while traveling to Europe. “An army girl ‘skes up’
the transports, while other funds ‘take the trenches,’€ group explained
in a poster. During a parade down Fifth Avenue for 25,000 dipg
national guardsmen in New York City, enthusiastic citizdrsnbarded
soldiers with boxes of cigarettes, gum, and candy, to thatpaiccording
to one observer, “that it is fair to say that many a soldiat la . fervently
wished that the Government would deal out trench helmetshim side
of the Atlantic instead of the other.” No serious injurieere reported,
although some blood was spilled by errant bayonets, lowévechastily
as soldiers bent to scoop up their priges.
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The volume of cigarettes and other tobacco products beimg t®
France created serious problems of congestion both at tippisly points
in the United States and the receiving ports in Europe. Grd@m the
various newspaper funds alone reached such a level thatwié&éiding
manufacturers established a special factory to package;taed employ-
ees of the Internal Revenue Service worked overtime in otderocess
them for shipment to France. (The federal government waithedcollec-
tion of excise taxes on institutional consignments of tamatm members
of the American Expeditionary Forces; but it required thhe ttobacco
carry special revenue department stamps.) Finally, in fgring of 1918,
the War Department cut off shipments from private citizeosndividual
soldiers, saying their needs were being well met by the sergrganiza-
tions, the newspapers, and the government itself.

Meanwhile, the role of cigarettes in military life was beicglebrated
in American popular culture, from songs (“While you've aclter to light
your fag, smile boys smile”); to books (includin@ver the Top and First
Call, by Arthur Guy Empey); to censor-approved photographs hfiecs
smoking in newspaper Sunday supplements; to fims (such asli€h
Chaplin’s 1918Shoulder Arms, in which Chaplin chose a rifle, a gas mask,
and a cigarette as essential props for his portrayal of a kibay); to
poetry, as in this opening stanza from an ode titled “No LenCoffin
Nails’ "

“Coffin nails” was what we said

But the war has changed the name.
The cigarette is now first aid

In this hellish, kiling game?

Gaston and her remaining allies in the anti-cigarette marenooked
upon all this with a mixture of disgust and dismay. In a leti@Secretary
of War Baker, Gaston said it was ‘the greatest folly” todde up” soldiers
with cigarettes. A Boston woman, writing to Secretary of teevy Daniels,
more gently suggested that “unlimited cigaretts” [sickre a “mistaken
indulgence” and “not what experience would dictate as dtadie back-
ground for future strenuous endeavors.” These letterevderly passed on
to Fosdick, who filed them and apparently gave them no furtheaght¢®

The protesters were particularly galled that religiousup® would
countenance the distribution of tobacco in any form, lenaléhe perni-
cious cigarette. Marshall L. Cook, publisher of thlastings Banner and a
prominent supporter of the YMCA, at first insisted that it wasply not
true; reports that the YMCA was selling cigarettes were lansler,” prob-
ably spread by “a secret enemy of the United States.” Laber conceded
that “just now the ‘coffin nails’ have such a hold upon the Amcan
people that it is almost useless to oppose the habit.” A® iptove his
point, one town in Texas raised money for a new YMCA buildirycalsking
residents to “put a nail in the Kaiser’s Coffin” with theirothations. The



The Little White Slaver Goes to Warss

Texans had recycled an old pejorative and turned it intoendly ally in
a righteous causg.

The Reverend Stanley H. Roberts, an army chaplain, comgabtihat
servicemen were “literally being deluged” by cigarett@ovided by “their
Christian friends.” Roberts said the men should be gively dlegitimate
comforts.” L. H. Higley of Butler, Indiana, editor and puster of theNo-
Tobacco Journal, deplored the fact that “the YMCA, the Red Cross and even
the Salvation Army have all fallen victims to a wild, intenrpée popular
enthusiasm” for cigarettes. He sent a copy of the journaldbn Mott,
general secretary of the YMCA, but Mott took no more noticehs crit-
icism than had Baker, Daniels, and Fosdiek.

Roberts and many other critics claimed that the entire ‘sesofor
soldiers” campaign had been orchestrated by the “tobaogst,” with the
intent of fastening an addictive habit on millions of youngdéers. The
author of a booklet titledaiser Nicotine singled out the American Tobacco
Company as the fabricator of an alleged demand for cigagd&yehe mil-
itary. The WCTU, the Non-Smokers’ Protective League of Aiceer the
Kansas State Teachers’ Association, and the General Asgefithe Pres-
byterian Church issued similar statements. Clarence Trilgow head of
the Methodist Episcopal Board of Temperance, Prohibitiod Rublic Mor-
als, said the industry had not only “duped” the Red Crossl axther or-
ganizations into passing out cigarettes, it had put enoldgpe” in its
products to turn the unsuspecting doughboys into hopelddits. Resi-
dents of Hammond, Indiana, took these charges seriouslygmthat they
decided to send Bibles to soldiers instead of cigaréttes.

Frederick W. Roman, an economics professor at Syracuseelsity,
argued that manufacturers had manipulated the governnieatservice
organizations, and the press into promoting cigarettes¢aleulating ef-
fort to get rid of surpluses created by the outbreak of war i1419n
Nicotine Next, a booklet published by the WCTU, he said the war had
greatly curtailed American exports to Europe, leaving thenmfacturers
with goods for which they had no market. In his view, they wfaisting
their products on the armed forces in a desperate attempteate new
markets??

In fact, the American cigarette industry was characterizedhortages
rather than surpluses after 1914. Factories in Virginia andiNGarolina
operated day and night in a largely futile effort to keep uphwiew orders.
Overall exports quadrupled, from roughly 2.5 billion cig#es in fiscal
1914 t0 9.1 billion in 1918. This was largely the result of increthdemand
from Asia, which dominated the American export market; expdo Eu-
rope accounted for less than 3 percent of the overall mark&tré the
war. Domestic sales also increased, jumping by 40 percetwdss 1915
and 1916 alone. By 1917, the American Tobacco Company (maker of
Lucky Strikes, Pall Malls, and several other brands) wa®ivatg orders
for an average of 50 million cigarettes a day, more than dettbé com-
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pany’s production capacity at the time. The war gave Americeanufac-
turers a tremendous advantage by disrupting the operatibtiseir Eu-
ropean competitors, in both foreign and domestic markattelad of being
saddled with surpluses, they struggled to supply the grgwdamand for
their products?

This is not to say that the manufacturers did not fully explbe mar-
keting opportunities provided by the war. Information palbéd in trade
journals and other periodicals indicates that they cleaelyognized the
value of being associated with the war effort. One journahped out that
no other form of advertising was quite as effective as hagdirpackage
of cigarettes to a soldier who needed some sort of distractitanufac-
turers also expected that brands favored by members of theridam
Expeditionary Forces would influence the civilian markehat civilians
would emulate the soldiers by smoking what they smoked. Bdyihat,
patriotism could serve as an amulet against the reform®amonstrate
that you're doing your damndest to help lick Germany, and miyeur
case comes up again you'll have several points in your faampther
journal advised its readers.

The tobacco industry as a whole took this advice to heart.eSoigar
stores provided receptacles for the collection of peach apritot stones,
said to be needed for the manufacture ofcharcoal for gassndkle stones
were of negligible value from a military standpoint, but yhieelped dem-
onstrate the merchants’ public spirit. Many retailers pagetheir display
windows with patriotic posters. They placed flag-drapedrélarby their
cash registers to collect donations of money, tobacco, arfdiltfor the
war effort. Some decorated their windows with maps showknglocation
of key battles, artfully arranging packages of cigarettemiad the maps:

The American Tobacco Company itself claimed credit for thelifera-
tion of newspaper smoke funds, although it insisted its weotvas patri-
otism, not profit. “We were the first to establish the ‘Smokes Soldiers’
funds throughout the country—an enterprise that arouseglpevery-
where to the solders’ need for tobacco and turned hundrettwofsands
of willing dollars into smoke ammunition for our boys at threrit,” the
company boasted. Sales agents offered to sell cigaretteswepapers at
a discount, in return for free advertising: a situation tHelps Peter as
well as Paul!” Typically, the newspapers paid twenty-fivnts for a quan-
tity of tobacco costing thirty-five cents wholesale andyefive cents retail.
In return, they agreed to promote American Tobacco brants widaily
front-page display box, along with occasional three-orfoalumn articles
or displays at the top of an inside page. Other cigarette reantwrers
made similar arrangements with newspapers, as did majarctubretail-
ers’e

Some critics smelled the odor of kickbacks and bribery irsthut the
truth seems to be both less nefarious and more complex. Thacto
interests, no less than newspapers and other businessesdva prove
their patriotism. It was not merely good business, but maadidy the
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mood ofa country that had convinced itselfthat “[t]his wiabeing fought
on a higher plane than any war that ever preceded it, and frignen
motives.” It was almost a moral imperative to be associataith such a
cause. The very openness of the discourse in the trade jusnggests
that the tobacco industry took pride in its conduct during thar and
believed it would be rewarded with customer loyalty in theufte’”

Manufacturers of all kinds of tobacco incorporated mitdhemes into
their advertising and gave free samples of their productsetwicemen.
Cigarette makers, however, were more aggressive in effortsapitalize
the present wartime interest” than their more establisb@d petitors. For
example, in August 1917, Liggett and Myers Tobacco Companyanged
that it was giving 1.5 million cigarettes (Fatimas, Piedmxrand Chester-
fields) and 20,000 bags of smoking tobacco to the Red Crossrtrast,
the makers of Tuxedo pipe tobacco did little more than hantsmoall
paper envelopes containing a scant pipeful each to men anirigp
camps’

Cigarette companies and their executives paraded thefiopam by
being conspicuously involved in campaigns to sell LiberonBs and raise
money for the Red Cross, YMCA, and Salvation Army. Americaybdcco
bought $6.2 million worth of Liberty Bonds, followed by Ligtt and Myers
($3 million), the P. Lorillard Company ($2.5 million), antie¢ R. J. Reyn-
olds Tobacco Company ($1 million). Percival S. Hill, presid of American
Tobacco, headed a committee that collected more than $800f the
YMCA, Salvation Army, and several other groups that prodidearettes
to soldiers. Hill also served on the Red Cross War Councilicvidirected
various fund drives for the Red Cross; his colleagues on thencil in-
cluded the presidents of P. Lorillard (makers of Helmar, Biirand Egyp-
tian Deities cigarettes), the Tobacco Products CorponatMelachrino,
Nestor, and Tareyton), and the United Cigar Stores Compauych op-
erated more than 400 retail tobacco stores nationwidels Hdn, George
W. Hill, vice president of the company, worked for the Red<&r France.
Other cigarette executives made well-publicized indigtdonations of
cash to the YMCA and Salvation Arnty.

A cynic might suspect that such contributions were intenttet elp
the recipients see cigarettes in a new light. On the otherdh&eneral
Pershing and other military commanders had pronouncedctuba ne-
cessity for the fighting man, and few organizations wereirret to chal-
lenge the authority of the military, at least during the wale Red Cross
and the YMCA both said they distributed cigarettes and ottodracco
products because General Pershing asked them to. The éamshufor
cigarettes as an expression of support for soldiers wasgootaneous and
too widespread to have been produced solely by the maclhinatf man-
ufacturers. It came, instead, from particular developmmerssociated with
the war itself, and the degree to which cigarettes suitedvitr®us needs
of military commanders, reliefworkers, the public at largad the soldiers
themselves.
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Officers in all branches of the military accepted cigaretiesvaluable
adjuncts to discipline and morale. Troops who had plentynole were
considered easier to control, a belief reinforced by reptinat lack of to-
bacco had contributed to widespread mutinies by Frenchiessléh 1917.
A veteran from Wyoming remembered being given unlimited mitzes of
cigarettes in the trenches and urged to smoke them for ttseddtive
effect.” A tobacco industry executive marveled that “aigttes have al-
most been forced on the soldiers.” A naval commander sadreittes were
invaluable both in keeping the men alert and helping thenelax: French
and British officers gave their men a measure of rum or braredyrb they
were ordered to attack; American officers passed out cigegs @ stead?

General Leonard Wood summed up the military’s position whersaid
that “[n]Jothing gives a soldier in the field more pleasuredasontentment
than a cool, refreshing smoke after a hard day’s fighting oilexdwaiting
call to the firing line.” The Army’s chief medical officer—3geon General
William Gorgas—concurred. According to Gorgas, the miltadvantages
of tobacco as a way of promoting “contentment and moralefang the
troops outweighed its medical disadvantages. Gorgas (waad dgained
fame for his success in controlling yellow fever during thelding of the
Panama Canal) had strongly opposed smoking before the wawever,
he told an anti-smoking group that it was ‘inadvisable” object to the
use of any kind of tobacco by soldiers during wartifhe.

The direct experience of relief workers in the field convid teem that
cigarettes were an important “comfort” to the men they\st. Hizabeth
Parks Hutchinson, a YMCA volunteer in a field hospital in Fcancarried
a supply with her at all times; a single smoke, she said, césrtooth
away the lines of pain and weariness” in a soldier’s facar@hce B. Kel-
land, a YMCA supervisor in France, describing the effect afgarette on
a wounded soldier, wrote: “The expression on his dirty faces such a
reward as few men ever earn.” According to another YMCA wakcig-
arettes were particularly valuable in helping men recovemfattacks of
poison ga$?

Time and again, in their private writings as well as in theffical
reports, relief workers made positive comments about eigas. One
YMCA volunteer, writing in his diary, reported encountegia weary bat-
talion returning from the front, their “brains dulled andreusted by
misery.” He and three colleagues stood on both sides ofittreedf march,
lighting cigarettes and handing them to the soldiers. tEatan, when he
got his cigarette, seemed to forget his troubles,” he wrtife straightened
up and became a man again instead of a wearied drudge.” TheA¥M
national magazine carried numerous other anecdotes in gasimein,
including this one:

One of our fine secretaries (a preacher) who felt the smokfregaiga-
rette to be almost an unpardonable sin, found himself in teadhes
with the men wounded and dying about him. In their pain anésinf
they asked for cigarettes. There were no matches to be has .nTén
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who had never smoked obtained a light, lighted a cigarettejtgn his

mouth and for hours went about among the men placing cigas ét

their mouths and lighting them from the one he kept burninigveen

his own lips?3

The soldiers battled mud, vermin, tedium, and fear in then¢hes;
conditions were not much better behind the lines, where Hredrks had
walls so thin, it was said, people next door could be heardglreg their
minds. The severe cold of the winter of 1917-18 was followed by pin e
demic of influenza, which ultimately spread around the werdd killed
more soldiers than the war itself. Under the circumstanaesgarette did
not seem such a bad thing. “Stop this talk against tobacRey. Perry
Atkins, president of the YMCA's War Work Council, told an aedce in
Ann Arbor, Michigan. “God knows what a comfort it is to men ime
trenches. Let them have it.” (Some people suggested thaotiiing else,
cigarettes could serve as a prophylactic against influgtiza.

Relief workers used cigarettes as a way of establishing agppith
soldiers, hopefully as a prelude to spiritual guidance arodahuplift. As-
sociation Men published several versions of the following scenario: A YMC
secretary comes to an army outpost to open a canteen. Thiersatiun
him, saying they don’t want any “parson” in their midst. Hgens the
canteen anyway, cheerfully selling “Sweet Caps” (Sweafp@rals, a pop-
ular cigarette, made by American Tobacco), “Bull’ (Bullbham, another
American Tobacco product), and other brands. His willingg® sell cig-
arettes and the “makings” without censure converts thenmiee has
proven himselfto be a “regular fellow,” one worthy of resgt. That being
the case, they will be more receptive to his attempts to dtteem away
from the temptations presented to men “with nothing to dthie evenings
but drink French wines and follow their own impulses.” Suteties dram-
atized the transformation of cigarettes from sinful indarige to ally of
virtue s

For the people at home, the smoke funds—Ilike the Liberty Bond
drives—helped create a sense of shared purpose in a natdrhtd been
badly divided before the war. Some of the largest contrimgito theNew
York Sun's smoke fund came from ethnic neighborhoods, includintigtg
German, Russian, and Bohemian. Merchants in Chinatownedais
thousands of dollars for the fund. The Young Men’s Hebrewohgstion
in Mount Vernon, New York, held a “tobacco shower and danhtcecollect
boxes of cigarettes to send to soldiers and sailors overshasYoung
Women'’s Hebrew Association of Brooklyn sponsored a “rewanel dance.”
In another expression of national cohesion, fity foreigndaage news-
papers joined forces to send $10,000 worth of gift tobaccd@Q cartons
of cigarettes) overseas in time for Christntas.

Like the Liberty Bonds, the smoke funds provided a litmu$ feispublic
demonstrations of patriotism. Most newspapers publishathity list of
contributors and the amounts donated. TNev York Sun encouraged
readers to solicit donations as a way of “proving your peatism and test-
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ing that of your friends.” Margarete Matzenauer, a Metrlifam Opera
star, defended herself against charges of being pro-Geroyagiting her
efforts to raise money for tobacco funds. She noted that siveperformed
at one benefit with the Red Triangle Symphony Orchestra, Spad by
the Central Branch of the Brooklyn YMCA. There was no furthogres-
tioning of her loyaltys”

Cigarettes also served as emblems of solidarity betweempebple Back
Here and the soldiers Over There. The United States had rimen in-
volved in a crusade like the one to make the world safe for deaay; its
warriors inspired the adoration due mythic figures (at ldasthe dura-
tion). Cigarettes were used in the same way as votive offsritceneral
Pershing encouraged this by saying that more important tharactual
tobacco was “the thought to the soldier that those progdihe solace
are behind him.” New York Governor Charles S. Whitman senthack
to theSun’s smoke fund along with a note reading, “There is so litHéger
all, we can do for the men who are doing so much.” One soldienon-
smoker, recalled that he promptly took up the habit in oradestiow his
gratitude to the well-meaning people who thrust packagss liris hands
at every station as his troop train traveled to its destorati

For soldiers—many of whom were away from home for the firstetim
cigarettes were an important medium of social exchange. difee of a
cigarette or the sharing of a light eased the awkwardness @imoduc-
tion, sealed the bonds of friendship, relieved homesicknasd drew men
into common fellowship. A shared smoke was a way of connegciina
disconnected world. The P. Lorillard Company recognizad fiinction in
an advertisement for Helmar cigarettes, showing two sddiene lighting
his cigarette from the tip of the other’s, the fusion of theotmen repre-
sented by their mingled cigarette smoke. “Face to Facaid $he caption,
“We All Like Helmar.” The cigarette had brought the men &ther, al-
lowing them to transcend their differences and find commarugd?°

The very qualities that made cigarettes attractive to theclpasing
agents for the War Department, YMCA, Red Cross, and othencige
enhanced their utility as a social solvent: they were inespee, portable,
and easy to use. The relative mildness of cigarette tobaave @ a more
universal appeal than pipes, cigars, or chewing tobacctli€e of all
nations accepted cigarettes as tokens of brotherhood. iBares arriving
in France broke the ice with French sailors by tossing thegarattes. In
more than half a dozen scenes in Erich Maria Remarque’sicldgésrid
War | novel, All Quiet on the Western Front, smoking is intertwined with
fellowship. When soldiers shared cigarettes with bothrth#ies and their
enemies, they were proving that the fraternity of smoke @¢@urmount
even the artificial barriers of war.

The presence of an addicting element (nicotine) certaidlgea to the
appeal of cigarettes, but it is important to distinguishwietn their phys-
iological effects and their cultural role. When soldiersageded their own
thoughts about cigarettes, they emphasized the sociakgtirsmoking as
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a display of camaraderie, a remedy for boredom, a solacegdiipirited.
In letters acknowledging the receipt of newspaper gift ttog servicemen
invariably mentioned the value of the tobacco as a remintleat’ the
folks at home are thinking of us boys.” Robert M. Hutchinsesident of
Chicago University in the 1940s, said that learning to smoke ws much
a part of his initiation into military life as learning to sag both served
as badges of fraternity. William K. Dingledine—who volueted for the
Ambulance Corps after graduating from the University of gifia—
thought servicemen smoked primarily because they weredh&@entrary
to popular opinion, war is not a state of perpetual activitpf even for
soldiers at the front,” he wrote to his mother. “For evergur of activity
there are many more when there is nothing to do but wait atsqmest—
and these hours of waiting are unspeakably gummy. Here ischtief
explanation of why soldiers smoke so much.”

Cigarette smoking also increased among the civilian pdmra Ber-
nard Baruch believed this was due partly to wartime prolobit people
were smoking more because they were drinking less. Anothaof was
the war-related prosperity, which allowed many tobaccasise upgrade
from pipe or chewing tobacco to manufactured cigarettes.Hauuch and
many other contemporary observers also concluded that Hreous
“smokes for soldiers” campaigns had promoted cigaretbgsbreaking
down the remaining prejudices against th&m.

A business magazine, commenting on the cigarette’s elevan “the
world’s esteem,” attributed it to the approval of militaguthorities and
relief organizations. Percival Hill agreed, concludin@he war is largely
responsible for this great increase in cigarette smokigtbbacco trade
journal pointed out that “[s]tate after state has adoptediges prohibiting
the use of cigarettes, yet there are now but few persons wive hat
contributed something toward a fund for supplying these es@igarettes
to the soldiers.” Two organizations that had previouslypoged the use of
cigarettes (the YMCA and Salvation Army) cheerfully disged them dur-
ing the war. Another, associated with health (the Red Crags)e them
to the sick or wounded. Temperance workers handed them oaidago
sobriety. These activities helped make cigarettes moreable to re-
spectable Americans. (The trade press believed that the A¥vittirn-
around on tobacco was particularly significant. A decaddiezano one
could have imagined that the YMCA would end up distributingnldreds
of millions of cigarettes; the fact that it had “has morersficance now
than a book full of anti-tobacco arguments?”)

At the least, the cigarette had a higher profile at the end efufar
than it had at the beginning. Théew York Sun, for example, published a
front-page promotional box and a lengthy inside story feclen cigarettes
every single day from June 1917 until January 1919. It also cheppre-
ciably more cigarette advertising at the end of the war thamad at the
beginning. Cigarettes also edged into advertisementstfogrgproducts, as
in one for Victrola that showed several cigarette-smokialgisrs listening
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appreciatively to music played on one of the company’s maeti The
makers of White Rock mineral water used a lighted cigarettd a pair
of white gloves as props in an advertisement linking themdorct with
other symbols of the good life. Gimbel Brothers Departmeioré&in New
York City promoted a men'’s clothing sale with a drawing of arexcoated
man in a bowler hat holding a cigarette. The combination af$1eov-
erage and advertising meant that Americans were seeing pasiéve
images of cigarettes and cigarette smokers in their peyadsti*

As reflected in the pages of magazines and newspapers, thevisibke
cigarette smokers were no longer dudes or degenerates, dwrded he-
roes. The Committee on Public Information commissioned @elyirepro-
duced painting by S.J. Woolf that showed an injured soldigrailing
deeply on a cigarette while waiting for treatment at a first stiation in
France. Sunday supplements printed photographs with arapuch as
“Nicotine Solace of the Wounded” and “Cigarettes Conesahe Convales-
cent Blind.” The photographs often featured women or ateifld helping
soldiers smoke. In one typical example, a moppet of aboufiagedressed
in a frilly frock, with ribbons in her curly blond hair, held mmatch to a
cigarette for a soldier whose right arm had been amput&ted.

One measure ofthe cigarette’s increasing respectabibty thie fact that
the ship which carried President Wilson to France for theisPReace
Conference was stocked with a generous supply of a poputard(Fati-
mas) for members of the (nonsmoking) president’s party. fvemths after
the armistice, civic officials in New York City were considleg taking down
the “No Smoking” signs in train stations so as not to incemience the
returning servicemen. Dr. George Fisher, physical tragndirector of the
National War Work Council of the YMCA (and author of a 1917 repor
concluding that cigarette smoking was unhealthy), said thtle he per-
sonally deplored the habit, he thought it would be ‘inadiige” to ban
smoking in YMCA facilities. The War Department eventuallgailed that
troops on active duty in any future conflict should be givert just four
but sixteen cigarettes in their daily ratiofrs.

The war, a California newspaper editorialized, might novéanade
the world safe for democracy, but it had made cigarette snpkafe for
democrats?



Milady’s

Cigarette

Tea houses are springing up where women can
purchase a cup of tea, but also enjoy a cigarette.
How far will it go? What is the end?
Anti-Cigarette League (1920)"

T he anti-cigarette movement appeared to be moribund at tdeokn
World War I. It had lost important allies and was gaining nep+ 0
position, particularly from veterans’ groups. The moverneright have
sputtered out entirely (at least until 1964 and the first Sang&eneral’s
Report on Smoking and Health) but for two developments: #tdication
ofthe Eighteenth Amendment and the growth ofthe cigareatgitamong
women. The success of the campaign for national prohibiti@pired the
demoralized anti-smoking forces to new efforts; the fensai@ker provided
a new target.

Paradoxically, cigarettes ceased to be a mark of efemir@cgnen at

the same time more and more women began to smoke them. Althoug

concrete data about the percentage of women who smoked &@vaib

able for the years before 1935, contemporary observers d¢ineg¢ women
constituted the fastest growing segment of the cigaretteketaafter the
war. “Women are smoking like—well, like men,” an industgnalyst re-
ported in 1919. In the ten years between 1918 and 1928, American
arette sales quadrupled. The increase could never havesbdange, Fred-
erick Lewis Allen argued irOnly Yesterday, “had it not been for the women
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who now strewed the dinner table with their ashes, snatchpdfiabe-

tween [theater] acts, invaded the masculine sanctity ofcilbb car, and
forced department stores to place ornamental ash-traysketthe chairs
in their women’s shoe departments.”

Tobacco trade journals quoted surprised executives wha wamen
who had once bought cigarettes for soldiers were now buyiregnt for
themselves. A clerk at a Fifth Avenue tobacco shop told a ntepdor the
New York Times in 1920 that half the store’s patrons were women. A
tobacconist at another shop said he was serving seventyefieae hun-
dred female customers a day, compared to perhaps ten toebefore
the war. The tobacco industry as a whole avoided the recesbiat af-
fected much of the economy in the immediate postwar periatofding
to James B. Duke, who remained a major stockholder of the Auaer
Tobacco Company although no longer involved in its dailyrapiens, the
industry owed much of its health to greater use of cigardesiomen.
In recommending that investors buy tobacco securities in 181®Mag-
azine of Wall Street predicted that the industry would profit from women
even more in the future.

An oft-quoted report in an advertising journal estimatedttivomen
smoked 5 percent of the cigarettes sold in 1923 and 12 percetitosé
sold in 1929. Since the average female smoker consumed fegaarettes
per day than her male counterpart, the percentage of womenswioked
at all presumably would be higher. In a retrospective stuatyduicted in
1985, only about 5 percent of women who were in their twentie$925
admitted having smoked then. However, the number of womeardin
viewed was small, and their memories subject to the vaganfgsme.
When Michael Vincent O'Shea, a Wisconsin educator, askedoa g of
sixty women who were prominent in art and literature abowdirtluse of
tobacco in 1923, most said they smoked. At the end of the deeamhajor
tobacco retailer guessed that about half the women in Newk Yaty
smoked. Insurance underwriters blamed increased smokirvgomen for
a substantial rise in the number of cigarette-related firesiad the coun-
try, saying women were less practiced and thus more cartiess male
smokerst

Whatever their actual numbers, female smokers became feg wigible
in the 1920s, as reflected in newspapers, magazines, bitlspaovels,
and, increasingly, in the new medium of motion pictures. Véonwere
seen smoking in hotels, restaurants, trains, and otherigfaltilities, es-
pecially in larger cities. (An anti-cigarette activist tteed that some of
these were “cappers” who were paid by cigarette manufeetsi to light
up in public, but this cannot be proven.) Late in the decadeufacturers
began—tentatively at first, then more boldly—to advertiseeatly to
women. Other advertisers, too, appealed to female smokersexample,
a campaign for a brand of toothpaste asked “Can a Girl Smala Siill
Be Lovely?” The answer was yes, if only she kept her teethingas by
frequent brushing with the advertiser’s product. All thisled legitimate
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smoking by women, encouraging even more to smoke in puhlialso
brought new recruits into the battle against cigarettes.

The sight of a woman wreathed in smoke was still profoundignsive
to many Americans, even those who had liberally given cigaseto sol-
diers during the war. The cigarette may have been a symbarobdracy
when smoked in the trenches by the boys Over There; it was thonge
else entirely in the lips of the girls Back Home. The Board effperance,
Prohibition, and Morals of the Methodist Episcopal Churclaswone of
several reformist groups that issued a new call to arms, mgrthat “[n]o
nation can maintain the vigor which has been charactemstice Amer-
ican people after its women begin the use of cigarettes.”

The controversy over female smoking was embedded in a lalgeate
about the position of women in American society. Women betgasmoke
more openly at the same time they began demanding greateiorio
and political equity with men. Tobacco was one of the markbes had
differentiated the roles and conduct of the sexes. By snmkivomen un-
dermined traditional standards for proper female behawfathey could
smoke, they could do anything. “By such argument,” an asmtioking
activist wrote, “even bobbed hair would be excuséd.”

Although this debate intensified in the years after World Wits roots
can be traced back to the colonial era. As discussed in chdptie was
not uncommon for women to smoke pipes or use snuff in coloared
frontier America, when gender roles were more fluid and womenked
in economic partnership with men to produce needed goodssantces.
Not until the early nineteenth century did tobacco begindquare gender-
specific qualities. This change coincided with the expamsibindustrial
capitalism and the concomitant movement of women to the margf
the producing economy. After the Civil War, nonagricultuveomen of
the middle and upper classes participated in the economyagpilly as
consumers, not producers. Instead of making bread, thegtdoit, from
large baking companies; their meat and produce came fronmtaeket,
not from kitchen gardens and adjacent pastures; their icigtbame from
mail-order houses or department stores rather than frorn tven nee-
dles. In place of earlier economic roles, these women haeéped new
social responsibilities, including the guardianship ofrediy.®

The new moral code consigned tobacco to the male realm. &ésvas
thought to appeal to physical—that is to say, baser—inssind/omen
who smoked seemed to abdicate their position as morallyrsupg® men.
In addition, the odors and detritus of tobacco conflictechwiew standards
of hygiene for women; they did not suit the image of milady he em-
bodiment of purity. A “true woman” would not only not use lbacco
herself, she would not condone its use in her presence. lloNém Amer-
ica, respectable men repaired to the drawing room for pasigial cigars
and brandy while respectable women gathered in the smekegarlor.

Male and female spheres began to converge again in the egghtieth
century. More and more women entered the work force; grasii&bm
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colleges; participated in politics. The percentage of wonveorking for

wages increased from 10 percent in 1860 to nearly 25 percentli,; 18

1920, women were represented in all but thirty-five of the 5¢2upa-
tional classifications listed by the Bureau of the Censusl&90, only
about 25 percent of American college graduates were womeri;900,

the figure was 40 percent. As women began to participate mioeetly

in the economy and in other aspects of civic life, more anderaftthem
smoked, generally favoring the modern cigarette over tliefadhioned
pipe or snuff. For these women, the cigarette was a convéri@blem of
their new place in the world. The symbolism was reflected iruentof-

the-century photograph of an aproned man and a trouseredawama
role-reversal situation; he was shown serving a meal whke grepared
to light a cigarette?

This is not to suggest that women had achieved full equalitit wien.
Although they had breached many male dominions, they reethit the
lower levels; and there was a great deal of resistance to arilydr inte-
gration. Opposition to smoking by women was one sign of tbistance.
In taking up a habit long associated with men, female smo&leedlenged
deeply held notions about the proper relationship betwéensexes; they
provoked reactions that went beyond the long-standing tebbout to-
bacco itself.

As with most historical changes, the boundaries around ¢his are
indistinct. American women did not entirely abandon tolmadaring the
Victorian era. Nathaniel Currier, half of the famous teamCafrrier and
Ives, made a lithograph in 1847 that showed a young womanniegli
on a couch and smoking a cigarette. (The artist demonstraitedisap-
proval by putting a cigarette container in the form of a dewvilthe table
beside her.) One of the first published references to ciges @t the United
States—in an 1854 anti-tobacco tract by Russell T. Trall, mperance
and health reformer—linked them to women. Trall said he heshssome
“ladies” smoking cigarettes in New York City. Such repsrhowever, were
rare until the late nineteenth century. TNew York Times published only
three articles with any reference to women and tobacco =1w851 and
1880 (the second of which, in 1877, dismissed as a “gross exagipn”
a tract writer’'s claim that women were “fast becoming slgveo ciga-
rettes); in the next two decades, it printed more than a doea volume
of prescriptive literature condemning tobacco use by wonadso ex-
panded, which suggests that more women were using tobalceoe tis
little need to denounce that which rarely occurs.

Although most of the denunciations assumed that only thet mdiss
solute and degraded women would have anything to do with dada
there were hints that smoke was creeping into more resplect@nues.
For example, a group of twelve well-bred students at the aMilEemale
Seminary in Redfield, Massachusetts, were caught smokgeyeftes late
one night in 1880; news of their disgrace was published inXke York
Times. Mrs. John A. Logan, an early anti-cigarette activist andaw of a
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notable Civil War hero, testified that she had personallyysgemen “who

claimed leadership in society” sink to the level of ‘the glmerate and
depraved” by smoking cigarettes, “holding the poisonetbpr tubes be-
tween their dainty fingers while the curling smoke from nisand mouth

ascended above their aristocratic heads.” She also regdtiat it had
become customary in certain sets for women to exchangejemalusted
cigarette cases and costly holders as gifts. According ¢dMCTU, “ladies’

smoking clubs” were operating in several cities in 1885.tRer, “A grad-

uate of one of our best ladies’ seminaries has so fearfuthogeaded that
she indulges in a daily after-dinner cigarette.”

Cigarettes were often introduced into upper-class partprsvomen
freshly returned from grand tours abroad, where smoking welsestab-
lished in “smart” circles, especially on ‘the ContineritMadame Dude-
vant, better known by her sobriquet George Sand, helpedlpdpe smok-
ing among her female counterparts in the French intelligienin the
mid-nineteenth century. Americans often commented on tleeglence of
smoking among upper-class women in England. Some Americamemn
who sojourned in these settings adopted the practice asf pfaeir
worldliness!?

A series of lithographs published in New York in the 1880s de
fashionable women smoking in various public situationgjuding while
traveling by train and while horseback riding. By the 1890sleast one
New York hotel had opened a smoking room for women, respantiina
“smoking craze” among its well-heeled clientele. Nowt$, too, attested to
the fact that cigarettes were not unknown in “society’al@s. Ellen Olen-
ska, heroine of Edith Whartonage of Innocence, was a practiced smoker
who kept her cigarettes in a small gold case dangling fromazdlet. Lily
Bart, Wharton's heroine ifThe House of Mirth, attached her gold cigarette
case to a string of pearls. The title character of F. Marioavdord’s 1893
novel Marion Darche regularly offered cigarettes to all her guests, male
and female alike, insisting, “You must all smoke and makeinselves
happy.™*

Because the use of tobacco by women remained deeply stizgdati
middle-class culture, its extent in the decades before War | is difficult
to document. By the early teens, however, there was enoughntdirket
to lead small manufacturers to introduce a few brands aimeslomen.
Most had floral themes, such as Rose Tips and Milo VioletshWijust a
few years, millions of such cigarettes were being sold, pnesbly to a
mostly female clientele. A report at the end of the fiscal ygat7 showed
a 15 percent increase over the previous year in federal taenrey from
the sale of tobacco products; government officials conduti@t much of
it came from the growing popularity of cigarettes among wanhe

Despite these encroachments, widespread public acceptdnigarette-
smoking women was still many years in the future. Even ficikemokers
provoked reproof. The (male) editor of ttSeuthern Tobacco Journal was so
incensed byMarion Darche that he called for a boycott of all novels in
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which women smoked or even contemplated smoking. A writertlfce
New York Times complained that heroines who smoked besmirched both
womanhood and literature. A character in the 1898 mudibaRunaway

Girl shocked even sophisticated New Yorkers by smoking onstauéew
singing “Sly Cigarette” (“Why did you teach me to love yoso / When |
have to pretend that | don't you know?™.

James B. Duke himself, once the leading cigarette manurfactn the
world, was appalled by women who used his product. When a papey
reporter, in a rare interview with Duke, asked his opiniorieafale smok-
ers, he exploded: “Why, if any woman in my family ever smokade of
those darned things, I'd, I'd. .. .” Before he could elabt@aan alert sec-
retary intervened: “Isn't that one subject you never dsguMr. Duke?”
Duke, properly cued, said “Yep,” and then told the report&ust leave
that out, young man. Leave it out.” His wife, according to lase friend,
smoked anyway, albeit secretly.

Women who smoked despite such disapproval tended to de@r atin-
ventional mores, particularly in the realm of sexuality guaditics. Smok-
ing both symbolized and reinforced their separation frommaeam cul-
ture. The fictional Ellen Olenska, after all, was involvedtwa married
man; she also had lived in Europe, in a “Bohemian” quartimeg over to
“people who wrote” and others on the fringes of proper sbgi There was
something “perverse and provocative” about her. Lily Baras involved
in a scandal and came to an unfortunate end. Marion Darchertairied
several potential suitors while still married to her nekrwell husband
(a nonsmoker)?

As Richard Klein has pointed out, the first women to be pupliden-
tified with cigarettes were those who were paid to stage thexuality:
prostitutes, actresses, dancers. The act of lighting areiga signaled a
certain sexual openness; women who did so violated tradifiooles by
actively giving themselves pleasure instead of either dingiit or passively
receiving it. After about 1890 or so, when a woman dangled areiie
it did not necessarily mean she was a prostitute, but it dgigest that
she might be available—although on her own terms. It was dks&ocia-
tion with hubris that led Frances Benjamin Johnston, an &gande pho-
tographer, to choose a lighted cigarette and a tankard cdserops for
an intentionally shocking self-portrait in 1896.

For Emma Goldman—who advocated birth control, free lovege fr
speech, and political violence (not necessarily in thatoyrd-smoking was
just another expression of disdain for bourgeois moralgyavhole. Gold-
man was imprisoned several times and eventually deporoed the United
States for her activities as an anarchist. Describing hereeences in
Blackwell's Island Penitentiary in New York in 1893, she s#iét having
to give up smoking was one of the greatest hardships of liferison for
her (female inmates were permitted snuff but not cigargtfBse depri-
vation produced “torture almost beyond endurance.” Bathime, Gold-
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man was going through forty cigarettes a day; her habit hadlated
with her commitment to radical politics.

Smoking was far more common among feminists than among more
conservative women. Janitors at a hall used by suffragisReno, Nevada,
in 1908 complained that the women left the premises litteréd wiles of
ashes and cigarette butts after every meeting. Some yei@rs &janitor
at the Ventnor, New Jersey, City Hall threatened to go orketuinless he
received higher wages to compensate for the added work denses nec-
essary to sweep up the cigarette debris deposited during/ée&ly meet-
ings ofthe League of Women Voters. In 1912, the Women'’s Palitimion
in New York City raised money for the suffrage campaign byirsglcig-
arettes embossed with the motto “Votes for Women.” A cabditor to the
Atlantic Monthly theorized that feminists tended to smoke because the act
was freighted with political significance. Each cigaregeved as a “symbol
of emancipation,” and as a “temporary substitute for tha&lldt.” The
writer added that such women sometimes forced their haptede com-
panions into “an unholy competition of numberless cigéest” with the
men struggling to keep up for fear of being reduced to “madigidledom. !

Alice Roosevelt Longworth, daughter of Theodore Roosewvedss typical
of young women from respectable families who flirted with ongention-
ality by smoking in the pre-war years. Chastised for smokinthe White
House after her father became president, in 1901, she said shiéw
smoke on the roof. She smoked even though “some of the wonkerow
who smoke look peculiarly leathery” (though perhaps yhwould look
leathery anyway,” she added, rationalizing). She kept tigarettes in a
gold vanity case, which she sometimes flourished in what aher Ide-
scribed as a deliberate effort to “stir up” her eldets.

President Roosevelt (a teetotaling nonsmoker himself)orestrated
with her privately, but voiced no public opinion about hisudgater’s habit.
Others were less reticent. Delegates to the national caiorenf the Pro-
hibition Party in 1908 rescinded an invitation to Mrs. Longtig holding
that a cigarette-smoking woman would be “out of place” agathering
of prohibitionists. (Rumors that she attended horse racghér tarnished
her reputation.) Two years later, the Anti-Cigarette Leagthe WCTU,
the four Christian Endeavor societies of Fairbury, Nebsagk town
with a population of 5,294), and the Susan B. Anthony Su&&iub of
Cincinnati, Ohio, all petitioned her to stop smoking. TNew York Times
condemned the petitions as misguided, if well intention®idce “a con-
siderable majority of the better people in this country vidve practice
with disfavor,” all that was needed to maintain order weaslént pres-
sure.”3

Reports about “Princess Alice” and her cigarettes stiated lively dis-
cussions all around the country. TiSecramento Bee thought it was bad
enough for men to smoke, but “a thousand times more offengifien a
woman is the offender.” Smoking by women was not nice at amet it
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was nasty, degrading, and unwomanly in the extreme when dlopeb-

lic; “absolutely not one word can be said in its extenuatjoand Mrs.

Longworth should heed the “earnest mothers who have bedgedto
refrain from setting such a bad example.” On the other hartd meeting
of the Daughters of the American Revolution in Pittsburgan®sylvania,
a prominent member rose to say: “We needn't all get up outhfees
simply because Mrs. Longworth smokes cigarettes. Why, adnechyears
ago our great-grandmothers sat with their husbands andesinakncob
pipes.” In the 1930s, an unrepentant Alice appeared in miagaads en-
dorsing Lucky Strike cigarettes.

Society smokers such as Longworth received attention ojEptionate
to their numbers. For example, tiNew York Times made a news story out
of the fact that Mrs. Edward T. Stotesbury once offered @g@es (stamped
with her monogram in gold) to each of her 150 guests, male ama e
alike, at a dinner dance at the Philadelphia Ritz-CarltoraMvhile, per-
haps the largest single group of women who smoked indulgedt trabit
quietly, attracting virtually no notice. These were imnagts from south-
ern and eastern Europe. For immigrant women, as for men, areatige
would have been an inexpensive, familiar comfort; possibtyelped dull
the pangs of hunger. The voices of such women are difficu ltetar hpartly
because they smoked in private, in keeping with Old Worldlitians. In
one case, however, an immigrant woman'’s private habit becampublic
issue, opening a small window into the nexus of sentimentiaddfemale
smokers, pro and con.

Blizabeth Dudka, a twenty-six-year-old Russian émidixed with her
husband Edmund, a machinist, and their two children (agesdnd two)
in a tenement in Hizabeth, New Jersey. She smoked sevessidumade
cigarettes a day. Her husband disapproved. One eveniniggttg knock
a lighted cigarette from her mouth, he hit her on the cheeg;sirieked,
the police came, and the resulting quarrel was brought eéfatice Court
Judge Owen P. Mahon. According to press accounts, the jusgessed
the case against the husband and said the wife ought to beéespdor
smoking. The New York papers, in the words of a trade jourfgdt all
riled up about it,” and sought out Mrs. Dudka’s side of thergt**

Reporters writing about Mrs. Dudka emphasized her domigsticer
“spotless gingham apron,” her “shining” stove, withsit“singing kettle”
and “steaming pot,” her baby in a cradle with a “snow whitevering.”
In the eyes of the reporters, at least, she was a model of esstorder-
liness, and maternity. Interviewed in her kitchen, she Ibebg insisting
she was not addicted to cigarettes and went on to argue thakisg
them made her a better mother:

| could stop now, this minute; but why should I1? Where is therh2a
Who will deny a mother that small comfort? In your fashioreablew
York hotels and restaurants women pull out their gold angesitases,
take out a cigarette, monogrammed, perhaps, and smoke iiic pBuot
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they do not, they cannot, know the restfulness, the mentakation

that comes from inhaling a Russian cigarette in one’s owwhldh,

alone, removed from the too critical eye of the public. Youynsay that

if more young mothers stayed at home with their children amdlsed

a cigarette in their kitchen, instead of going off to cabar@hd dances,
there would be more real happiness and home life in the wérld.

Women who smoked in public attracted both attention and wexs
they often ended up on the front pages of the newspaperst iinnjail.
They were noticed partly because they were still unusuad; partly be-
cause, fearing disapproval if they smoked outdoors, theged to smoke
indoors in places where it was not customary for even men toksm
including railroad dining cars, retail stores, florist sspand art galleries.
Frances Perkins (the first woman to hold a cabinet positienFranklin
Roosevelt’s secretary of labor) once complained that woniémot smoke
like “gentlemen.” Major hotels usually provided smokimrgoms for men
but not for women; women consequently smoked in the hoteindin
rooms, lobbies, and other public spaces, where they inbbricaused a
stir .27

Two socially prominent women stunned San Francisco in 190igjby-
ing up in a popular cafe, engaging in what a newspaper repceked
the “Continental custom” of smoking, puffing away “as ihere had not
been anything to disapprove in their action.” When a womiaan after-
dinner cigarette in the dining room of the then-new Ritzi@ar in New
York in 1910, her waiter rushed to tell the head waiter, who rdsko
tell the hotel manager, who rushed to tell the hotel's vicesptent that a
woman was smoking in the dining room. She was left undistdyrbew-
ever, after the vice president ruled that the matter was gpegerned by
the dictates of society. “American women know best whathie torrect
thing to do in a public restaurant, and | would never dreamaosipg as
an arbiter of etiquette,” he said. A few years later, thediapened a
tobacco shop for women, called the Ladies’ Humiéfor.

James B. Martin, owner of the popular Cafe Martin in New YoiikyC
announced at one point that women would be permitted to srpokécly
on his premises. He revoked the dispensation after ten disgecial pres-
sure. The Cafe Martin would provide a private lounge for wonsenokers,
but they would not be allowed to puff away in the public diningpms.
“l believe now that the bulk of the American public is aversethis in-
novation,” said the chastened proprietor.

Reports about women smoking in restaurants and other pphblies
provoked the New York City aldermen into several efforts talaw the
practice. The first came in 1908, when they approved an oraieapon-
sored by Alderman Timothy Sullivan, who said the sight of anvam
smoking tended to weaken the respect men ought to have far Aer
twenty-nine-year-old woman was arrested on charges dtiitg the law;
she was jailed for a day in lieu of a $5 fine after she told the isteate,
“I've got as much right to smoke as you have.” As it develdpa court
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clerk had mistakenly posted the ordinance as approved winé&ri it had
been vetoed by the mayor. Still, it was clear that women cowdd yet
smoke with impunity, even in cosmopolitan New York.

Three years later, the aldermen, led by majority leader kE@owling,
tried once again to prohibit women from lighting up in publkdowever,
corporation counsel Archibald R. Watson advised them tmgt@dinance
aimed only at women would be set aside by the courts. Wats@htka
aldermen were proposing to control personal behavior thightrbe vul-
gar or indelicate, but was not necessarily a threat to heaitrality, or
public safety. The aldermen reluctantly abandoned thetefmompting
the New York Times to suggest that having wasted their time on one “silly
... obviously futile” ordinance, they ought to try anotherohibiting the
wearing of murderous hatpins.

These were only two of many attempts to use the force of lawutd ¢
smoking by women in New York. State Assemblyman Joseph\@ulliof
Corona asked the legislature to ban the sale of cigarettegether in
1905, saying it was necessary to save “foolish” and “ligleaded” women
from themselves. “Women in society have taken to smokingarpéttes,
and persons who are on the ragged edge of society think treatlihve
as much right,” he said. “All roads to ruin are open when yheegin to
smoke.” The legislature rejected the proposal. Notwidmsting the absence
of a law, policemen in New York City and elsewhere in the stateasion-
ally arrested women for smoking anyway, categorizing therpwblic nui-
sances. Most were released immediately, but one woman jeJéasher,
was sentenced to thirty days in the county jail in Binghamtdew York,
on a charge of smoking in front of her children and therebyaergering
their morals. She was arrested on the basis of a complaimt Bjeher
husband, William, a baker, who objected to her smoking. Nae York
Times, in a front-page story headlinedAiL FOR SMOKING MOTHER,”
reported that Mrs. Lasher swooned in court when the senteracean-
nounced, then bade goodbye to her seven-year-old son anyefreold
daughter and was escorted to her etll.

In most parts of the country, female smokers had not yet becoon-
spicuous enough to attract special legislative attentimrity ordinance
enacted in Wenatchee, Washington, made it a misdemeanboj& un-
der age twenty-one to smoke cigarettes, but did not mentids, gn the
assumption that only boys would be tempted to smoke. When & Ne
Hampshire legislator introduced a bill in 1913 to prohibit tbede of to-
bacco in any form to women, a House committee promptly tahjezbn-
cluding there were not enough cigarette-smoking women thdroabout
in New Hampshire?

For the most part, social sanctions still functioned to niestiemale
smoking outside metropolitan areas. Sinclair Lewis illaséd this in his
novel Main Street. His heroine, Carol Kennicott, moved as a young bride
to the fictional Gopher Prairie in 1912. While hosting the pattigt in-
troduced her to the small town'’s social elite, she brieflyteomplated light-
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ing a cigarette, in an effort to shake her new neighbors frbeirtener-
vating complacency; but she “dismissed the obscene thbbgfore it was
quite formed.” Women of “society” might be seen smoking New York,
San Francisco, and other urban centers, but not in the Gdpregries of
America. The author of a popular etiquette book made thiarcley in-
sisting that a proper young woman could have nothing moreotavith

cigarettes beyond consenting to permit male friends to srbkm in her
presence. “To go beyond this point,” the author explain&sito overstep
the borders of wise convention and pass into bohemia, witkchylin these
pages, we have no concern or authofity.

During the 1912 presidential campaign, Elen Axson Wilsonfevaf
candidate Woodrow Wilson, took the extraordinary step dfroqa press
conference to deny rumors that she tolerated smoking by worivies.
Wilson was not suspected of smoking herself, she stood &dcosly of
not objecting to women who did. It was also said that she idéehto
keep the White House supplied with cigarettes for the comerere of fe-
male visitors. A cigarette-toting First Lady was such a poia political
liability that Mrs. Wilson, presumably at the urging of hemsband’s cam-
paign advisers, appeared at a press conference to insishth@oman in
her household had smoked or would ever smoke. Not until Eed&oo-
sevelt in the 1930s did a First Lady smoke publicly (Mrs. Gal@oolidge
reportedly smoked, but only in privaté).

Even as cigarettes gained acceptance when smoked by menditioe
time of World War 1, resistance to their use by women harderiéte
YMCA, which distributed billions of cigarettes to soldiedsiring the war,
warned those same soldiers to stay away from “loud spealdiggrette-
smoking women—so-called flappers.”” Women were encole@go give
cigarettes to soldiers (and Red Cross nurses sometimeshédim tfor
wounded men), but they were not supposed to smoke them therasat
least in publici®

The Ladies’ Walking Club of New York City, the Young Women'sH
brew Association of Brooklyn, the Needlework Guild of Ameaj and
countless other women'’s groups supported “smokes foriedt funds
with block parties, rummage sales, revues, and dances. theWwCTU
tacitly accepted the distribution of tobacco to soldienst ®hen the Army
and Navy Field Comfort Committee was asked to include cigasein
“‘comfort kits” given to Red Cross nurses and other womennimilitary
support positions, women'’s groups were horrified. Advosaikthe pro-
posal said smoking would help soothe jangled nerves andralkzet un-
pleasant hospital odors. The committee, mindful of the pytdecided to
distribute cigarettes to men only; the women would get hiagpface pow-
der, and sewing needles instedad.

Daniel A. Poling was convinced by his service with the YMCAeoseas
that cigarettes were a useful antidote to sin for soldiensti@ other hand,
he thought the idea of women smoking under any circumstamaes
“very disquieting, to say the least.” Poling shudderedsge women en-
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gaged in “a wild nicotine debauch” while he was on assigmmér the
YMCA in England and France. In the dining room of his hotel iondon,
“l found literally scores of women, perhaps as many as thheadred,
smoking. The young, the middle-aged, and the old, were alt.aflo
Poling, women who smoked violated the social contract betwthe sexes.
Women were supposed to serve as a restraining, uplitingenfte on
men; without that influence, males would sink into moral deyity .

By the time the United States entered the war, then, two eatidtory
trends were evident: more women were smoking, and they weceun-
tering greater and greater resistance. The war intensiftgt brends.
“Girls are doing things / They've never done before,” onegb wrote; “All
the world is topsy-turvy / Since the war began.” The boyisifile of the
flapper replaced the exaggerated curves of the Victoriarronads a fash-
ion ideal. Women cut their hair, rouged their cheeks and agopted less
restrictive clothing. They moved into the workplace in egeowing num-
bers. They demanded the vote. Increasingly, they smokeel .nTtre they
smoked, the more heated the oppositidn.

Smaller manufacturers—who were quicker to respond to theafe
market than the major companies—experimented with new dsaimed
at women, such as Haidee, made by Chalkadia and Company o¥Niduw
and Pera, from the Strand Cigarette Company of Philadel@tiand also
produced made-to-order “lady’s size” cigarettes, wittomograms and tips
covered with silk or silver or gold paper. Several compamiesiufactured
cigarettes with red tips, to match the lip rouge that more srode women
were wearing. An importer brought in Parisian cigaretteiedoin rose,
blue, green, or orange paper, for stylish women who wantedntoke
something dyed to match their gowtffs.

Chic accoutrements appeared in fashionable stores: s kakets for
women; handbags designed to accommodate cigarette paglaggrette
holders made of jade, amber, mother-of-pearl, or tortbiskscarried in
dainty perfumed boxes; collapsible “cigaret tubes” maafegold, which
folded into tiny cases to be dangled from neck chains whenimatse;
and jewel-encrusted cigarette cases. A Chicago compargrbemarketing
a combination vanity/cigarette case, with a mirror attathethe inside
cover. According to one report, cigarette holders accodride less than
10 percent of the overall market for smokers’ novelties beft®14; in
1920, the figure was 60 percent, with most of them being soldaimen*!

By the early twenties, the use of cigarettes by women wasbbsiaed
enough to have inspired certain codes of behavior. For el@nitpwas
bad form to smoke without a holder while wearing eveningrattiThe
preferred holder for evening use was long, slender, andkblaith a tiny
ring of rhinestones precisely one inch from the end. Seconfdvor were
models in amber, ornamented with jewels, ebony, or torsbisé. Women
could also order holders tinted to match their frocks. Farspuse, there
were holders with camouflage desighs.
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It is tempting to attribute the dramatic increase in femateoking to
the blandishments of advertisers. Many writers, from JosepDaniels,
writing his autobiography in the 1940s, to anti-smoking @sts in recent
years, have made that assertion. Edward Bernays, renowntdit pela-
tions and advertising adviser to the American Tobacco Comgpelaimed
to have single-handedly popularized smoking for women byvauocing
several prominent debutantes to hold cigarettes as “tesaffreedom” in
the 1929 Easter Day parade in New York City. As Bernays toldhits
single stunt, reinforced with clever new advertising caigpa, induced
women to smoke virtually overnight. The problem with thisessment is
that women were smoking in significant numbers long befoeeitidustry
began directing messages to them. Advertisers made viytnal direct
overtures to the female trade until after that trade wasaalyeso large
and so widely accepted that it was safe to dd’so.

Throughout most of the twenties, trade journals warnedrthesiders
to avoid any hint, in advertising or in store displays, thadmen should
smoke, out of fear of unleashing “the busybody elementlthdugh “as
every one knows, there are a great many women in this counhry do
smoke,” one journal noted, “any suggestion in the adwsénty or the con-
duct of a store that women are being encouraged to smokeely lik be
used by the Anti-Tobacco League as evidence that the usebafcto
should be prohibited.” In his address to the annual meetifthe Tobacco
Merchants Association in 1920, President Charles J. Eibenloged ad-
vertisers “to include nothing that may be subject to cistic and to ex-
clude everything that may prejudice the public.” The recenactment of
national prohibition, he added, should be taken as a warningead
lightly lest Lady Nicotine follow King Alcohol into oblivion.#+

Although cigarette manufacturers had long used women'sgyesan
promoting their products, beginning with the trading cauded as pack-
age stiffeners in the 1880s and 1890s, they rarely suggestetewohem-
selves should smoke. In one exception, in the early 1880dDutke family
tobacco company produced a poster that implied smokingdcmuprove
a woman'’s disposition. The poster, titled “My Mother-irlv,” showed a
contented woman sitting next to a baby cradle; while she wasotually
smoking, the cradle held two packages of “Duke of Durharmabéacco. In
1897, Cameron and Cameron Tobacco Company of Richmond ésbabrt
in the Southern Tobacco Journal's Christmas issue with a drawing of a
woman smoking a cigarette. The Soter Company of New York ditlgo
quite that far in promoting its La Turka cigarettes in 1916;atdvertise-
ments showed a woman, in harem silks, only holding a cigarett

The P. Lorillard Tobacco Company sometimes featured wonmmead-
vertising for its various Turkish brands (Murad, Helmarygtan Deities).
The company used stylized drawings of models who were glerdidental
(women who looked as though they had never been east of Broddr-
ough Hall, as one observer put it) and placed them in ories¢#tings
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(often lounging on divans, dressed in harem pants, with ipyddike

structures in the background). One fanciful advertisemfentMurad in

1917 showed three women sitting on the smoke that was artfuliiing

from the tip ofa giant cigarette. In a more daring advertisairfor Helmar
two years later, a turbaned woman held a cigarette betweelipseThese
examples are noteworthy because of their rarity. Prior & rthid-1920s,
women seldom appeared in cigarette advertisements and wWiesndid,
they were usually positioned well in the background, fanfrany actual
smoket®

Social scientist Michael Schudson examined two urban nepsrs and
a general circulation magazine and found no advertisempittsring
women smoking or obviously appealing to women smokers bef@26.
That was the year when Liggett and Meyers showed a man and aawom
seated on a moonlit riverbank, the man smoking a Chestediefti the
woman coaxing him to “Blow Some My Way.” It still took somente
before women moved from secondhand to direct smoke in ditmeaglver-
tisements. In 1927, Philip Morris promoted its new brand, ldaro (“Mild
as May”), with an ad showing a woman smoking; this appearedtoe
back cover ofl.e Bon Ton, a women's fashion and travel magazine. Other
Marlboro promotions asserted that “lwjJomen—when they &mat all—
quickly develop discriminating taste.” The Marlboro ademe illustrated
by a feminine hand in silhouette holding a lit cigarette, budmen still
did not hold or smoke cigarettes in advertisements for mataldished
brands. When opera star Ernestine Schumann-Heink andsadti@ence
Reed recommended Lucky Strike as soothing to the throat irv 18y
were not pictured with cigarettes. That same year, P. bodlladvertised
Old Gold (“Not a Cough in a Carload”) with a series of carttmshowing
women smoking, but apparently published them only in celleagwspa-
pers. More typically, advertisements for the major brandswsed women
merely looking on as men smoked.

The breakthrough came in 1928 when American Tobacco launithed
legendary “Reach for a Lucky instead of a Sweet” campaighereatfter,
cigarette manufacturers pursued male and female customirsequal
aggression. (American Tobacco soon began suggesting nigt thiat
women smoke, but that they also inhale, preferably the ffipd” smoke
of Lucky Strike.) However, by the time the manufacturersdegvertly
advertising to women, the female market was already a deeate. En-
dorsements by debutantes and female celebrities may hdpedchmake
public smoking more acceptable; but on the whole, advedisimply re-
inforced, more than initiated, the use of cigarettes by worie

The real causes of the increase lay deep in the economic agial so
structure of postwar America. The war encouraged femaleksngoin
several ways, beginning with changes in the formulationigdiettes. The
concept of “‘women’s sphere” expanded to include a variefyoles, in-
cluding some once reserved for men only. New social conwerstbubbled
up and displaced the old. More women were going to collegesrehhey
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were relatively free of parental constraints. Whether wonrethe aggre-
gate experienced appreciably altered lives is a matter lodide but there
is ample anecdotal evidence to suggest that many found ae&dsed sense
ofautonomy during the war and that this translated to greaténgness
to experiment with new behaviors, including smokitig.

The war helped lower not only the social but the physical shadd
that had limited smoking by women. A significant share of thhe-war
cigarette market was held by brands made with strong Turtdslaccos,
such as Fatima, Murad, and Helmar. Imports from Turkey were aff
during the war (beginning with the outbreak of hostilities Europe in
1914) and were restricted thereafter by high import and reeeduties.
This provided an opening for a new type of cigarette, madé Wwlends of
milder, mostly domestic tobaccos. Camel, introduced by. Reynolds in
1913, claimed 35 percent of the national market by 1917; Ameritan
bacco’s Lucky Strike and Liggett and Myers'’s Chesterfieltbfoed closely
behind. By 1925, these three blended brands accounted f@& @2cent
of all cigarette sales in the United Statés.

Milder cigarettes reduce the level of physical discomfbrtdiscourages
many novice smokers. This was one factor in the tremendoawtgr of
the cigarette industry after the war; the newer blends weseerappealing
to both men and women. The industry itself attributed theréase in
smoking by women to the large-scale manufacture of cigasethore
suited to their “delicate” constitutions.

More women had money to experiment with cigarettes becatiseoe
nomic changes associated with the war. They found new emoy op-
portunities because the war diverted men to military servan the one
hand, and increased the demand for domestic productionherother.
The war also reduced the flow of immigration to the United &atom-
pounding the labor shortage. These developments did niog tetrge num-
bers of new women into the work force; the percentage of woraen
ployed outside the home stayed at roughly 25 percent from 1Bdéugh
1920. Instead, they stimulated a shift within the existingdde work force,
setting in motion a kaleidoscope of job changes. On the whibis rotation
rewarded women with better wages than they had been eafhing.

Women who had been working as domestics moved into jobs Essal
clerical work, light manufacturing, and specialized inthies such as food
processing and telephone communications. Maurine Weinreer@vald
points out that this pattern of change had already been ledtad, in
response to the standardization of factory work, businessalidation and
expansion, and other changes in the American economy; thresiwveply
amplified it. Some women moved into jobs traditionally heldroen, in-
cluding streetcar conducting, police work, and metalwogkibut most
remained in traditionally female jobs. Their wages, howeirecreased, by
a total of 20 percent between 1914 and 1918.

Job listings in the classified advertising sections of Arcani newspapers
reflected the expanded opportunities available to womere (ihcinnati
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Enquirer, for example, carried five columns of advertisements for&m
job openings at the end of May 1917, compared to seven colunmsda.

Two years later, the paper published an equal number of agerior both

men and women (twelve columns each). The number of jobs fanero
in the field of domestic work had declined slightly, by aboup@rcent,

while those in sales and office work increased by 100 percermlt 4

percent, respectively. Openings for female factory woskecreased by 92
percent. In terms of sheer numbers, factory jobs replacedegtic work

as the largest single category of employment open to women.

In 1917, theEnquirer advertised very few jobs for women beyond the
categories of domestic, factory, office, and sales. Thereeveehandful of
openings for dressmakers, restaurant cooks, waitressgscammercial
laundry workers. One company asked for “a writer of motioictpre
plays”; another sought a model (with measurements of 39-2pfat a
coat factory. Two years later, the “Help Wanted, Femal®lumns in-
cluded openings for an assistant manager of an insuranceaoym a
cashier, a draftsman, an artist to do hand coloring for aipliolg com-
pany, a piano player (“good on pictures”), an assistantinental office,
linotype operators, nurses, teachers, telephone switotthoperators, up-
holsterers, photofinishers, writers, and baseball play&isls. Real Ball
Players. Bloomer Girl Ball Club. Must be willing to travel’Not only the
wages but the variety of work available to women had improved

Wartime labor shortages coupled with increased demand&esloto-
gether to open up more jobs for women in the tobacco industsifi
particularly in retail sales. Women had long been involvedhie produc-
tion end ofthe industry, but they were virtually invisibteretailing before
the war. Although the trade journals occasionally mentdbwemen who
owned cigar stores, female proprietors rarely worked behire counter;
the public face of the industry was almost exclusively méllegend had
it that “one naughty cigar store” employed female clerkeand the turn
of the century; stored most of its stock on shelves that cdeldeached
only by tall ladders; and attracted customers with the peospfa glimpse
of an ankle when the clerks used the ladders to retrieve gtatken
rumors first surfaced that the United Cigar Stores, the cotstargest
cigarette and tobacco retailer, planned to hire women slettke trade
press discounted them. “There are too many obstacles invidne of this
plan,” the leading journalTobacco, editorialized, citing labor laws which
limited the hours that women could work, along with the rédnce of
men to buy tobacco products from women.

The Tobacco Manufacturers Association worried that theipniy of
women to tobacco would call down the wrath of the reformefktHe
cigar store is maintained strictly as a man’s store therkbeiless danger
of its patronage being used as evidence that the sale oftslctm should
be discontinued,” it argued. One area of concern involvée‘element of
sex-attraction.” Miss S. |. Entwisle, hired by United Cig&tores to super-
vise the new female workforce, said she planned to avoid furoblems
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by offering jobs only to “serious-minded” women over ageenty-five. By

the end of August 1918, the company had put more than 500 women to
work in its 1,200 outlets, and proclaimed, “What started asaperiment

is now a fixture.” Indeed, some retail managers complainigefty during

the 1918 influenza epidemic that the “mask laws” (requiringople in
most large cities to cover their faces in public) were deépgvmen of the
smiles of the “Carmens” in their shops.

Many of these women lost their jobs at the end of the war, asdiér
women who had moved into traditionally male positions. Thdgk and
Dolph Drug Company, which employed women in its three drug &m
bacco stores in St. Louis, Missouri, replaced all of themhwiten after the
demobilization of the American Expeditionary Forces. Hoere several of
the women promptly found jobs operating competing cigand&a Myrtle
Wade, who replaced her cousin at a United Cigar Store in Sand#sco,
lost her job to him when he returned from military servicet she, too,
found anothef’

Although women had a lower profile in tobacco retailing aftee war,
they continued to have a presence. It is likely, if impossitd prove, that
this made other women feel more comfortable as customeds.simy ob-
servers speculated that women would be more willing to ettterprevi-
ously male bastion of the cigar store (and buy products bothhfe men
in their lives and for themselves) if another woman were dtag behind
the counter. With this aim in mind, a large Philadelphia stestablished
a separate department to cater to an exclusively femaletele Several
tobacco stores added lines of merchandise intended to temmpten, such
as candy, stationery, and hosiery. Some tobacconists deiwhfm female
customers by furnishing their shops with thick rugs, Chepsints, and
overstuffed couches, so women could sample the wares inozomf

The war helped lower the social barriers that inhibited flarsanoking
by stimulating a rebellion against bourgeois values, patérly among
the young. Middle-class Victorians interpreted pleasur@iimarily spiri-
tual and moral rather than physical or sensual terms; thdyecaself-
restraint more than self-indulgence. Their descendantglsbimmediacy,
self-gratification, and sensuality. For women, smoking wae expression
of departure from the past. Red mouths, bobbed hair, shatssktrappy
city shoes: these, along with cigarettes in long thin hddaelped define
the modern woman in the 1920s.

The war also raised issues of equality, which the industdgf®nders
quickly applied to tobacco use. “The charter of reedom waser meant to
be used as an engine of oppression. Our women are going togudivelir
noses, paint their cheeks, chew gum, and smoke cigarethesjifvant to,”
a trade journal editorialized. An editorial writer for ttSacramento Star,
commenting on a divorce petition filed by a Houston, Texasnwao said
his wife caused him mental anguish by smoking in public, wened: “If it
is legitimate for a man to make the air around him blue with $shreke of
his cigar or cigaret, why should the same right be denied a ammPEqual
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rights for all; special privileges for none, is one ofthew&undation stones
of our government.” A member of a women'’s club in New YorkyCgom-
plained that anti-smoking measures were “Germauriic.”

Female smoking expanded both socially (into the middlesdasand
spatially (into more public places) after the war. Women voimee smoked
on the sly were increasingly welcomed into hotels, restatsatheaters,
railroads, and other public facilities. Rew York Times canvass of the city’s
hotels and restaurants in 1919 found few where the managehsbjtesl
smoking—a reversal of the pattern that prevailed just a fearg earlier.
Dozens of theaters in New York and elsewhere opened speatiaking
rooms for women; the amenities included complimentary mtt@s for
patrons who had forgotten to bring their own. At the Woods dtne in
Chicago, women could smoke in luxury in a room appointed \8itf),000
worth of marble, Persian rugs, and leather furniture. Byl#te twenties,
female smokers had become so common that automatic cigaretiding
machines were being installed in urban department storethfair con-
venience. (One store, in Boston, finally closed its posh sngpkoom be-
cause, the manager said, it was too popular: ‘It was a haveralf the
girls who wanted to smoke without fear of interruption. Theygged the
place and our own customers didn't have a chanee.”)

Railroads and train stations also provided smoking fagdifor women,
sometimes to protect the sensibilities of men. A writer foe Greensboro
News reported that the male occupants of a smoking car on a train en
route to Raleigh, North Carolina, were alternately amazed disgusted
when a woman joined them. The Canadian Pacific and the Chjiddigo
waukee, and St. Paul Railroads were among those that resgdnanale
concerns by adding women’s smoking compartments. Othessexgptheir
existing smoking cars to women, although women did not abviagl at
ease in them. On one train leaving New York for Philadelphiaing the
holiday season of 1922, ten women had seats in the smokindgpeaonly
one ofthem had dared to smoke by the time the train reachédad@iphia.
Of the male passengers, “one and all of them appeared to haegular
Babbitt reaction to a woman smoking in a smoking car,” tN@v York
Times reported. (Babbitt, in the 1922 Sinclair Lewis novel of thitet
regarded the smoking car as a haven for men and cigars; heitobkage
at even men who smoked cigarettes théte.)

After the manager of the Detroit municipal railway annouddbat
women would be allowed to smoke on streetcars, saying there mo
reason why women should not be permitted to do what men de&lNthw
York Times asked, “Is there no limit to these encroachments?” Thevsars
appeared to be no. The San Francisco Woman’s Athletic Clubonty
opened its premises to smoking, it commissioned a local Meatwrer to
produce a special blend, stamped with the club’s monogranmémbers’
use. The Young Women's Christian Association, which hadedwn 1919
to never, ever open its doors to smokers, acquiesced in 192&tbrs of
the association decided that “women of the present dayfevgoing to
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smoke whether permitted to or not; and that it would be betbveallow

them to do it openly rather than sneakily. The administratoParagon
Park at Nantasket Beach, near Boston, installed severalhssnmarked
“Reserved For Ladies—Smoking Permitted” in responsefantinine de-
mands.” The advance of the female smoker even reached irgdJhited
States Military Academy at West Point, where a long-stagdian on the
possession and use of cigarettes was repealed under pedesor cadets
who said they were humiliated by not being able to supplyrtgelfriends

with “fags” at academy dances.

Women smokers also were accepted in lesser locales, imgjyatison.
The warden of Chicago’s Cook County Jail extended smokinglgges to
women in 1920, ending a decades-long policy under which on&tem
prisoners were allowed to smoke. “We are living in an agewdmen’s
rights’ and what’s good for the men must be good for the worhae,
said. The lllinois State Penitentiary at Joliet also lif@dan on smoking
by women prisoners. In New York, the state commission onopissruled
there was no reason to prevent smoking by the women undeurritsljc-
tion when a recent survey at Vassar College showed that alhed$ of
the students (“girls to the manor born”) smoked.

Another measure of changing attitudes was a joke that poppddte
in the war and made the rounds for several years thereaftehd most
common version of the story, an elderly gentleman approdchdoy
smoking cigarettes and asked him what his mother would tiistke saw
him. The boy replied that she would probably be angry, sitmytwere
her cigarettes. Joking implies tolerance on some level: pedpleot find
humor in the truly repugnant or unthinkabfe.

Nonetheless, the triumph of the female smoker was far fromete.
Even in New York City, some hotels and restaurants refusetblerate
smoking by women. The owner of the Yates Hotel and the Lu$dstau-
rant on West Forty-third Street said he did not want the typeaman
who smoked in public as a customer: “All they have is a lot afdw
Bohemian ideas that never get them anywhere.” The manaf¢heo
Woodstock Hotel, also on West Forty-third Street, said hd ha personal
objections to the habit, but his patrons came mostly from lEntowns
and cities in upstate New York and New England and “[p]eopiehat
type would object to a woman’s smoking in the same room withnth
just as they would object to having a cabaret performancengat the
hotel at which they were stopping. Very well, then. We omi¢ tabaret,
and we omit the smoking—for womert¢”

Throughout the twenties, smoking by women was a highly chdrg
issue, provoking responses that sometimes bordered oanviel For ex-
ample, when a woman tried to smoke a surreptitious cigaiette Balti-
more hotel dining room in 1921, another woman, claiming todwelithat
the smoker was on fire, doused her with a glass of water. A yegt&r,la
policeman walking his beat on Eighth Avenue between Twehtsd and
Twenty-fourth Streets in New York City told a nineteen-yedd woman
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who was smoking outside a soda shop that that sort of thing mas
allowed in his jurisdiction. When she resisted, pointing thuat there was
no law against it, he rapped her knuckles with his nightstiakocking
the cigarette from her hand. His superiors upheld his action

In 1922, the New York City aldermen made a fourth attempt tdsi
smoking by women in public. An ordinance sponsored by AldenniPeter
J. McGuinness of the Greenpoint section of Brooklyn wouldédanposed
a fine of $5 to $25 and/or a jail term of up to ten days on the pgedpr
of any public facility that permitted women to smoke. “Theonals of our
young girls are menaced by this smoking,” McGuinness sdide young
fellows lose all respect for women and the next thing you kribeyoung
fellows, vampired by these smoking women, desert their hitieir wives
and children, rob their employers and even commit murderhsd they
can get money to lavish on these smoking women. It's all wramgl |
say it's got to stop.” Mary Garrett Hay of the National WomaRarty and
Ruth Hale of the feminist Lucy Stone League were among thdse said
it was ridiculous and insulting to permit only men to smokeeNew York
Times mocked the measure as a product of “the zeal of Dogberry.’tbe
other hand, J. F. Sanderson, manager of the Ritz Hotel, satthdught it
was a good idea, as did the managers of Delmonico’s, the Hatddas-
sador, and the Commodore Hoté&l.

New York police continued to arrest women for smoking despite
defeat of the ordinance. In the borough of Brooklyn, politeaged an
eighteen-year-old with disorderly conduct for smoking mbfic; she was
found guilty in police court but won an appeal in county coupblice
subsequently arrested her on a charge of corrupting the lmofa minor
by smoking in the presence of a fitteen-year-old girl. A paiian who
arrested a twenty-one-year-old schoolteacher for smokimg street in
Greenwich Village told her that while it was not a crime for awan to
smoke, “It wasn't nice.” When she refused to stop, he esedrher, and
her male companion, to jail. They were released by a magestitee next
day. Women who lit cigarettes in designated nonsmokingsseaetimes
paid greater penalties than men who did the same thing. Afigrg a
young woman $5 for smoking on a ferryboat when men were tylgica
fined only $3, a New York magistrate told her, “The extra twdar having
the nerve to do it.*

Female smokers encountered even greater opposition elNsi¢ York
City. They faced penalties ranging from being fired (paracly if they
were schoolteachers) to finding themselves in divorce céonmne notable
case that eventually reached the New Jersey Supreme CherEecaucus
school district fired teacher Helen M. Clark for impairingetmorals of her
pupils by smoking in public. The court overturned the schdistrict, but
the teacher never regained her job. Chauncey E. Cole of &acklOhio,
sued his wife, Viola, for divorce on the grounds that she hadome a
“cigarete [sic] fiend” and spent most of her time smokingthrar than
preparing his meals and otherwise attending to househdldsliBmoking
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also figured in a divorce and child custody case involvingattdsh, New
York, couple, their five-year-old son, and his paternal ghaother. The
wife successfully defended herself against a suit for diedsrought by the
husband. She then petitioned for physical custody of thielchaying the
grandmother—with whom he had been staying—was unfit to aarieifn
because she smoked cigarettes. The court agreed, and aritereboy
returned to the non-smoking moth#r.

When George Day of Wichita, Kansas, sought a divorce fromwlifes,
Lavona, in 1923, he charged that she was an unfit wife because sh
smoked cigarettes in large quantities. District Judge Tasta. Elcock dis-
missed the case, ruling that even the habitual use of cigggetas not
sufficient grounds for divorce. The ruling was probably lasgindication
of female smoking than a demonstration of resistance tordejoat the
time, Kansas state law made it illegal for anyone to sellspss, give away,
or advertise cigarettes (or cigarette papérs).

The novelist Sherwood Anderson dramatized the perspecfiveral
America in a scene itWinesburg, Ohio (1919). Curtis Hartman, the town’s
minister, glanced out of the window in his room in the bell Bawof his
church and was rocked to his soul to see his next-door neigtying on
her bed, smoking a cigarette. She was a woman of some sagattisti, one
who had been to Europe and had lived in New York City for tworgedl-
though willing to concede that “[pJerhaps after all her skmy means
nothing,” Rev. Hartman was still “horror stricken at thédught of a
woman smoking.” In Sinclair Lewis'8abbitt, the only women who smoked
were those who had skated beyond the edges of propriety, gtinem the
“dreadfully naughty” Tanis Judique, with whom Babbitt Han affair72

The old taboos endured in smaller communities until welbirthe
1930s. The first reliable contemporary survey of gender pasta tobacco
use, conducted b¥ortune Magazine in 1935, found that only about 8 per-
cent of rural women smoked, compared to 40 percent of wonvémgliin
urban areas. The survey showed that smoking varied with ageetl as
locality. Women under age forty were far more likely to smokan those
over forty. In their classic studyiddletown (Muncie, Indiana), Robert S.
Lynd and Helen Merrell Lynd found that middle America in 1934l s
believed that smoking was “more appropriate” for men thfan women,
even though female smoking was noticeably more prevalean tih had
been ten years earliét.

These were the underlying attitudes that gave rise to a redéattle
against cigarettes, one that was focused on women and éuspir part
by the success of the campaign for national prohibitionhaitgh many
supporters defected from the anti-cigarette movementnduttie war and
never returned, new ones appeared, brought in by the “m&ademale
smokers. The National Council of Women, the Business andeBsional
Women’s Club, the Brooklyn Women’s Club, and the Daughtershe
American Revolution all joined the campaign for the first éinNew sup-
port also came from the nation’s granges. For example, ticailgian State
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Grange condemned the use of women'’s pictures in cigaretterisements
and the employment of women teachers who smoked. The Oregde S
Grange was appalled that “present-day feminism demandsygwrivilege
for woman that man claims for himself” and concluded thato&mng by
women was “a menace to the nation.” The Non-Smokers’ Reve
League of America, a New York—based group founded in 1911, ancexin
a special drive to convert women smokers. Even the Boy Scgatsn-
volved, politely asking women to stop smokirfg.

Reformers agreed that smoking was more harmful for womem tha
men, primarily for reasons that had something to do with tleevaus
system. United States Surgeon General Hugh S. Cumming, irechat
issued from Washington in 1920 telling the women of the coytdrstop
smoking, explained it in this way: “The woman'’s nervoustgys is more
highly organized than the man’s. The reaction, therefmenore intense.
... If American women generally contract the habit, as reports now in
dicate they are doing, the entire American nation will suff€Cumming,

a cigarette smoker himself, had no objection to men who smhyke

Other commentators said the problem was not that the femeleons
system was highly organized but that it was underdevelopétimature,
like that of an adolescent boy, and thus easily damaged. Toldgm was
compounded by periodic “nervous disturbances,” due tegsrancy and
menopause. Women who smoked during menopause were saidpirbe
ticularly at risk, since they invariably became “nervogsinstrung, some-
times to the point of insanity.” The father of a young Bost@oman who
committed suicide in 1924 claimed his daughter had had a nerboeak-
down brought on by cigarette smoking. Governor E. F. Morgaiwest
Virginia cited the father’s statement in a speech urging wois clubs to
“take up the fight” against the “alarming” increase ingarette smoking
among womer®

Some members of the medical profession, normally resermdti e topic
of smoking, ventured to express concern about its neurcddgiffects on
women. An Indianapolis physician, writing in the NovembeR19ssue of
the Journal of the Indiana State Medical Association, warned that “[tlhe gen-
erally recognized emotional instability of the female sedicates a type of
nervous constitution in which chronic cigarette toxemiamisre likely to
act with disastrous results than in men.” Among the consemes of this
toxemia, he added, was “loss in beauty,” due to “impaimdysical, mental
and moral tonus.” Eighty percent of physicians surveyedGoyd House-
keeping in 1929 said smoking was more harmful for women because ‘the
nerves of women are less able to stand abuse than those of fites.
idea percolated throughout the lay community. As late as 183Beattle
weekly magazine claimed that boys who began smoking weionating
to normal instincts while girls were more often motivated‘ayneurotic
impulse.” In other words, boys will be boys, but girls who ske are neu-
rotic.””
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Beyond the direct effects on individual female smokers wessissue of
“race degeneracy.” This was a phrase that resonated evere eeply in
the 1920s than it had when it was first introduced as an offshb®ocial
Darwinism in the 1880s. It showed up in everything from grange
publications to medical journals to the tobacco trade pr&sformers
warned that the harmful effects of smoking would pass fromtheo to
child, producing, over time, “an apparently new and a phg8y inferior
race of men and women.” The trade press gave surprisinghadie to
such claims. For exampl&pbacco quoted Dr. Granville N. Ryan, president
of the lowa Clinical Medical Society, as saying that smokinygpwvomen “is
bound to have a bad effect on the next generatitn.”

Concern about this issue led Mrs. John B. Henderson, widaavpsbm-
inent United States senator from Missouri and a “luminasffVashington
society, to lend her considerable influence to the postwaragarette
campaign. In a statement sent to newspapers in New York, dondnd
Paris, and signed by several other Washington social lsadiéns. Hen-
derson said cigarette smoking—particularly by women—uwidinlevitably
lead, sooner or later, to physical bankruptcy and race degay.” As a
starting point for the avoidance of such a fate, she calledhupomen’s
colleges to expel students who smoked.

Underscoring all these arguments was the lingering bélief tvomen
should set a good example for men. “Anything that is suggesbr im-
moral in women is detrimental to the welfare of the countrsaid Rep-
resentative Paul B. Johnson, a Democrat from Mississigmnsor of a
1921 bill to prohibit “female persons” from smoking cigdtes in public
in Washington, D.C. “The women can not save this country tyyntg to
get down on a level with men; they must pull the men up to whaeyt
are, and they can not do it by smoking cigarettes and wearnirlyg loalf
enough clothes.” A Baptist minister, in an anti-cigaretgeture broadcast
over radio statiornwjay in Cleveland, Ohio, declared that smoking “brings
a woman down to the level of man.” Such equality “brings uditde
nearer to the jungle. It is a part of the return to savagéty.”

The Johnson bill was one of several postwar efforts to imdegal
sanctions on female smokers. Although none succeedednitsvorthy
that even people who supported the right of women to smokeiiciple
often expressed disapproval ofthe actual practice. Fomgk, in testifying
against a Massachusetts bill to prevent women from smokiritptels and
restaurants, a representative of the Association for tlesd?wvation of Per-
sonal Liberty remarked that decent women did not smoke.ri3ua con-
gressional hearing on the Johnson bill banning female snpki the
District of Columbia, a director of the Anti-Blue Law Leaguenceded it
was “bad taste” for women to smoke in public. “l am willintp say there
are many things done in public that should not be, even to adminded
woman,” she added. “But where can you draw the line?” Regantative
Johnson passionately insisted the line should be drawroit of cigarette-
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smoking women. One of Johnson’s colleagues asked him howlhakiout
the pipe-smoking grandmother of earlier eras. “She is d@ad gone,” he
replied. His bill suffered a similar fate, dying in commigtg

The opposition to female smoking was essentially nostdlginature.
It represented one of two conflicting impulses that markedgbstwar era:
a rush to embrace the new, coupled with a retreat to the famfto
“normalcy”). “Men who have an idea of the proprieties % the idea of
women smoking, especially in public,” a Missouri stateigtor remarked,
while introducing an anti-smoking bill in Missouri in 19191 know our
mothers didn't sit around in cafes smoking.” The flapperthwher short
hair, short skirts, and cigarette holder, may have been inireority, but
she captured the public imagination. By attempting to exeritrol over
her, at least to the extent of snuffing out her cigarette,-amiking ac-
tivists sought to restore one small piece of order to a woddnded?

Much of this battle took place on the campuses of women’sgeh,
where administrators struggled to uphold the old moral pafgainst as-
saults from students who were forging new standards of biehaMost
women’s colleges, from the elite institutions of the eastth@ normal
schools of the midwest, prohibited smoking at the beginrdfidne decade.
In many cases, smoking was grounds for expulsion. For exatipe Mich-
igan State Normal School at Ypsilanti expelled seventeadestts and put
thirteen others on probation for smoking in 1922. One of thedshts
appealed, in a case that reached the state Supreme Courtotinenot
only refused to reinstate the student, it praised the deamoafien, Mrs.
Bessie Leach Priddy, for “upholding some of the old-fasted ideals of
young womanhood.” (In addition to smoking, the list of fidtlen practices
at Michigan State included riding in automobiles withoutméssion; ac-
cepting attentions from strange men; and “gaining accessooming
houses by way of windows.?*)

The anti-smoking policies were far more popular with paseand ad-
ministrators than with students. A survey of parents by tkardof stu-
dents at Methodist-affiliated Boston University in 1925 skedwearly uni-
versal support for the school's ban on smoking by women; o® 45
responses, only one expressed opposition. More than 6Cemperf the
parents, faculty, and prominent women in the community tjaesd by
Antioch College around the same time said the school shaurditue to
prohibit female smoking. The habit “lowers a girl's morairte,” one re-
spondent wrote, in a typical comment. At both these collegesle stu-
dents were permitted to smoke.

The very fact that smoking was officially prohibited at marplleges
gave it an appeal that an increasing number of young womemdfdward
to resist. A cigarette served as a badge of identificatior aitgeneration
that was rather self-consciously rejecting the propréetiethe past. More
than 45 percent of students at Vassar said they smoked. lOrtedf the
coeds at Ohio State University admitted smoking at leasasionally. A
fraternity leader at Rhode Island State College claim&tattically all the
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girls smoke.” While this was a clear exaggeration, by theel&wenties
most college administrators had come to accept female smyoks a per-
fume that was out of the bottle. Bryn Mawr capitulated ancireded its
ban in 1925, followed by Vassar, Smith, Stanford, and manygioschools.
The new standards were celebrated in song: “She doesn'tkemashe
doesn't pet / she hasn't been to college y&t.”

These were the daughters of the upper and middle classesidptiag
a habit once confined to women on the periphery of societyy tiedped
diffuse it throughout the broader culture. Still, residwésgisapproval per-
sisted. In 1927, two women brought a murder trial in Cincirin@hio, to
a halt by lighting cigarettes in court. According to a newspareport, the
sheriff insisted there would be no smoking by women in thertmom,
even though most of the men present, including the lawyeesewmok-
ing. Amelia Earhart was one of a number of prominent women wim
voked censure by being associated with cigarettes. Aftergi@neering
solo flight across the Atlantic in 1928, Earhart “wickedl¢fier word) ap-
peared in an advertisement that claimed, “Lucky Strikesevehe ciga-
rettes carried on the ‘Friendship’ when she crossed thenAdd’ In fact,
Earhart did not smoke, but the assertion that she did gee@red much
adverse publicity that she lost a job as a columnisyac€all's. “l suppose
you drink too,” one irate correspondent wrote to Earhattelid not
drink, nor did she ever endorse cigarettes again. Her quatleat shows
that female smoking remained a morally ambiguous issue fonyrpeople
at the end of the decade.






The
Triumph’of

the Cigarette

CLEARS CIGARETTES AS CANCER SOURCE
New York Times (1928Y

I n 1925, a tobacco trade journalist named Carl Avery Wernettevro

an article for theAmerican Mercury celebrating “The Triumph of the
Cigarette.” Werner reminded his readers that cigarettad bnce been
called “coffin nails,” that many states had prohibited thsale, and that
medico-ethical opinion at the highest levels had held therbe forerun-
ners of disease and sin. This was all in the past, he concludegely
because ‘the agitators had agitated not wisely, but tod.WEhe more
violently they had attacked the cigarette, the more popitlaad become.
The net effect of nearly halfa century of crusading was thafewer than
90 percent of American men over age twenty-one were smokgeg ettes
“as regularly as they brush their teeth,” as were at leagtebcent of all
American womert.

Werner greatly overestimated the number of male cigarettekers,
probably underestimated the number of women who smoked, veasi
only about half right in dismissing the anti-cigarette mmant as an an-
tediluvian relic. Cigarette smokers have never enjoyedonmityj status in
the United States. In 1925, only about a third of the adult gapon used
tobacco of any kind, and less than 30 percent of all the tababey
consumed was smoked in the form of cigarettes. Although womvere
smoking in greater numbers, and more and more men were smiftom
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pipes and cigars, cigarettes had yet to eclipse other foftabacco. Forty
years later, when per capita consumption of cigaretteshreg s highest
point, only about four out of ten adults smoked them: still aanity.?

If Werner was overly sanguine about the “triumph” of cigdtes, he
aptly depicted the feeble state of the opposition as it apgka the mid-
twenties. Most of the people speaking out by that point wegia@ pro-
gressives, fighting a rearguard action against a steadigacing foe. Just
a few years earlier, however, Werner himself thought cigesemight yet
be swept aside by the same tide of reform that had outlaweshaland
given the vote to women. By his own count, ninety-two measuoere-
strict or prohibit cigarettes were pending in twenty-eigiates in 1921.
Idaho and Utah both banned the sale and manufacture of tigarat
year, becoming the fourteenth and fiteenth states to dorsmesiVash-
ington adopted the nation’s first cigarette prohibition law1893*

The resurgence of opposition to cigarettes proved to be oemp
ary. Little of the proposed legislation was adopted; of thed that were
enacted, only those intended to protect minors survivedddoade. Idaho
legalized cigarettes less than two weeks after prohibitmgm; and Utah
followed suit two years later, at the very next session oflduéslature. By
mid-decade, cigarettes were fully legal for adults in ev&@ate but Kansas,
which finally capitulated in 1927.

Yet even as the first anti-cigarette movement was dying ohg t
groundwork was being laid for another, one fueled more bsthitistics
and the young science of epidemiology than by moral issuéer kargely
ignoring the issue for decades, the medical profession begpng more
attention to the impact of smoking on health in the late 1920 New
England Journal of Medicine published the first ofa new generation of studies
showing a statistical link between smoking and cancer in 192& next
year, an article in thgournal of the American Medical Association suggested
that “sidestream smoke” (emitted by the burning tip of gaiette) might
be harmful to nonsmokers. “Simply holding a lighted cigairethe hand,
it appears, produces more toxic materials in the room ainttresult from
active smoking,” the researcher concluded. By 1940, moemtforty stud-
ies identifying cigarettes as a health risk had been puétisifhese reports,
carrying the imprimatur of modern science, provided thddfas the mod-
ern campaign against cigarettes.

The postwar crusade was heralded and to a large degree defined
by Nicotine Next, the seventy-three page booklet published by econom-
ics professor Frederick W. Roman shortly after the armastRkoman tried
to shift the debate over smoking away from concerns abouiviohd
ual morality toward those involving public health and ecorics. He con-
sidered such unsentimental topics as allocation of cgmt@lductivity in
the workplace, and destruction of property due to fires cdlgesmokers.
Roman’s arguments would become common currency in anotixgr s
years. At the time, however, it was the book’s title—not itg@aments—
that gained attention. Both opponents and defenders of Heeof ciga-
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rettes took it as evidence that moral reformers, havingadeKing Alco-
hol, would now go after Lady Nicotine.

Certain pronouncements by prohibition leaders reinforidted percep-
tion. “Prohibition is won,” said Rev. Wiliam “Billy” Sunday, the best-
known evangelist of his day, after the ratification of thelEgenth Amend-
ment in 1919; “now for tobacco.” The fight against cigarettesll be a
longer and a harder fight than that against alcohol,” a sped&ld a
WCTU conference on “scientific temperance education”tttsame year,
“but it is a fight that needs to be made.” Clarence True Wilsa leader
of the Anti-Saloon League as well as a Methodist Episcopairch official,
attacked cigarettes as “a stench in God’s nostrils” andebly criticized
relief organizations for giving them to soldiers. In one egie, to a gath-
ering of about 20,000 Disciples of Christ in Cincinnati indal919, he said
it was disgusting that “young men, trained at great expenys¢he gov-
ernment to fight its battles, had to be led out of the fightingksato have
cigarettes stuffed into their mouths before they could dtep and hold a
gun.” He called upon reformers to take advantage of the mumm cre-
ated by the prohibition campaign and “strike while the ir§is] hot”
against cigarettes. The Presbyterian Church’s Board ofpEgance and
Moral Welfare and the Northern Baptist Conference both géedtheir
support to such an effoft.

It was widely assumed that the professional organizers abbyists
who had helped bring about national prohibition would be eldéned
by victory, on the one hand, and in need of new employment, on
the other. According to a writer for thétlantic Monthly, prohibition had
“‘dumped” a great deal of reform energy on “the sociologienarket.” As
proofthat prohibitionists were looking for new fields to @prer, he pointed
to Nicotine Next. The booklet reflected the “modern method of sociological
propaganda utilized so effectively by the Anti-Saloon Leag The writer
also found it significant that Edwin C. Dinwiddie, nationagislative su-
perintendent of the league, had resigned to become gengratiatendent
of the Southern Sociological Congress, which was said toberésted in
taking up the anti-tobacco banner.

Variations on this theme appeared in many other periodidéle Port-
land Oregonian suggested that the death of “John Barleycorn” had put pro-
hibitionists “in the unfortunate position of a soldier arfune after the
peace is signed.” TheSan Francisco Call and Post claimed prohibitionists
would go after tobacco “cunningly, to make a good living aftit.” The
Cincinnati Enquirer agreed that financial motives would send the “propo-
nents of compulsory goodness” after other targets. Nee York Times
could see a Nineteenth Amendment, aimed at tobacco, shéaisgintly
nose” above the horizo#.

This theme provided fodder for many newspaper cartooniig. Los
Angeles Times depicted a “Professional Prohibitionist” holding a ndtem
the Anti-Saloon League while casting a calculating eye on earhy
smoker. The note read, “Now that the Demon Rum is dead youmicses
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are no longer required.” Anothekos Angeles Times cartoon showed a
smoker walking nervously past an establishment labeley ‘Ceaning,”
where a suit marked “Rum” had been hung out to dry. In a smitein,
the New York World had a needle-nosed reformer in a stovepipe hat forcing
a bottle of beer off a cliff at bayonet-point, while a cigaesta pipe, and a
cigar (“The Anxious Survivors”) glumly awaited their tumis. A subsequent
article in theWorld pointed out that thirty-five states had already adopted
anti-smoking laws, which it mistakenly claimed were “ergtuto ratify
another amendment to the Federal Constitution” (acty éflirty-six states
were needed to ratify an amendment to the Constitution atithe). Only
the careful reader would have noticed, in the state-byestaicounting
that followed, that the great majority of those laws app|iest to minors.
The newspaper’s point, in large type, could be taken in ataacg: “The
unprotesting generation that lost its right to drink may lgete its right

to smoke, and also, if it submits gracefully, its right to walnder a full
moon or sit on the grass.”

No doubt these warnings were colored to some degree bynseldst,
given the increasing prominence of cigarette advertisméinerican pe-
riodicals after the war. Manufacturers were spending ryefi2l0 million
a year to promote their products, with some 90 percent of tbeeyw going
to newspapers and magazines. Kansas had already outlaweshid of
publications containing cigarette advertising, and salvether states had
considered such legislation. Editors and publishers mayetensciously
exaggerated the possibility that cigarettes would be thexan effort to
arouse public opinion and thereby forestall any furthettrieisons on a
lucrative source of income.

However, anti-cigarette activists expressed the sameegegf confi-
dence that their cause, at long last, was about to receiveeigolwein-
forcements. “We have been holding back our agitation dgtime war for
patriotic reasons,” Roman told th¥ew York Tribune in 1919, “but now
that the war is over we intend to push it vigorously.” Withetmeturn of
peace and the elimination ofthe “liquor traffic,” reformeewould no longer
be “lethargic” about cigarettes, said one of the speak&rsa conference
sponsored by the Anti-Cigarette League in 1920. Dr. Charle®éase,
president of the Non-Smokers’ Protective League, beli¢gedational re-
vulsion against tobacco” was imminemht.

The Anti-Cigarette League demonstrated its optimism byaexdging its
operations, opening new chapters in California, Utah, 2ado, Nebraska,
Indiana, Connecticut, Minnesota, and Ohio. A new field seane Manfred
P. Welcher of Hartford, Connecticut, campaigned in twesdyen states
between 1921 and 1924, speaking to groups as varied as thei@hris
Endeavor Society of the Baptist Church and the New EnglanibhToo
Growers Association. West coast operations were directedalmes A.
Walton, an energetic Presbyterian minister based in Losefgsg In one
typical month, Walton traveled 3,000 miles and lectured be éevils of
cigarettes to more than 7,000 school children. To suppartefiorts, the
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league shipped five railroad carloads of pamphlets, fliang, gledge cards
to California. The goal was to raise the league’s profile, destrate its
viability, and convince prohibitionists and like-mindedformers that it
was worthy of greater financial backing. Meanwhile, the reotable Lucy

Page Gaston, freshly fired as superintendent of the leagcaulse of her
impolitic intractability, was busy trying to organize a cpeting anti-

cigarette group. She appealed for help from the promineahipitionists

who had underwritten her activities in the past, promisiodaunch an

invigorated “Clean Life” campaign ‘if friends of the mament rally to the
support of this project as we believe they wilk”

In fact, leaders of the prohibition movement ended up distagnthem-
selves from the anti-cigarette campaign. They recognibat the furor
over their alleged designs on smokers was eroding suppoth&enforce-
ment of prohibition. However much they may have dislikedacittes (or
tobacco in general), they were willing to ignore them in tin¢erest of
protecting what they had already won. Both the Anti-Saloeadue and
the WCTU eventually issued statements disavowing any @stein re-
stricting the use of any form of tobacco by adults. “The toba habit may
be a private or personal bad habit, but it is not in the samsscées in-
toxicating liquor,” said Wayne B. Wheeler, general coulresed legislative
superintendent of the Anti-Saloon League. Representatngrew J. Vol-
stead, author of the Prohibition Enforcement Act, insistedhad no in-
terest in suppressing tobacco. Indeed, Volstead creat#tesstir by taking
a slab of chewing tobacco out of his pocket and biting off acpibefore
rising to address his congressional colleagues during ébatd on his bill
in 1921. Even Mrs. Bogart, the Bible-thumping moral uplitdrSinclair
Lewis’s Main Street, gave up the fight against cigarettes, saying, “Now
we've got prohibition it seems to me that the next problemhaf tountry
ain’'t so much abolishing cigarettes as it is to make folkseobs the Sab-
bath.™s

The WCTU had been in the forefront of the anti-cigarette adessince
1887, when it passed the first of many resolutions calling fgamette
prohibition. After considerable debate at the annual nmgetf 1919, the
organization rejected a proposal to seek a constitutioma¢redment to
ban cigarette sales, manufacturing, and imports. The W@iificued to
disseminate anti-smoking literature, to protest the useigdrettes by
women, and to push for enforcement of laws forbidding the satobacco
to minors, but it made no further efforts to restrict smokibg adults.
“Men have smoked for years,” one spokeswoman told Nee York Times.
“We are not taking it upon ourselves to tell them at this latey that it
is not good for them.” The WCTU even dropped the infammatargyrd
“‘next” from subsequent editions d¥icotine Next; after 1921, the pamphlet
was simply titledNicotine.®

Clarence True Wilson, as editor of th&orld Digest of Reform News,
devoted most of an entire issue in 1921 to repudiating claimas teform-
ers intended to take cigarettes away from adults. He ircstbte Methodist
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Episcopal Board of Temperance, Prohibition, and Publicdf®frecognizes
the fundamental difference between the traffic in tobaccd #rat in al-

coholic liquor.” Speaking for the reform community in gemaé he said,
“Nobody—at least nobody of any consequence—is askingd®rs prohib-

iting the personal use of tobacco by adults.” Delegateh®1924 General
Conference of the Methodist Episcopal Church rejected pgsed resolu-
tion condemning cigarettes. William E. “Pussyfoot” Joson, a famous
prohibitionist who earned his nickname by leading stealthigls on boot-
leggers, refused to defend a cigarette prohibition law thas under attack
in Kansas in 1927. Billy Sunday also retreated, claimingnéver have
been a crank about tobacct.”

Even if prohibitionists had been fully engaged in the cargpaagainst
cigarettes, it is unlikely they would have enjoyed much sssc For one
thing, their influence dissipated rapidly after America wésgally dry in
1920. As K. Austin Kerr has shown, the Anti-Saloon League—itia@st
powerful of the prohibitionist groups—was weakened by intd disputes
and declining revenues. One faction envisioned the leagu@ golice
agency, overseeing enforcement; another wanted to leaveridorcement
to the government and concentrate on an educational campeigro-
mote general public uplift. Behind a facade of strength wasiganization
crumbling under the weight of its own apparent success. TI&dW with
a geriatric membership and an ever-longer list of leaders Wwhd been
called to their celestial rewards, was even less effectéva force for reform
in the twentiegs

These weaknesses were not immediately evident in the easgimar
years. The very difficulties inherent in amending the Unigtdtes Consti-
tution indicated that prohibitionists had amassed comaidle strength.
When the Eighteenth Amendment was ratified in 1919, it was ohé t
fith time the Constitution had been modified since the endhef Civil
War. The change was approved by all but two of the existintyfeight
states—far in excess of the thirty-six needed for ratifmatiThere was
nothing in the dimensions of this victory to suggest a movema de-
cline.

Moreover, the number of individual prohibitionists who wespeaking
out against cigarettes overshadowed the wariness of soteiofleaders.
Among them was a minister in Knoxville, Tennessee, who wianteim-
passioned letter to William Jennings Bryan, saying:

Dear old valiant comrade, it would seem that no sooner do wedil
one slough of infamy than another is opened up by the arch :fidfed
are about to place a tombstone over the carcass of Old Ryelohat
new Goliath of Vice has grown up like Jack’s beanstalk, dgtihe four
years night of the war. . .| allude to the pernicious vice of cigarette
smoking. This hydra-headed vice is spreading by leaps andd®over
the whole world, due mainly to the crime of the InternatiorYdCA
who spent literallymillions of money sacredlyommitted to them forcon-
structive service fordestructive cigarettes?
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The minister went on to say that he had started an anti-cigaceu-
sade and hoped Bryan would support it, at least to the extlentiobng a
brief letter for publication. Bryan declined, although hergonally opposed
the use of tobacco. Just two years earlier, he had remindedrandson
that men of good character did not smoke, drink, or gamble.

Several other influential prohibitionists were less raticehan Bryan.
Irving Fisher, the noted economist and longtime anti-taoacrusader,
organized the Committee to Study the Tobacco Problem in 18t8. He
hoped it would do for tobacco what the Committee of Fifty ore thquor
Problem had done for alcohol twenty-five years earlier: mewscientific
support for the anti-smoking movement. The committee firegntb e pub-
lication of two books exploring the effects of tobacco. Eslalso wrote his
own anti-tobacco book. Irfobacco, A Three-Fold Study, he argued that
economists should be interested in whether people speridrttomey on
things that have value to society. He concluded that tobaespecially
cigarettes, “takes away our money but gives us in returielior nothing
except illusion and distress?

Like many other critics of cigarettes, Fisher had maintdiaediscreet
silence on the topic during the war. In a letter to tXiev York Sun shortly
after the first American troops arrived in France, he vaguedyled
upon Americans to ‘relinquish all indulgences and habithiet im-
pair the power to work.” He did not mention cigarettes or acbo as
possibly impairing habits. Nor did he criticize the “smakér soldiers”
funds established by th&mn and many other American newspapers. It was
only after the armistice that he publicly renewed his opia@sito smok-
ing.23

Likewise, Thomas Edison suspended his opposition duriregwhr, ac-
cepting cigarettes as a military necessity. He even made all sontri-
bution to theNew York Sun's smoke fund. In 1921, however, he again
attacked cigarettes as poisonous and addictive, at the Samaelefending
his beloved cigars. “Tobacco aside from cigarettes doeshaom to soci-
ety,” he said. ‘It is not dangerous like narcotics and wieg and few
smoke it to excess.” A few years later, he announced that ra dra cig-
arette smoking in his laboratories, instituted long befdre war, would
be continued; pipes, cigars, and chewing tobacco were &aolep but any-
one caught with a cigarette would be fired immediately.

Harvey W. Wiley also rejoined the anti-cigarette chorugrfhe war.
“l think the habit of using tobacco is the most reprehensitd which the
human animal is addicted,” he wrote, adding: “l do not begk there is a
worst [sic] form in which tobacco can be used than in the forfa @ig-
aret.” After leaving the Food and Drug Administration, taned the staff
of Good Housekeeping; he later said he was proud of having worked to keep
cigarette advertising out of the pages of that magazineey\served as
keynote speaker at the First National Anti-Tobacco Conieentheld in
Washington, D.C., in 1925. He subsequently joined the bodra new
anti-cigarette group, the Anti-Cigarette Alliance of Aroer?>
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Many of the newly vocal critics buffered their remarks withctful con-
cessions to the value of cigarettes to soldiers in wartimare@ice E.
Woods, a minor federal functionary and a former mayor of Ricimd,
Kentucky, began an attack on cigarettes by saying he did rexitwo
appear disloyal to “our boys” and that he supposed smokingy have
helped promote soldierly valor among those who were acoostbto it.
He then went on to assert that the manufacturers, the WarrDepat,
and the military service organizations had conspired ttuwally force cig-
arettes on all soldiers, even those who had never smoked be@ne. As
a result, many nonsmokers had acquired a habit that woutdMdhem
“to their premature graves.” Dr. John B. Huber, professdrpulmonary
diseases at Fordham University Medical School and a fregaemtributor
to Association Men, the national magazine of the YMCA, wondered, “Who
would have spoken an untoward word, that has seen the cigeiet
inserted by a comrade between the anguished lips of thevgijgked hero?”
But now the war was over, the special needs of the war were, @ared
one did not need to be a “spoilsport” to question the efieof cigarette
smoking. Another contributor tdssociation Men said the cigarette looked
innocent enough, but was “a let-down” from high standar@s editorial
in the magazine gently suggested that while “smoking sekmexessary”
in the military camps and on the front lines, books, moviesgiang, wres-
tling, and boxing were more appropriate diversions in pdam To that
end, the YMCA resumed publishing anti-smoking postersjuiding one
showing a soldier sighting down a rifle barrel, above text miag that
“Smoking Affects Marksmanship

Writing for the Sacramento Star in 1921, Grove L Johnson, father of
Hiram Johnson (progressive governor and later senator ffafifornia),
said it “probably was true” that cigarettes soothed th&l®rs’ nerves and
otherwise helped them endure the hardships of war. Sincevdre how-
ever, so many men were smoking that it had become almost silp@s$o
walk down the street without encountering their irritatieghaust. He
thought “Lady Nicotine has too strong a hold upon the préggmeration
to be dethroned from her present proud position,” but hoffeat some-
thing could be done to save the younger generation.

Although cigarettes had acquired the patina of patriotisrany Amer-
icans remained ambivalent about them. Sinclair Lewis ceggtuhese con-
flicting attitudes inBabbitt. George Babbitt, real estate magnate in the fic-
tional prairie metropolis of Zenith (based on Minneapolisicasionally
smoked cigarettes himself. Indeed, he “knew himself to ba dreeding
altogether more esthetic and sensitive” than his old4fased father-in-
law precisely because he did so. He even kept a silver cigabeix in a
prominent spot on a table in his living room. Initially, hovez, he con-
fined his cigarette smoking to his car, preferring cigarsafthrother occa-
sions; he regarded habitual cigarette smokers as effemiBabbitt did not
begin to smoke cigarettes regularly until after he tempiradopted the
life of a libertine and began consorting with “the BunclZénith’s version
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of a Bohemian set. He had an affair with a woman who smokedu(dirg

in bed) and encouraged him to smoke with her. Cigarettes elimed his
rejection of conventional values. Once restored to the patpropriety,

Babbitt returned to cigars, the preferred smoke of the Rag Fellows”

of Zenith. Naturally, the wives of the “Regular Fellowsidinot smoke at
all (although they did accept a bootleg cocktail now and jtré&n

Ambivalence was evident, too, in policies regarding cigeremoking
in the workplace. While some employers accommodated snsotethe
point of setting aside times and places for them to indulganynothers
still refused to hire them. A shoe factory in Marlboro, Madsasetts, in-
stituted smoke breaks in an effort to increase efficiency,the Guaranty
Trust and Savings Bank of Los Angeles and the First NatiomalkBof San
Fernando said cigarette smokers should seek employmenitetse. When
Marshall L. Cook, editor and publisher of thiéstings (Michigan) Banner,
needed a new press operator in 1919, he stipulated that digarabkers
need not apply. “We would like to get a man of good clean habihe
wrote in a letter to a business associate in Chicago. “We aocare if he
smokes but we do not want him to smoke cigarettes.” Hastiwgs an
inconspicuous little town of no more than 5,000 residentshait time,
but cigarette smokers faced discrimination even in the sag@ cultural
centers of the United States. As late as 1924, they were uomeldn
most Wall Street brokerage houses, according to a report d&peton
Beck, personnel director of the New York Stock Exchapge.

Early in the postwar period, then, cigarettes still appdarelnerable
to both the vagaries of public opinion and the aims of refarsn&his could
be seen in the debate over a proposal to raise the federaeetax on
cigarettes in 1919. Anti-cigarette activists lobbied vigosty for higher
taxes, expecting they would lead to retail price increased thus dis-
courage consumption. The industry’s defenders hoped trea¢xperiences
of “tens of thousands of soldiersho are voters” [emphasis in originall
would override ‘the vituperations of professional refoens and honest
lunatics.” It is not possible to determine whether lawmekeaere influ-
enced more by the arguments of the reformers or the need forreee-
nue, but they increased the tax, from $2 per 1,000 cigarett&8t Man-
ufacturers of the three most popular brands—Camels, LutkieS, and
Chesterfields—immediately boosted their prices by a njdkeiwenty cents
a package. Sales dipped slightly during the recession of 1@2Q@he first
time in fiteen years; but by 1921 they had fully recoveted.

The campaign for higher taxes was part of a surge of cigaretéded
legislation after the war. It also represented a new dioecfor the anti-
cigarette movement. Leaders of the movement once had artagcig-
arettes should not be taxed at all, on the grounds that they wet
legitimate articles of commerce and should not be counteadras such
through taxation. For example, the WCTU protested the intjpos of
higher taxes on cigarettes and other tobacco products doptire War
Revenue Act of 1917, arguing that by accepting such revenusegtv-
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ernment was endorsing tobacco. In the twenties, reformave ¢ess em-
phasis to prohibiting cigarettes and more to taxing theratriging their
advertising, reducing the number of places where they cbeldmoked
publicly, and encouraging voluntary abstinence throughcedion 3!

Most anti-cigarette activists in the 1920s also toned doveirtthetoric.
Warnings that cigarettes would shrivel brains and proddiic children
gave way to more rational arguments, often emphasizing tflets of
nonsmokers. James R. Day, chancellor of Syracuse Uniyessiessed the
hazards offire, the health of smokers, and the comfort of mwkers when
he defended a long-standing ban on smoking on campus in DEzem
1920. Vida Milholland, a social reformer and radio commentah New
York City, recommended “a sharp line of demarcation” beem smokers
and nonsmokers in order to protect the latter from involuptexposure
to nicotine. “If people must indulge in this sensuous, mibestroying
habit, let them do it in private,” she said.

James A. Walton, superintendent of the Anti-Cigarette eagf Cali-
fornia, insisted he and his supporters were not—aslifseAngeles Times
had put it—“crusade cranks” who wanted to “take the cigte away
from the young man by force.” They were, instead, “a grofpvbolesome
people” whose primary goals were to educate the publicjtlioigarette
advertising, and enforce existing laws restricting satesiinors. Arkansas
Governor Thomas C. McRae, originally a strong supporteligette pro-
hibition, came to believe “the persuasion of kindly warginwas more
effective in discouraging smoking than “the penalties loétlaw.™?

Of more than 100 legislative proposals concerning cigasebetween
1919 and 1925, only nine would have banned their sale to aduits. |
Oregon, a retired truant and probation officer attempted/pabs the state
legislature and ask the voters to prohibit cigarettes tighoan initiative,
but he failed to collect enough signatures to qualify for biadlot. The only
tobacco-related bill presented to the Oregon legislatwnend) that period
was one that would have made it illegal to advertise cigasethrough
billboards, posters, signs, or any other “public dispfajhe bill was de-
feated in committee by a vote of seventeen to eleven.

Several states considered legislation to restrict pubtiolsng to one
degree or another. In South Carolina, a proposed ban on smakires-
taurants passed the Senate but was killed in the House. Téksmoking
measures were introduced in Massachusetts. One would hade in il-
legal for anyone to smoke cigarettes or cigars anywhere bligwanother
would have applied only to women. A Minnesota bill would haanned
smoking in most enclosed public places, including restatsatheaters,
streetcars, railway coaches, train stations, buses,,thaiber shops, and
all state, county, and city buildings. Maryland attemptest fio ban smok-
ing in theaters and then to allow fire commissioners to pribtsimoking
in all public buildings. None of these proposals passedy@nMichigan
bill to ban smoking at boxing and wrestling matches won apatduring
this period, and this was more an effort to avoid the risk cdfirand
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possibly to exert control over dubious enterprises—tharegpression of
concern about cigarettes or tobacéo.

In 1921, Senator Reed Smoot of Utah asked Congress to prohibit-s
ing in most buildings owned by the federal government. Smwat a
leader in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter—day Saints igiMor), which
condemned the use of both alcohol and tobacco. He initiafgridded his
anti-smoking proposal on the grounds of safety. He pointetl that a
recent fire in the basement ofthe Commerce Building (whict desstroyed
important census records) had been ignited by a discardedetie stub.
When his colleagues scoffed at that argument, Smoot ofenedher: that
smoking by government employees was a waste of time and aedmp
ment to efficiency. Banning the practice would save the goregnt mil-
lions of dollars. His proposal was rejected in favor of omérgy department
heads the authority to establish their own smoking polidiex until 1997
would President Bill Clinton be able to do, by executive ardehat Smoot
had attempted to do in 1921.

Of all the bills introduced to restrict the sale and use ofc@tes by
adults in the postwar era, only two were enacted (in heavidyrivon Utah
and Idaho), and both were quickly repealed. Some contemigsraus-
pected that the legislators who sponsored the bills did ratly expect, or
even want, to have them approved. According to this view,ioposals
were either “cinch bills” (so called because such a bilpposedly was a
“cinch” to elicit bribes from an affected party in returroif votes against
it); or they were intended to discredit prohibition. It seemore likely that
the legislative record simply reflects the waning influentarai-cigarette
activists. They still had enough political power to put th@genda before
legislators, but not enough to get it implemented—with tvim-lived
exceptions’

The Idaho legislature prohibited the sale and manufactficgyarettes
in 1921 at the urging of a state senator from Oneida County,reviiee
Mormon Church was very influential. The sponsor claimed toeae-
ceived letters and petitions of support from more than 6,608inessmen,
educators, and club women. Regardless, on the very day hiealill was
signed into law by the governor, the legislature began debats repeal.
Ten days later, cigarettes were once again legitimatelestaf commerce
in Idaho3®

The anti-cigarette law in Utah attracted little notice heit inside the
state or out, when it was enacted that same year. Accordirngstorian
John S. H. Smith, the law might well have remained on the boskfely
ignored, but for the zeal of a Salt Lake County sheriff who veéested to
office two years later. Under his orders, deputies arrestedzzen or so
smokers in Salt Lake City in February 1923. This brought thegesthe
kind of attention that the business community found embssireg and
annoying. Snickering news stories and indignant editeregbpeared in
newspapers as far afield as Boston and San Francisc&dltieike Tribune
(whose manager, A. N. McKay, was among those arrested) dunteof-
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town papers at length to demonstrate the degree to which tite a
cigarette bill had made Utah a laughingstock. The chambeowfmerce,
the Lions Club, the Utah Manufacturers Association, anceeotivic groups
demanded that the law be repealed. Less than two weeks héartests,
the legislature did exactly that.

In language that recalled Wilson’s description of cigagstas “a stench
in God’s nostrils,” a group of Salt Lake City businessmemaaded that
cigarettes be legalized in Utah, lest the state become émdt in the
nostrils of the free peoples of America.” The differenceghrasing is re-
vealing. It shows that the debate over cigarettes had mowely drom
questions of morality and settled instead on the issue ofqmal lib-
erty. This freedom was generally defined as the right of thdividual to
smoke, even if it meant infringing on the rights of other mduals not to
smoke?°

Lucy Page Gaston, for years the most outspoken foe of theatiga
was increasingly out of step with the times, although shetioared to
make her voice heard. She complained bitterly that the ‘lsesdior sol-
diers” campaign had removed the stigma from cigarettgse@ally among
people with “self-indulgent tendencies.” She reiterdteer demand that
the Food and Drug Administration regulate cigarettes abéit-forming
drug.” After the Anti-Cigarette League fired her in 1920, shenounced
her candidacy for the presidency of the United States, ragmin a plat-
form of “[c]lean morals, clean food, and fearless law ermfament.” Among
her qualifications, she said, was the fact that she looketla like Abra-
ham Lincoln. If he could free the slaves, she could emaneipla¢ nation
from the cigarette. Residents of Lacon, lllinois (where sha@s reared),
wished her well. “Go to it, Lucy,” they telegraphed; “we with you, and
don't forget to invite us to the White House if you are electéthe New
York Times thought it was unlikely that Gaston would ever enter the Whit
House—at least, not as a resident—but it pointed out thakete years
ago it seemed no more likely that a ‘dry’ amendment would béealdto
our Constitution, and the fact that one has been added tooit ldhend
caution to what will—and won’t—come next”

Gaston actually filed as a candidate in only one state—Soatoa—
and she formally withdrew six months later, “in favor of ange who will
endorse the moral reforms for which | stand.” Evidently tiweas William
Jennings Bryan. She was one of the delegates when the PiohiBiarty
nominated Bryan by acclamation during its national coni@nin Lin-
coln, Nebraska. Bryan declined the honor. Gaston must halvesdme
discouragement when Warren G. Harding was elected presidem@n
though she once said of herself that the word was not in heabwolary.
Harding, a tobaccophile, was the first president to be phagoiged smok-
ing a cigarette. She wrote to him, saying he was setting a badple
and asking him to stop. Reacting to news reports about hir)et group
of men in Atchison, Kansas, sent Harding a carton of cigasettiolating
the stringent anti-cigarette law in effect in Kansas at timeet Gaston
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promptly demanded that they be prosecuted. Harding’s dffiter made
public a letter to Gaston in which the president commendedibdication,
but evaded any pledge to quit.

She made several attempts to set up a rival to the Anti-Citmteague,
but her sources of funding—lean under the best of circuntstar-had
all but vanished. Even David Starr Jordan, who had suppohnted for
nearly two decades, ignored her last request for a donatihre hour
seems to have struck to press the battle hard, and we neddall forces
in line,” she told him. He did not reply. A few years later, wh Gaston’s
successor at the Anti-Cigarette League asked Jordan fonipgbn to use
one of his early anti-cigarette aphorisms in a poster (“Bog who smokes
cigarettes need not be anxious about his future: He has Hodm'dan
stipulated that the quotation should be applied only touto below col-
lege age.®

Rebuffed in Chicago, Gaston found a refuge with the AntiaCagte
League of Kansas, headquartered in Topeka. However, sheaoaswres-
tling with that group’s board of directors over whether itgsgsion would
be to “discourage” or “prohibit” the use of cigarettebkler pronouncements
became even more shrill. “I know many oppose the work | amndgi
she said at one point, “but | am like Jesus Christ. | will fimgyand forget
the past if the people will try to do better in the future.”iBhkind of talk
was too much, even for Kansas. After little more than two nfkendn the
job, she was fired again. She returned to Chicago, where dhiglexbto-
gether a new organization, called the National Anti-Cigeeréeague. Six
months later, this group, too, fired her, saying, “Miss @Gass methods
were more drastic than the methods approved by the leagued Bofa
Managers.*

Gaston was not entirely bereft of disciples in the last yesHriser life.
During the debate over her methods in Kansas, D. M. Fisk, d#aoci-
ology at Washburn University in Topeka, was quoted as sayiey’s do
away with the pious namby-pamby way of doing things and getrdto
business and stamp the cigarette out. We need a million Mastd@s.”
This was a minority view. The spirit of compromise permeattee reform
community during the 1920s, and the overly zealous tended:teither
ridiculed or ignored?

With no regular salary, Gaston was forced to rely on handdwis
relatives and charities. Her brother Edward said later gha&toften walked
for lack of money to take a streetcar. She lived mostly on grattrackers,
supplemented by a daily five-cent glass of milk from a lun@dmoand an
occasional holiday food basket from the Salvation Arthy.

Even in these reduced circumstances, Gaston continuedribeade.
She harangued women smokers; collared boys she saw smokirtjeo
street corners; and handed out news releases and gentiafh eodavorite
cure for smoking) to reporters. “We are out to put the cigegdusiness
out of business,” she told a correspondent for the traderjali Tobacco.
After this pronouncement, one of her last allies, the MetstoHpiscopal
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Board of Temperance, Prohibition, and Public Morals, motedistance
itself rom her. The board issued a statement saying it haihteyest in
tobacco other than restricting its use by minors and edngédtie general
public as to the dangers of smoking. Meanwhile, incensedrbggreports
that Queen Mary of Great Britain was fond of a cigarette afterch,
Gaston wrote a letter scolding Her Royal Highness for sgtéin “exceed-
ingly unfortunate” examplée?

She had promised to wage “a stubborn, unyielding and despdight”
against the cigarette, and she kept it up until January 192¥mshe
was struck by a streetcar while on her way home from an apgéreite
rally in Chicago. She died six months later—at the Hinsdaairium,

a Seventh-Day Adventist institution—at the age of sixty#folronically,
the cause of death was throat cancer, a disease long assbeitti smok-
ing. At her request, her body was cremated after her funerdithe ashes
taken to her adopted hometown of Harvey, lllinois, where hiaety-two-
year-old mother still liveds

Her illness and death attracted the notice of newspapensnakrdhe
country, in an echo of the prominence she had once achieves Sdn
Francisco Call described her as “a formidable lady and not popular,” but
nonetheless wondered, “[Hlaven't you a little admiratimnspare for Lucy
Page Gaston?” Many editorial writers did, including soman the tobacco
trade press. Th&bacco Leaf praised her “fine character and splendid abil-
ity.” The Chicago Examiner, the San Francisco Examiner, the Mobile (Ala-
bama) Register, and a dozen other papers all paid tribute to her courage
and dedication. Thddaho Statesman (Boise) thought she had not been
given the credit she deserved. TAen Arbor (Michigan) News pointed out
that “[firom the viewpoint of the smoker, Miss Gaston wasomg, but no
one can state positively that, in a broader sense, she mahana been
right.” The word “uncompromising” crept into many of hesulogies. “Her
zeal occasionally became too strong for other professicefaimers,” com-
mented theDaily Pantagraph in Bloomington, lllinois, where she went to
college. In the end, she had little left but her zeal. Repgrtin her funeral,
the New York Times noted that “[o]f the thousands of friends Miss Gaston
had made during the long years of her work, only a handful vpeesent
at the simple rites.” Among them were four children, who Knlgy her
coffin during the ceremony and solemnly pledged never to smoga-
rettes®

By the mid-twenties, it was clear that the anti-cigaretteveroent had
crested. Tennessee and Nebraska both repealed laws pirtdpithie sale
of cigarettes in 1919, followed by Arkansas and lowa in 1921, apd b
North Dakota in 1925. An attempt to legalize cigarettes in & failed
in 1925 but succeeded two years later. Gaston’s death in 19Rdwéd
the next year by that of her nemesis, James B. Duke, symbdiire end
of an era. Gaston’s mother and brother both sent impassipiess to
Herbert Hoover—then a spokesman for the American Child tHeAkso-
ciation—to memorialize her by endorsing the Anti-Cigaeetkague. By
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that point, however, Hoover had developed a serious inténethe pres-

idency, and he did not want to offend either the manufactii@rthe

consumers of cigarettes. He ignored the appeals. Idertidficavith the

anti-cigarette cause had become a political liability. Aimeling cadre of
true believers carried on, but even they seemed to recogimé&aselves as
part of the last flickers of a nearly dead fite.

The Anti-Cigarette League survived into the 1930s, after shifan,
along with the Indiana-based No-Tobacco League, incorgdravith a
new board of directors in 1920; and the Anti-Cigarette AlGanfounded
in Xenia, Ohio, in 1927. All three groups moderated theirialigoals,
emphasizing public education rather than individual cmercand focus-
ing on youth rather than adults. The Non-Smokers’ Protectigague
dwindled to a membership that apparently did not extend mioeyond
its founder, Dr. Charles G. Pease of New York City. Pease inared to
write occasional anti-cigarette letters to the editor af New York Times
until shortly before his death in 1941, but he attracted fewpsuiers. He
had never quite lived down an earlier scandal in which henotai that
one Annette Hazelton, “a pure young woman,” had endorsedidieas
and would spread his gospel. It turned out that there was b person;
Pease himself had written the letters purportedly writtgrhlr >

The surviving groups produced some anti-cigarette literator distri-
bution to adults, but they put most of their energy into peogs aimed
at school children. They went into classrooms as guest lecsi) armed
with lurid slides depicting the diseased organs of smokalas)g with var-
ious devices for capturing the “deadly poisons” in cigdeesmoke and
charts comparing smokers to nonsmokers (and finding themtingnin
terms of physical development, intelligence, and earnipgiential. One
popular classroom demonstration involved soaking a cigarie water,
straining the liquid through a white handkerchief (or blogicigarette
smoke through the handkerchief), and dramatically idgimtif the resul-
tant yellow stain as nicotine. (The stain was actually causetar.) Some
presentations were more complex, using laboratory-likeimgent with
vacuum tubes and other scientific trappings. Cautionamgstalere told of
how many drops of tobacco oil it would take to kill a cat, andwhauickly,
and of leeches dropping off dead from the skin of cigarettelsns. The
lesson typically ended with the students chanting sometlatong the
lines of:

Il never smoke a cigaret,

It injures health and brain;

I'll not be caught in habit’s net,

With much to lose, and naught to gaih.

Years later, a public health physician could still vividlgaall the ul-
cerated stomachs, hobnaliled livers, grotesque heartsptred “perfectly
dreadful pictures” that “were shown to us horror-strickkids” during his
school days in Indiana. He also remembered the impresstaiged hand-
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kerchief, the primary effect of which was to encourage shideo try

to replicate the demonstration. He wondered if there had éeen, in

the history of education, lessons that were more futile anidlesd-

ing. Later, some school boards began refusing to allow eigé&irette speak-
ers into their schools. The District of Columbia board expdal that “lec-

tures on the use of cigarettes might be construed as dealithgavcon-

troversial subject.” Other boards apparently just fountde tlectures
ineffective??

By the end of the decade, fund-raising, never easy, becaaneasingly
difficult. Wiley and Jordan, two of the more dedicated suppm of the
cause, ignored pleas for additional contributions to theti-@igarette
League. At one point, the No-Tobacco League was payingitwokca com-
mission of 70 percent on any donations they managed to se&ven
then, few were interested in the work. Ever-hopeful orgarsscheduled
conventions and rallies, but they could not convince marppfeeto come.
After a particularly disappointing rally in Minneapolis 929, Charles M.
Filmore, superintendent of the No-Tobacco League, triedréassure
Anthony Zeleny, then president of the league’s Minnesotapthr, with
the following comment: “While it did not turn out finally in 1big and
effective a way as we both hoped, | know that you were not inl&ast
to blame for that, and | flatter myself in believing that | wast o blame,
either.” Conditions for reform were simply “unfavorabBlat the moment,
he added*

As Willa Cather once remarked, “The world broke in two in 198
thereabouts.” The reformist energy that had charactdamerica during
the Progressive Era was overshadowed in the twenties byucoessm
and a sort of studied cynicism. Many Americans left the rankactive
reformers. However, those who remained seemed to become dsater-
mined even as they became more unfashionable. The more utgpdapeir
cause, the greater their sense of mission.

Evidence of this can be found in the papers of Zeleny, a premtn
physics professor at the University of Minnesota, once diesd by the
student newspaper as “grand archon of the mystic order nfsraokers.”
Zeleny abhorred not only cigarettes but all forms of toba@od he did
not think much of dancing or drinking either. Shortly aftez joined the
faculty in 1897, he began embellishing his physics lecturiels twief “ser-
monettes” on these topics; he continued doing so until hieagin 1938.
He joined the No-Tobacco League in the twenties, served &ismed pres-
ident in the thirties, and remained active in it until his ttean 1947. As
time passed, Zeleny became increasingly uncompromisintherissue of
tobacco. When three young men sought his help in organizirigia-
nesota Anti-Snuff and Cigarette Society” in 1924, he pdjitbut firmly
declined, saying, “l am not entirely pleased with the nanfigaur society
because tobacco in any form is injurious.” He found the sty focus too
narrow. In another expression of his convictions, he redege a pledge
to contribute to the construction of a new 50,000-seat stadat the
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university in 1929 because the administration refused toasete a no-
smoking sectiori®

Reed Smoot was another stalwart. As a leader of the Mormorr¢Ehu
he objected to smoking on religious grounds. He often condedrihe habit
in the sermons that he periodically delivered in his homeestile took
this message to the Senate (and, he hoped, to the nationga) lam June
10, 1929, with a speech proposing that the federal governmesitict
cigarette advertising and regulate all tobacco productieuthe Pure Food
and Drugs Act. Using the kind of oratory reminiscent of Bryainhis most
flamboyant, Smoot denounced contemporary cigarette adivagtas “an
orgy of buncombe, quackery, and downright falsehood anddradevised
by manufacturers “whose only god is profit, whose only bilslehe bal-
ance sheet, whose only principle is greed.” Smoot was paldrly con-
cerned about the use of testimonials (“disgusting” areddreat libel upon
American business ethics”) and about cigarette ads on #téor a new
medium with apparently greater impact than newspapers ayaziaes.
The government had a duty to protect its citizens from suictsitlious”
campaigns, he safd.

In proposing that the Food and Drugs Act be amended to inctode
bacco, Smoot was echoing arguments made years earlier hprGaad
other officials of the Anti-Cigarette League. The act, aédph 1906, gave
the government the authority to regulate only those drugediin the
Pharmacopoeia of the United States of America. Tobacco was once included
in the Pharmacopoeia but had been removed in 1905. Smoot called this
“only a fine technicality” that should be corrected. (Sommodern critics
of the tobacco industry have suggested that tobacco wasvennio a
deliberate attempt to avoid federal regulation. Smoot leifrsaw no in-
dications of conspiracy. Of the exclusion, he said simpiypting from the
newly revisedPharmacopoeia, that tobacco “was formerly highly esteemed
as a vulnerary, but is little used as a drug by intelligent $tigns.”) He
was so pleased with the speech that he distributed 20,00@scop it,
printed at his own expense. His colleagues in the Senate,ifgsressed
than he was, ignored his calls to actin.

One year later, in 1930, Oregon voters provided a coda for thtedfnti-
smoking crusade by defeating an initiative to prohibit c&de manufac-
turing, sale, purchase, possession, importation, andréisiney. The Ore-
gon legislature had rejected a similar measure in 1917. Teatothe
16,000 signatures necessary to put the issue before thes\int&d30, the
Anti-Cigarette League contracted with a professionaljmeter in Portland.
He, in turn, hired women to circulate petitions for the iafive in public
markets and shopping districts. There were rumors thatdabaetailers
and candy manufacturers were secretly financing the efRoth those
groups had reasons to hope for its success. The retailensdidike the
low profit margin on cigarettes; and they resented the povieh® oli-
gopoly that had supplanted the old American Tobacco trushdg man-
ufacturers had blamed cigarettes for a slump in their bissireen before
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the American Tobacco Company launched its “Reach for a kalstead
of a Sweet” advertising campaign in 1928. “There are somedsb sup-
porters of the (initiative) measure, but they are not muclewdence,”
the Oregon Voter concluded?

On the other hand, thBortland Oregonian, the state’s leading newspa-
per, thought the initiative’s supporters were “wholly sgre and imbued
with the crusading spirit” but misguided. “Many thousan@f Oregon
people consider cigarette smoking to be harmless and theiv is not
without support of medical authority,” the paper commaeahtéExcessive
smoking of cigarettes is harmful, to be sure, but so is exeessating of
meat or potatoes or pie.” Voters, given a chance for the finse to express
their sentiments on cigarettes, rejected the measure byrgimaf nearly
three to one (156,265 opposed, 54,231 in favor).

More than 120 bilion manufactured cigarettes were sold ia timited
States that year, along with the makings for about 13.5 hillioll-your-
owns. Taxes paid on those cigarettes were second only tanttoenie tax
as a source ofrevenue for the federal government. In thesysdace World
War |, cigarettes had become almost as essential to contempbfe as
traffic cops and divorce courts; ambivalence had becomepmedevel,
active acceptance. One affrmation of this came from Califorwhere the
state supreme court ruled that a construction worker whaédhis hand
while lighting a cigarette was entitled to workmen’s comgation because
he could not properly perform his job without smoking. Ashys replaced
cuspidors in banks, post offices, police stations, and offludlic places.
President Herbert Hoover, an avid cigar smoker, bowed tocthenging
times by retracting an anti-cigarette statement that had lzgtributed to
him for years:!

It was a measure of the triumph of the cigarette that not oidytlle
next president smoke, so did his wife. Franklin D. Rooséveigarette,
invariably held at a jaunty angle in a long holder, seemed ashra part
of him as his spectacles and confident grin. (Roosevelt tedtyr once
joked that he used the holder because his doctor had told bistaty as
far away from cigarettes as possible.) Years earlier, whemas assistant
secretary of the navy, Roosevelt had irritated a senior oesggnan by
smoking while waiting to testify before an appropriationdhbsommittee.
The congressman brusquely told him to “throw that cigageitvay; it's
offensive to me.” By the time Roosevelt was elected preasideigarette
smokers rarely encountered such public censure.

Prohibition, advertising, and the movies worked togettodsrieak down
the remaining prejudices against cigarettes. TWgazine of Wall Street,
in an optimistic article about the future of the tobacco istty in 1919,
had confidently predicted that “when prohibition becomesgral the con-
sumption of tobacco will be greatly increased.” In factetlverall con-
sumption of tobacco on a per capita basis hardly changed daehg the
decade. Department of Agriculture figures show Americansduabout
seven pounds of tobacco a year in 1920 and just slightly morEB0.
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However, the amount consumed in the form of cigarettes dalybiom
20 to 40 percent. The elimination of legal drinking createcli#ural void
that cigarette smoking helped to fil. The manager of a NewkYootel
restaurant told a trade journal that men who formerly drandoektail
and perhaps smoked one cigarette while waiting for theindns were
now smoking half a dozen, and more often than not, their fengalests
were lighting up too. Prohibition may have helped popukarettes
simply by encouraging unconventional behavior: people wérotured into
speakeasies seemed more inclined to break other rules. éAfetdst, it
increased the number of places where cigarettes were sokk snany
saloons were converted into sandwich shops or tearooms cuitinters
for the sale of various sundries, including cigarettes.

Meanwhile, the manufacturers ofthe “Big Three” (Luckyri&e, Camel,
and Chesterfield) were spending millions to bombard Amersceith im-
ages of people smoking their products—although the efféthis is not
as easy to measure as it may seem. As the economist RichaehBaht
pointed out in his landmark study of the cigarette industry1950, there
is little quantifiable evidence that advertising actuakygmits new smok-
ers. Marked out on a graph, annual cigarette sales and tokecsgending
on advertising follow the same upward curve from 1900 to 1968, b
so do many other factors, from the number of people living itie€ to
the number of women in the workforce. Per capita cigarettesaonp-
tion has declined steadily since 1965 despite the fact thatufecturers
have devoted proportionately greater amounts of money teraiding
and promotion. Cigarettes were never as extravagantly réided in
Europe as they have been in the United States, yet natiors &siGreat
Britain, France, Greece, and Finland embraced cigarettekisrg long
before Americans did, and they have been much slower to giug.iOn
the other hand, cigarettes had more cultural hurdles tocovee in the
United States than elsewhere. The large-scale advertisingpaigns ofthe
1920s may have helped lower those hurdles. Their volume aachre-
on billboards, in periodicals, in store windows, on the cagdimade ciga-
rettes seem less a habit of a deviant minority and more a gasenyday
life. o4

As cigarettes became more popular, the number of cinemmt&ers—
and their social status—also increased. Cigarettes wereinaAmerican
films until the early twenties, and usually signified villgior vampish-
ness. The Tobacco Merchants Association, ever sensitivémemgery,
protested in 1922 that only “the villain and every low type dfarac-
ter in the cast” smoked cigarettes, which suggested thatlthbit was
“confined to that class, hence is debasing. This is wrongoalfiely; it is
unjust.”s

Even so, cigarette smoke clung to the wicked women of they@aolvies
like ectoplasm, beginning with Theda Bara @smen (1915), and again
asThe Vixen (1917). InOn the Banks of the Wabash (1923), J. Stuart Black-
ton, a pioneering director, filmed a young man (newly arriwrethe sinful
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city) entering an apartment. The camera panned the backadassnoke
curled upward from the other side. Then the audience saw dagl lof a
glamorous vamp, rising to meet (and presumably seduce)ibieorv Greta
Garbo became a star on the basis of a scen®@dsh and the Devil (1926),
when she took a cigarette from the mouth of John Gilbert ard thrched
her beautiful neck backward in a startlingly sexual gestare

Among male characters, a cigarette was often visual evielefde-
generacy. It was the evil Lejaune, not the noble Beau Gedte, smoked
in the silent film version oBeau Geste (1927). Rudolph Valentino smol-
dered his way through one fim after another with a cigarettagling
from his lips. Depending on the perspective of the viewer wes either
dangerously seductive or effete.

In later films, heroes and heroines were far more likely to lsenciga-
rettes than villains and villainesses. When ParamountuPést remade
Beau Geste with Gary Cooper in the title role in 1939, Beau Geste not only
smoked, he smoked nobly (at one point, offering one of his s ciga-
rettes to his brother, as they awaited the dawn and certathdeom the
Saracens). The tyrannical and sadistic Sergeant Marka&vAthericanized
version of Lejaune) did not smoke at all. A study of fims of tate twenties
and early thirties showed that 65 percent of movie heroeskedhocom-
pared to only 22.5 percent of the scoundrels. Among womenped@ent
of the “good” ones smoked, but only 2.5 percent of the “baHeroines
smoked more than the bad guys, male or female. This trend was f
shadowed inA Woman of the World (1926), in which Pola Negri played a
worldly countess who visits relatives in a small midwestéown. The
countess, smoking a cigarette in a long black holder, asrjust as an
anti-vice district attorney finishes delivering a lecturethie evils of smok-
ing. She eventually humanizes and then marries him. He gigemtol-
erance and provincialism; she continues smoking.

Will H. Hays, head of what became known as the Production Code
Administration of the Motion Picture Producers and Distitibrs of Amer-
ica, rejected several requests to censor the use of cigargttfims. Re-
formers had hoped he would order smoking limited to “distitable” or
“derelict” characters. The mayor of Lynn, Massachusgtt®k matters into
his own hands in 1929 by banning movies that showed women of any
kind smoking, but it hardly mattered by then. Filmmakers svputting
more smokers into their movies because more people werabycamok-
ing. In turn, images of smokers on the screen reverberatemugh the
broader culture, creating a sort of harmonic curve, with teality and
the reflection magnifying each other. Countless young woteamed how
to smoke by watching movie stars. Young men tried to emula¢ehteroes
who could talk with a cigarette in their mouths, light matstome-handed
in the wind, and light two cigarettes at once (passing one torapliant
woman). Another trick, admired by both sexes, was the sed¢drench
inhale, in which smoke was held in the mouth, then releaseibaeathed
in through the nostrils in one sinuous stre&m.

The depression of the 1930s provided another boost to cigasatiok-
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ing. The capitalistic cigar lost ground to the democratgacette, although
the reasons probably had less to do with symbolism than witnem-
ics. When people have to struggle to pay their bills, thehaitswitch
to a less expensive form of tobacco or give it up altogethafesSof both
factory-made cigarettes and cigars declined after thepsé of the stock
market in 1929. However, by 1934, the cigarette industry hdlg fie-
covered, while cigar sales continued to slump. Meanwhitescimp-
tion of homemade (‘roll-your-own”) cigarettes doubledd nearly dou-
bled again, from an estimated 12 billion in 1929 to more than #li®rp
in 193370

As for the organized opposition to cigarette smoking, fewuldochave
argued with the assessment of one historian in 1932: “Altlothe fight
between the smokers and non-smokers still drags on, a gnstatistics
proves convincingly that the latter are but a feeble and -evéndling
minority.” While apt enough at the time, in the long run thisrned out
to be a profound miscalculation. The evidence that wouldnmak the
battle was already accumulating, although much of it wadkhgtiden in
the pages of medical journais.

In October 1920, a University of Minnesota pathologist nanvextes
Barron performed an autopsy on a forty-six-year-old malgepd and de-
termined that he had died of lung cancer. Like most other jghayss at
the time, Barron had never personally seen a case of lungecart
though the disease had been described in European medigalgts in
the early 1800s, it was so rare that it was not codified in therimational
Classification of Diseases until 1923. A few weeks after emd¢eting his
first case, Barron found another. Checking the universigtords, he dis-
covered that a third case had been identified by a fellow datfist a few
months earlier. Barron subsequently reported to the MinteeState Med-
ical Society that the university’s pathologists had fouighécases oflung
cancer in the twelve months between July 1, 1920, and June 3@, 192
compared to only five in the preceding twenty years. Thesewhes “index
cases,” in the argot of the newly emerging field of epidemgyl: pebbles
tossed into a pond, with ever-widening consequerites.

By the late twenties, a few scientists were beginning to lilypsize that
the increasing prevalence of lung cancer and other degénerdiseases
was related to the continuing rise in cigarette consumptidrGerman
researcher cautiously observed in November 1928 thaté[iticrease in
cancer of the lungs observed in this and many other counisi@s all
probability to a certain extent directly traceable to therexeommon prac-
tice of cigarette smoking.” Dr. William McNally of Rush Mézhl College
was less tentative, asserting that cigarettes were “arontamt factor” in
lung cancer. Several studies identified tobacco as a cagemaalthough
the main focus was on the role of smoking in cancers of the imart
throat. Others looked at smoking and heart disease. Ssisralso were
beginning to speculate about why cigarettes might be moregeeous
than other forms of tobacco. Some suspected it had somethidg with
inhalation: since cigarette smokers were more likely toaleh they might
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be more likely to absorb any deleterious substances presetdbacco
smoke. A few of these reports circulated in the popular presduding
one predicting that the incidence of cancers of the mouthldvoise as a
result of increases in the number of women smokers.

The volume of cigarette-related research increased in tx decade.
Among some of the more notable reports was one by Drs. Altoms@er
and Michael DeBakey, prominent surgeons in New Orleans, edneluded
“more persons are dying of cancer of the lung than ever leefprobably
because more persons are smoking and inhaling tobacco stinakeever
before.” Dr. Raymond Pearl, a distinguished professorioffitetry at Johns
Hopkins University, associated cigarettes not only witinducancer but
with “impairment of life duration” in general. Meanwhilethe Bureau of
the Census reported that deaths from lung cancer incregs@é percent
between 1934 and 1938.

Despite the mounting evidence, the prevailing opinion mitthe med-
ical community was that smoking (of cigarettes as well agpgnd cigars)
was a harmless indulgence. Many doctors defended it as asmdédtive,
useful against the pressures of living in the modern worldfe# still
regarded smoking as a prophylactic against certain iroestdiseases. (Ac-
cording to this latter theory, the process of combustiom sfarmed nico-
tine into a sort of germicide.) William J. Mayo, famed surgeand co-
founder of the Mayo Clinic in Rochester, Minnesota, disamed of female
smokers but believed that “the large majority of men who &mappear
to get a great deal of comfort from it, and, generally spegkivithout
demonstrable harm.” A Michigan doctor who thought he sawn& be-
tween maternal cigarette smoking and high infant mortatit}927 was
roundly denounced by his peers. In a 1928 article titled “@Gre Use of
Tobacco in Prolonging Life,” one physician concluded, ‘goddess, at
whose shrine the whole world worships, must have some godtemn”
This appeared irHygeia, the American Medical Association’s magazine for
general audiences. The next year, flagrnal of the American Medical As-
sociation said only cultists and intemperate reformers believedreiias
were harmful to expectant mothers or their offspring. Dmésa A. Tobey,
author of a popular book on cancer, decided “[tlhere is nierstific evi-
dence to show that My Lady Nicotine has any deleterious gffechen
used “in reasonable moderation” by the average person.

Some doctors cautioned their patients not to smoke “exeelgs, and
some were concerned that constant chewing on a pipe or digar &uld
irritate tender tissues in the tongue, mouth, and throatthedeby cause
cancer. But probably most would have agreed with the follmyiemarks
by a New York physician, in a paper presented at the 1926 anmaeating
of the American Laryngological, Rhinological, and Otolagplogical So-
ciety:

The idea tha. .. it isunhealthy to smoke is in strong contradiction to
physiological knowledge and our experience in medical pcac Such
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an idea, made popular in many parts of the Union, is nothingau
popular delusion. . . [M]edical opinion will agree that tobacco is as
harmless as ice creaifitaken moderately

Doctors were particularly reluctant to accept evidencerofapparent
connection between lung cancer and cigarette consump@ae. school
of thought held that lung cancer ondyemed to be increasing, because of
better diagnostic tools. According to another, the inceeass real but
caused by something besides smoking, such as airborndipaollar even
delayed reactions from the flu epidemic of 1918-19. A group ofxegeers
in Great Britain announced that cigarette smoking couldpuossibly cause
lung cancer because all attempts to produce the cancer yrigemoke
on laboratory animals had failed (théew York Times headlined this as
“CLEARS CIGARETTES AS CANCER SOURCE Dr. Evarts Graham, a sur-
geon and professor at Washington University in St. Louig;eoremarked
that the parallel between lung cancer and the sale of nylockstgs was
just as strong as that between lung cancer and the sale oftigsa. In
the 1940s, Graham and one of his students directed a majcerauithg-
ical study documenting the statistical correlation betmvksg cancer and
cigarettes. Even then, it was another two decades beforenared medi-
cine fully enlisted in the battle against smokifrg.

The tobacco industry itself seemed more sensitive to corecatbout
smoking and health than many doctors. Few issues of therigaade
journals in the twenties did not include at least one artielated to the
topic, usually carefully edited to remove any hints that King might be
unhealthy. For example, whefvbacco reprinted an article written for the
YMCA's Physical Training magazine by Dr. P. K. Holmes, director of the
Department of Public Health and Hygiene at the UniversitKefitucky,
it excised passages suggesting that cigarettes were wediotd harmful
to the heart, lungs, metabolism, and immune system. In liginal article,
Holmes weighed the available evidence and found more to ideagminst
cigarettes than for them. As presentedTishacco, he virtually endorsed
smoking as beneficial to health. Any defense of smoking in dioadjour-
nal, no matter how mild, was likely to appear in truncatedrfan one of
the trade journals, to reinforce the claim that ‘[s]cientas come to the
rescue of the reputation of tobacco. Chemists, physiciamscologists,
physiologists and experts of every nation and clime, havergiobacco a
clean bill of health and pronounced it a great God-given bmomankind.”
Another common theme in the tobacco journals was that therkae
government, by supplying troops with cigarettes during Wa¥ar |, had
proven they were safé.

The fact that the industry was making efforts to counter thade of
smoking as dangerous suggests that such an image was sonbefrogv
conveyed to the public, despite the medical professiondffarence. One
trade journal explained that it published articles on thsaésof health “in
order that those members of the trade who may be interrogartethe
subject may be in a position to appease any scruples that meg &risen
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among their customers.” At that point, the “scruples” reebeing gener-
ated largely by the reform community, not organized medicibut the
industry still feared the potential effect on consum@rs.

The journals advised their readers to pass on to their custestories
about implausibly aged people who smoked incessantly: adgiia tobac-
cophile who was “cut off by the grim reaper at the early agé26 years”,
a 118-year-old Milwaukee woman who “smoked a pipe whenever sh
could fill it and was fond of cigars and cigarettes”; a Jewigmtarian who
told a reporter, “All this stuff about what you should eatddrink and
smoke is all foolishness. It is making old people out of youmgs.” The
trade press also provided sample scripts to be used byeetailhen cus-
tomers asked questions about the effect of smoking on hé4lkas talk-
ing to a doctor the other day, and | asked him the identicaktjae you
have asked me. The doctor said . 8

In addition, the industry tried to dispel doubts by using icatithemes
in its advertising. Prior to the late 1920s, any health-edainessages in
cigarette ads tended to be subtle. Fatima was ‘“truly cotafoe to your
throat and tongue”; there was not a “cough in a carload"@é Golds;
Lucky Strikes caused “[n]o throat irritation—no coughThe American
Tobacco Company supported its claims about Lucky Strikeh &ipam-
phlet citing tests by three independent laboratories tHiagedly proved
that “toasting” removed “acrid substances” from tobeax; making it “non-
irritating to the mucous membranes.” Since it was wideljicved that
cancer was somehow linked to “irritation,” this was a wafysaying that
Lucky Strikes, having been ‘“toasted,” could not possibluse cancet.

The claims became more overt in the thirties and forties. Reynolds
maintained that “{m]ore Doctors smoke Camels than any othgarette,”
while American Tobacco reported that 20,679 physiciangebet Lucky
Strikes were less irritating than other brands; L & Ms wefgust what
the doctor ordered,” and Philip Morris cigarettes werec¢pgnized by em-
inent medical authorities.” Th@ournal of the American Medical Association
criticized such claims as “hooey” in 1928, but from the gat©930s until
the mid-1950s, it accepted advertising that implied smokiag healthful,
as did most other medical journdls.

The white-coated, stethoscope-equipped doctor remainéxtiare in
cigarette advertising until just a few years before the 196#8lipation of
the seminalSmoking and Health: Report of the Advisory Committee to the
Surgeon General of the Public Health Service (commonly known as the first
Surgeon General's Report on Smoking and Health). The repad 387
pages long, listed 916 scientific references, and conclubad tigarette
smoking was “a health hazard of sufficient import in the ditStates to
warrant appropriate remedial actiof®.”

The first generation ofanti-cigarette crusaders had coraetmilar con-
clusion decades earlier. With the exception oflung cantery had already
ploughed the major fields later reworked by medical sciefroey emphy-
sema to heart disease. While they did not specifically addifes issue of
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lung cancer, they had long speculated that smoking was hdtmfungs.
As a 1929 newsletter published by the Anti-Cigarette Leaguiptpd out,
“If the inhalation of coal smoke causes such serious chedmitation and
so blackens the lungs, how much more serious must be the efféthe
almost constant inhalation of tobacco smoke direct intoltingys.” More
than two decades before epidemiologists began collectiogtdtistics on
smoking and mortality, the reform community was circulgtidata from
the New England Life Insurance Company suggesting that snmsokad
shorter life spans than nonsmokers. A mortality study ofigi@tes of the
Dartmouth College class of 1868, conducted in the 1920s urhdeaégis of
Irving Fisher’s Life Extension Institute, showed that norakers could ex-
pect to live an average of seven years longer than smokersnwWe Na-
tional Health Bureau reported increased rates of death dheart disease
and cancer in 1929, one longtime foe of the cigarette notetl hieahad
predicted that very development twenty years eatfier.

The fact that early scientific reports about the effectsgdpettes echoed
the claims of reformers made it difficult for doctors to adcdpem. Since
the mid-nineteenth century, organized medicine had souglgeparate
itself rom the *“irregulars” who promoted alternative ¢hapies, many of
which involved the avoidance of alcohol and tobacco. Heaétformers
such as Joel Shew (developer of the “water cure”), Sylgesbraham
(whose name has been immortalized by the graham cracked)Jalmn
Harvey Kellogg had been in the forefront of the anti-smokingvement.
Shew, for example, believed tobacco use contributed totgigaven indi-
vidual diseases, including cancer, heart disease, blisgjnepoplexy, in-
sanity, acne, and tooth decay. To the medical establishnserch claims
were fictions, woven by “cranks” from the trappings of ggbn and mo-
rality, unrelated to the truth as revealed by science. Thdition of denial
created psychological barriers for many doctors. They hexbine so con-
vinced, in their own minds, that the reformers had no legitien case
against smoking that they could not easily turn around andiathey
had been wron&:

As the scientific evidence began to develop in the late tvesn&ven
those physicians who were inclined to accept it took stepslistance
themselves from the reformers. “Many pamphlets and booksehbeen
written about the terrible effects of cigarette smokingt liew of them
contain anything like scientific proof of their claims,” lines complained
in his article inPhysical Training. The crusaders were “silly”; much ofwhat
they had to say was ‘“ridiculous.” Nonetheless, it was trihat “the so-
called diseases of degeneration” had become more comnmae sigarette
smoking had become more popular. Tharnal of the American Medical

Association might have been moved to defend smoking by expectant moth-

ers in 1929 just because the Methodist Episcopal Board of &earze,
Prohibition, and Public Morals had recently attacked thacpices®

An exchange of letters between Raymond Pearl of Johns Heplin-
versity and Anthony Zeleny illustrates the tension betwerdical science
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and early opponents of smoking. Zeleny apparently felt tRaarl was
overly cautious in his conclusions about the effects of smgkn longevity
in 1938. “l have been wondering whether | would have given iyoan-
clusions so little weight had | been able to discuss them wibla last
summer as | had planned,” he wrote to Pearl. In his reply,rPsaiped,
“Your whole discussion of my work carries the implicatiohdt either |
am a fool or a knave .. Now thefact is that | am certainly not a knave
and | do not think that | am quite that big a foct”

No doubt many doctors resisted the suggestion that cigegetiere
harmful because they themselves smoked. Zeleny suspetiedvas the
reason Dr. Louis I. Dublin, vice president and chief statiah of the Met-
ropolitan Life Insurance Company in the 1930s and a formes piresident
of the American Medical Association, thought it improbati@t smoking
could affect longevity. Martin Arrowsmith, hero of Sinddiewis’s novel
about a science-driven doctor, started smoking cigaréttesedical school
to counter the reek of formaldehyde, and never gave them hprl€s
Buckley Hubbell, president of the Board of Education of GezaNew York
in the early 1900s and the founder of an anti-cigarette graag he
rarely met medical students who did not smoke. Once acquireddded,
the habit was not easily relinquished. Consequently, ‘By\@rge number
of physicians in every community are addicted to the ciganmed the in-
haling habit, and naturally are handicapped in the influethat they
should exert in advising and suppressing this alarming”e&iltobacco
trade journal, outlining strategies to defend the indu#trg919, asserted
that “Im]ost doctors are addicted to tobacco.” One studgmpleted in
1950, showed that 53 percent of physicians smoked—compardess
than 40 percent of all adults. Cigarette manufacturers destrated their
awareness of the market by offering physicians free sangfldseir prod-
ucts and by advertising in medical journé&is.

The inherent difficulty of proving causal connections in tstedy of
disease was another factor in the medical community’s taluece to ac-
cept the early scientific data about cigarettes. The rebeasccould point
out statistical correlations between smoking and, saygleancer, but
they could not say what actually caused smokers to develog tancer.
Some wondered if the new insecticides used to treat tobaaosed the
cancer, rather than the tobacco itself. Not until 1953 didrsiists succeed
in isolating tars from tobacco and using them to induce cailircdabo-
ratory animals. Even then, their methods were criticizecaloese the tars
were painted on the animals’ skins, rather than being alesbtbrough
smoke. Sometimes the evidence itself was contradictory ekample, ex-
periments at the University of Minnesota’s medical schauod @t Antioch
College in Yellow Springs, Ohio, in the mid-twenties seentee@&xonerate
cigarettes as a cause of heart disease. Earlier, researah¢he Cornell
University Medical School concluded that smoking was justlikely to
lower blood pressure as to raise*it.

The reformers who powered the first campaign against cigesdtad
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ventured into the arena of health without adequate evidéaipport
their claims. By the time the evidence they needed was adaijléthey had
lost their influence. This suggests something about the drlegacy ofthe
Progressive Era. Progressivism was driven by evangel@abf, on the
one hand, and by faith in science, on the other. Of these ctniim-
pulses, it was science that prevailed.

This fact served to promote organized medicine while undiircg both
organized religion and the eclectic, laymen-dominatedthe&form move-
ment—the two most important sources of early opposition igamettes.
Higher standards for admission to medical schools; more adaiing,
science-based curricula; tighter requirements for ligegighe proliferation
of professional groups such as the American Medical Assiociathese
progressive reforms gave physicians a certain mystiquernrerican so-
ciety. As James T. Patterson has noted, the real gains madedbyrs in
their ability to control disease were less important thabligyperceptions
about their powers. The public had confidence in the abilftgxperts to
decide what should be done; and medical experts said it waseugssary
to restrict the use of cigarettes by adulits.

In one sense, the first anti-cigarette movement was both dugtand
a victim of progressivism. It was fostered by one manifdetabf the re-
form spirit, and then subverted by another. However, by alieyg the
status of the medical profession, reformers of the Progre&sa provided
the framework for the resuscitation of the campaign agagigsrettes in
the late twentieth century. When organized medicine finailyered the
battle over smoking, it did so with the moral authority onaddchonly by
the church. The publication of the 1964 surgeon generalsntapshered
in a new round of opposition, one far more successful thapritglecessor.
Still, more than thirty years later, it is too early to writeequiem for the
cigarette.






Conclusion

T he cigarette today is the most vilified product availablalggin the
United States, blamed for causing the premature deaths & than
400,000 Americans a year, banned from most public buildibgsieged
in the courts, and subject to increasing restrictions oneatiting, pro-
motion, and sales. Nonetheless, one out of four adults soes to smoke,
a figure that has remained virtually unchanged since 1989.

This suggests that victory over “the little white slavewill not be as
complete or as permanent as two generations of reformers haped.
Although cigarettes probably never will enjoy the same degof cultural
acceptance they once had, neither are they likely to vanish the Amer-
ican scene. Significant numbers of Americans will smoke h@westrin-
gent the marketing limitations and however insistent thelipucondem-
nation. Indeed, the more vigorous the attacks on cigarettes more
attractive they become as symbols of rebellion and indepeoel, partic-
ularly to young people. It is not surprising that the prewale of smoking
among high school students increased by nearly one-thingdmn 1991
and 1997 despite intensive anti-smoking efforts in the sthaad else-
where?

Many critics attribute the persistence of smoking to theialesy mar-
keting practices of a wicked industry. They imply that ifti@nufacturers
were only properly restrained, demand for their productsd@vaporate.
That explanation has the virtue of simplicity, but it faits tecognize the
complex role of cigarettes in the modern world. Although ih@ustry has
been aggressive, clever, even corrupt in promoting cigeseits behavior
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alone does not explain why the percentage of smokers in thié pdpu-

lation has hardly budged in nearly a decade, or why the péaggnof
youthful smokers has begun to creep up. Nor can these facszdeined
solely by the addictive properties of the nicotine in cigags; after all, two
out of every three people who start smoking give it up. Forsthaho
continue, cigarettes serve a number of important psychaldoo ctions—

as self-medication for either depression or excitabilitg,emblems of soli-
darity with peers, as expressions of identity. Cigarettessamply too useful
in too many ways to make a “smoke-free America” more tharshil

thinking on the part of the anti-smoking lobby.

Organized opposition to cigarettes began in the late 188&@stred an
apogee around 1917, and faded by the end of the 1920s. A secoral wav
began in the late 1960s, built momentum over the next two des;achd
now runs the risk of engendering a backlash. There aresgimilarities
as well as marked differences between the two campaignh. deteloped
as offshoots of broader reform movements, generated byswidad social
unrest; both took on the qualities of crusades in the classise, including
a commitment to total victory over a demonized enemy; andt Ipott faith
in the power of government to regulate the behavior of irdiidls. The
early crusaders had the advantage of challenging a protiat¢twas just
beginning to establish a foothold in American culture. Th®iccessors
had to confront a product that had gained wide acceptance.ekier,
medical science has handed today’s reformers potent weapociuding
the argument that secondhand smoke is dangerous to thehhafaion-
smokers. Even many smokers now consider the act of lighticigarette
in public—once considered a social act—to be antisocial.

The first anti-cigarette campaign was a manifestation ofréfermist
spirit of the Progressive Era, which, in turn, was a respdoséhe social
tensions arising from the transformation of a rural, agrarnation into
an urban, industrial one. The campaign was closely tied &dtive for
national prohibition. As Norman Clark has pointed out, mpsbgres-
sives—whether they were involved in efforts to regulateuistily, promote
female suffrage, improve playgrounds, or democratize gowvent;
whether living in urban centers or rural villages, whetheotBstant or
Catholic—also advocated prohibition. The religious leadsocial workers,
health reformers, educators, and businessmen who soudertish cig-
arettes during this period did so in the belief that their asetributed to
other social problems, from “race suicide” to drug use trvgnile delin-
quency to, above all, use of alcohol. They also argued thymsrettes were
addicting and unhealthy; that secondhand smoke could haerhealth
of nonsmokers; and that exposure to parental smoke was daung¢o
children, including unborn children. None of these heallated argu-
ments carried as much weight at the time as those connectetbtal
issues.

The anti-cigarette movement enjoyed a measure of succebe ipears
before the United States entered World War | largely becatusas part
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of a chain of reform. The war dissolved the matrix that held tthain

together. Reformist energy shifted to new priorities: wimgnthe war, and
winning it with an army that was chaste and sober. The amistagenda
of earlier years gave way to a tightly focused effort to phithihe man-
ufacture and sale of beverage alcohol, at least as an emargear mea-
sure. Progressives justified wartime prohibition on theugrds that alcohol
wasted grain and fruits needed to feed the allied armies dsudcartailed
the efficiency of soldiers and munitions workers. Such cikimade it dif-

ficult to counter arguments advanced by the industry thatreiies helped
conserve food by suppressing the appetite, and improvetieeffy by si-

multaneously sedating and stimulating men denied otherfas By

linking the general cause of reform to patriotism, progresshelped un-
dermine the specific case against cigarettes.

The anti-cigarette movement lost important allies and gdinew en-
emies during the war. Many groups—including the YMCA and Sed-
vation Army—not only suspended their opposition to cigtagtthey ac-
tually began to promote them as useful to the war effort. ailtgh
Congress banned the sale of alcohol to men in uniform and toeutlaw
alcohol and prostitution in zones around military campsndluded cig-
arettes in the rations issued to soldiers overseas and sidindd their sale
at post exchange stores both at home and abroad. Hundred&pbasi-
ness, social, and religious organizations joined in therefo make sure
“Johnny” had plenty to smoke. These actions, carried guthie name of
military efficiency, helped endow a once-despised produtht & new aura
of legitimacy.

The changes in the political barometer were reflected in an&by
speech by Representative James R. Mann during the 1920 coorvenf
the Tobacco Merchants Association. Mann, a Republican ftooy Page
Gaston’s Congressional district in lllinois, stood befohe delegates, held
a cigarette aloft, and declared that it had won the war. Ndi¢outdone,
Representative Henry M. Goldfogle, a Democrat from New Yohlen took
the podium to denounce “anti-tobacco propaganda” andigdel to sup-
port lower taxes on all tobacco products.”

After the war, the only groups with the potential power to mowan
effective campaign against cigarettes were preoccupietth watifying
and then enforcing the Eighteenth Amendment. The Anti-Galceague,
the WCTU, and other prohibitionist organizations made auwlkalted re-
treat from the issue of smoking in order to gain support fotioreal pro-
hibition. Although many Anti-Saloon League officials bekel that any
kind of tobacco use detracted from ‘the development of mahia best,”
they were unwilling to press the point. The WCTU had been ia fdre-
front of the anti-cigarette crusade since 1887, when it gphshe first
of many resolutions calling for cigarette prohibition. @éft consider-
able debate at the annual meeting of 1919, the organizati@ctes] a
proposal that it seek a constitutional amendment banniregstide and
manufacture of cigarettes. Moderates, including Anna Ad@a, national



150 Cigarette Wars

president, argued that such a stand would erode public siimydar pro-
hibition.”

Despite the defection of the prohibitionists, anti-cigéeecrusaders ral-
lied briefly after the war, pushing proposed legislation mtite agenda in
dozens of state legislatures. By that time, however, thpponents in-
cluded the American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Whosh of
which lobbied for the defeat of proposed anti-cigarettedaamd the repeal
of existing ones. Manufacturers exploited the associatietween ciga-
rettes and soldiers by using military themes in their adsirg. Posters
for Camels featured a doughboy’s helmet and the slogan “#sk Man
Who Wore One”; Lucky Strike quoted a commander of the AmanidEx-
peditionary Forces as saying, “An Army man must keep fit—etedor a
Lucky instead of a sweet”; Chesterfield showed two veteresminiscing
over the smokes they had shared in the trenches (Chestgrfiéicburse).
By selecting such themes, advertisers underscored theHattcigarettes
had become symbols of democracy, making them more impeswiouhe
assaults of reformers. Five years after the armistice, owly states still
had laws restricting the sale of cigarettes to adults: Ndbgtkota and
Kansas, which at the time had a combined population less thah of
Brooklyn and Queens.

Perhaps just as compelling as patriotism in the decline tfiged op-
position to cigarette smoking was the need to replace regdost to pro-
hibition. For example, Chicago, home of the Anti-Cigarettemgue, col-
lected about $8 million from licenses issued to about 5,48@ans in
1918; that source of income vanished as of July 1, 1919, when a
local-option prohibition law went into effect. To compenesathe city coun-
cil repealed an ordinance banning the sale of cigarettdsinvB00 feet of
schools. The action was taken on the recommendation of thetddax
collector, who pointed out that by making it easier for rkties to get
licenses, at annual fees of $100 a year, the city would makeoonye of
the funds lost to prohibitioA.

Any residual hostility toward cigarettes among legislatquickly lost
ground to pragmatism. The North Dakota legislature remaaethirty-
year-old ban on the sale of cigarettes in 1925 with a new law tlea
quired sellers to buy annual licenses and pay state taxegclbmmend-
ing that the law be approved, Governor Arthur G. Sorlie presl that it
would add more than $500,000 a year to the state’s treasutgr gign-
ing a 1921 bill making it legal to buy cigarettes in lowa for tfirst time
since 1896, Governor N. E. Kendall said, ‘[l]f the presentiwme of cig-
arette consumption be maintained, revenues will accruééostate ag-
gregating annually several hundred thousands of doflafsridall’s re-
mark suggests not only the lure of new sources of revenue for
governments whose finances had been “disordered” by fitbm, but
something about the degree to which the ban on cigarettesben en-
forced in lowa. Obviously, people had managed to buy cigasetlespite
the law!®
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Kansas, too, imposed state taxes when it legalized cigarsstes in
1927. Responding to an opponent who argued, “Kansas dored rikis
dirty cigaret money,” the state treasurer said: “The qimsis not whether
or not cigarets are going to be sold in Kansas but whether #reygoing
to be sold legally or illegally. The question is not whethbetsmoker is
going to be gouged, but whether he is going to pay five or teriscema
bootlegger or two cents to a reputable dealer.” The legisla opted for
the latter, imposing a two-cent per package tax on cigasétte

Taxes on tobacco were second only to the income tax in the amou
of revenue generated for the federal government after thectement of
national prohibition in 1920. By 1925, the greatest share &f thvenue
came from cigarettes. It is notable that Ohio, which begadnigcigarettes
in 1893, rejected at least six efforts to outlaw their salenvent was one
of the few states to resist the temptation to tax cigaretteieast until the
1930s. That state’s legislators consistently voted dowmpgsals for such
taxes on the grounds that southern tobacco growers usedovidrmaple
syrup to cure their products, and a tax on tobacco would leaal tetal-
iatory tax on syrup?

Cigarettes also were attractive as a source ofrevenue becaare and
more people were smoking them. In 1865, the first year that ¢deral
government collected taxes on cigarettes, only about 20iomiwere
sold—less than one per capita. Sixty-five years later, Acagrimanufac-
turers produced more than 120 billion cigarettes for the dsgimenarket,
enough to supply every man, woman, and child with nearly 1 §0kes
a year!?

This extraordinary growth was the result of a convergenciaabrs.
Certainly one influence was the cohesion and aggressiveriéss indus-
try. Cigarette manufacturing and distribution was domeutaby a single
company from 1890 until 1911, and thereafter by an oligopoly oé¢h
companies. In comparison, there were 1,248 breweries andliétilleries
in the United States when the drive for national prohibitimgan in 1890.
The alcohol industry was fragmented, highly competitived alow to rec-
ognize the threat posed by the prohibitionists. Cigaret@nofacturers
took the threat seriously from the outset, fighting back watlcarefully
planned, well-financed offensive, using everything from-falshioned brib-
ery to the new science of public relatiofis.

During his tenure at the American Tobacco Company, JamesuBe D
himself monitored the activities of reformers and personditected coun-
termeasures. His successor, Percival Hill, was equallylavity When
Thomas Edison condemned cigarettes as poisonous andigedictl914,
Hill sent him a letter complaining about his “unwarrantedaeks,” and
insisting, “Aside from the overwhelming weight of sciefiti testimony,
common sense alone will convince any reasonable man thatigheette
is not injurious.” He then had the letter printed up as a patep for
distribution by tobacco retailers. Hill gave no less attentto Lucy Page
Gaston, inviting her to tour one of his factories at one poiwhen she
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persisted in attacking cigarettes anyway, he wrote an aiterrebuttal
for the press. Hill also played a central role in convincimg trest of the
tobacco industry to close ranks around the cigarette, thinduade groups
such as the Tobacco Merchants Association (founded in 1918)tha
Allied Tobacco League (1919). For years, manufacturers aéoftrms of
tobacco had regarded the cigarette as an unwelcome coorpefhiere
are reasons to suspect that cigar and plug tobacco intesgsad rumors
about the contents of cigarettes and helped finance otheésc@atette
activities in the 1890s and early 1900s. By the late teens, kekyeéhe
industry was presenting a united face to the pubilic.

Cigarette manufacturers won the support of their competiby main-
taining that cigarettes were merely the point of entry for alkhout war
against the entire tobacco industry. They appealed to graveaf dealers,
unions, wholesalers, retailers, salesmen, and manufactwf other to-
bacco products to avoid the “delusion” that the “antigfould stop with
cigarettes. The cigarette had been “singled out for digtack” only be-
cause ‘it is regarded by the reform element as the weake&tifi the
tobacco chain.” Under the influence of such assertions, tibacco in-
dustry avoided the discord that set beer, wine, whiskey, gindnterests
against each other.

A number of other factors contributed to the decline of thstfanti-
cigarette movement, beginning with the seemingly prosaatune of
cigarettes themselves. The consequences of excessiveirginekre less
immediate and more difficult to detect than those resultiranf over-
indulgence in alcohol. There were no stories to be told ofesgat children
waiting by the tobacconist’s door, begging a smoke-beddé#her to come
home; no reports of cigarettes converting an amiable Dylleko a low-
browed, villainous Mr. Hyde. In her address to the annualtngeof the
WCTU in 1889, Frances Willard could tell her followers abodtHe
drunkard in Chicago who pounded his sick wife to death with body of
their new-born child” and be believed; but not even the masdulous
would accept a story about comparable evils caused by srgokivien
don't smoke cigarets and go home to beat their wives,” a k&srsgislator
commented in arguing for the repeal of that state’s cigarptohibition
law in 1927. “Nor do they squander their wages for cigaretsSaturday
night.” The very ordinariness of cigarettes helped undérihe initial op-
position to them'”

The movement also was weakened by poor leadership and ediemn
squabbling over goals, tactics, and turf. Gaston, for afl determination,
had none of the charisma of Willard of the WCTU; or the paditiecumen
of Ernest H. Cherrington and Wayne B. Wheeler ofthe AnteBallLeague.
Neither she nor any of the lesser figures in the battle agaigsirettes
could command the depth of commitment from their followersttoe fi-
nancial support needed to prevail against a well-organigednomically
powerful, and politically skilled industry. “Brother Thiand Sister That do
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not dig down deep into their pocketbooks as they did when teewfas
the Demon Rum,” one observer noté&d.

Compounding these factors were social changes that favooedased
smoking, including urbanization, broader opportunities women, and
generational dissonance. Cigarettes were convenient (whraericans
were embracing convenience); could be smoked quickly (wtirme was
becoming a valuable commodity) and easily (without the raiention
required by pipes or cigars); and were less offensive to mmkers in
enclosed spaces (when more people were working in officdserathan
outdoors, and riding to work in subways, streetcars, or enotales instead
of walking). “Short, snappy, easily attempted, easily qdeted or just as
easily discarded before completion—the cigarette is thmalmy of a ma-
chine age in which the ultimate cogs and wheels and leverhaman
nerves,” theNew York Times editorialized in 1928?

Cigarettes also fulfiled several important social funesoFor one thing,
they provided a frame of reference for personal relatiopstat a time
when the traditional avenues of discourse were being reaed. Both
smokers and nonsmokers participated in the new ballet ofmees) “Got
a light?” and “Mind if | smoke?” were pathways to compamship, to
connections in a disconnected world. For women, who comgribe fast-
est growing segment of the market after the war, cigaretteseviokens
of equity with men. Additionally, as symbols, cigarettegdhe advantage
of being amorphic: they made men more manly, women more wdynan

Perhaps above all, cigarettes were useful as generatioagters. A
retrospective study based on interviews conducted in tteell870s by the
United States National Center for Health Statistics shothed people who
were between the ages of twenty-five and thirty-four in 192 Bes@r more
likely to smoke cigarettes than people who were older. Thaswhe gen-
eration that had come of age during World War |. For many ofiththe
war was a transforming experience that set them apart froavigus
generations. They challenged the authority of the past lpptnlg new
styles and new behaviors, including cigarette smoking. Térg fact that
cigarettes had been identified with unconventional behrawiade them
attractive to a generation that was throwing off the fetrih e past. Not
until another reform-minded generation came of age, dutiregVietnam
War era, would cigarette smoking again face serious oppasit

The myriad challenges to the social and political order af #960s
provided the context for the second anti-cigarette movem@lacks chal-
lenged whites; women challenged men; environmentalisédlehged pol-
luters; students challenged their parents, teachers, amuindstrators;
and, most relevant to the campaign against cigarettes,ucoass chal-
lenged big business. John F. Banzhaf Il was still a studeénlit@ Columbia
University Law School in 1964 when he began earning a reporadis a
legal-action gadfly in the mold of consumer-rights advodaadph Nader.
As a twenty-five-year-old associate in a New York law firm in I98an-
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zhaf filed a complaint with the Federal Communications Cossion that
eventually led to a ban on cigarette advertising on radio taielision.
He went on to organize Action on Smoking and Health (ASH),ticelern
counterpart to Gaston’s Anti-Cigarette League. In late 19der himself
made the rights of nonsmokers a national issue by petitpttre Federal
Aviation Administration to ban smoking on airline flights.

The modern campaign differs from its predecessor in two keps: the
degree to which medical science has enlisted in the crusadete atten-
tion given to the issue of passive smoking. Although the fgstie of the
Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA) in 1883 included an
anecdotal account of the harmful effects of tobacco, orggthimedicine
took little interest in cigarettes as a health issue un#l ldte 1920s. Since
then, researchers have developed increasingly convinmiedical argu-
ments against both active and passive smoking. HistoridanABrandt
points out that these arguments are based not only on a saepletion
of evidence but also on new ways of looking at it. Older “labnlch”
standards of research required that theories be provenerattoratory.
The upstart science of epidemiology built the case againstking by
using biostatistics, inferential thinking, and new modeisausality. The
result is that if there are any physicians who would be wglio defend
cigarettes today—apAMA did as late as 1948—they are keeping a low
profile 2

The well-credentialed researchers who began studyingeitgs in the
late twenties uncovered little new ground; for the most pHreir reports
merely confirmed the speculations that had been floating reddo the
reform literature for decades. But in a society that was bb#alth-
conscious and inclined to respect expertise, the judgmehtsganized
medicine carried far more weight than those of the “crahl#is was
perhaps the most durable legacy of the progressive spatitlitunched the
opposition to cigarettes in the first place. The progressdeeply admired
professionalism. Under their influence, the ever-expagdmddle class be-
came increasingly deferential to experts in all aspectsf@f ihcluding
medicine, business, education, social work, even mothmthend child
rearing. When medical professionals finally challengedasgtes, they
spoke from a position of enormous cultural authority.

The Non-Smokers’ Protective League and its allies in the fnsti-
smoking movement raised the issue of “second-hand smekephrase in
use by 1923—but they failed to convince the public that theadxtions
of those who smoke could be anything more than a passingfioit to
those who do not. With his 198®eport on the Health Consequences of
Involuntary Smoking, Surgeon General C. Everett Koop helped change public
perceptions about what was by then being called “environtaktobacco
smoke.” Although the report itself was more tentative thiéop implied
in his preface and in subsequent speeches, it was promotprbakthat
nonsmokers could contract cancer or other diseases fromsaxp to other
people’s smoke. A controversial 1993 report by the EnvirontaéProtec-
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tion Agency classified tobacco smoke as a Class A carcinogeh esti-
mated that 3,000 nonsmokers die from it every year. The nddeece,
however contested, shifted the focus of the debate from vghedkers do
to themselves to what they do to othets.

Today, cigarettes are even more stringently regulated thlaaholic
beverages—just as Marshall Cook, the cigarette-detegtifgisher of the
Hastings (Michigan) Banner, predicted some eighty years ago. At the same
time, there are signs that anti-smoking efforts have reddheir limits.
At least fiteen states have enacted so-called “smokegsits” laws, pro-
hibiting employers from discriminating against workersawdmoke outside
the workplace. “The days when the employer could dictateatwou could
do outside the place of employment (are) over,” a New Hanireshtate
senator said in urging his colleagues to vote for such a mil991. Re-
ferring to the state’s famous license plate, he addedt §8ys ‘Live Free
or Die,” so let’s live free and make (our) own decisions at leoand not
have the employer dictate to us.” The measure passed.

On nearly any college campus, groups of self-consciou diiesmok-
ers can be seen in front of buildings or under trees (“the people,” some
students call them). Also becoming more visible are scedadbcial smok-
ers, who light up only occasionally and favor specialty bgnincluding
one marketed to the health-conscious as an “all naturigarcette. The
1995 movieSmoke celebrated tobacco as a test of liberality and suggested
that longevity is not the measure of a good life. Meanwhiléeva adver-
tisements for high-fashion women'’s clothing have featuraxtiels holding
cigarettes’

One of the lessons to be learned from the first campaign agaiga-
rettes is that any successful social reform movement cawithin it the
seeds of a backlash. Incessant warnings can fade into theeoabthe
commonplace, unheard by those they are intended to reddn ‘are so
habituated to the outcry against smoking that there are féw do not
ignore it,” Harper’'s Weekly observed—in 1906. The cultural excesses ofthe
so-called Roaring Twenties came partly in response to thte efeestric-
tions laid down during the Progressive Era. People begarh&decabout
the limits on freedom in the supposed land of the free. Thdddh$tates
had just fought a war to protect democracy; this gave theeisguiberty
at home greater resonance. “You Americans talk liberte likwas God
Almighty,” complained a Catalan immigrant who subsequgméturned
to Spain, “but you can't get a drink of wine without breakiriige law.
And look at the places where you can't go to the theater or hdaahe
on Sunday, or drive an auto—some where you can't even buy kaggc
of cigs!” The new mood of the country penetrated even to EBtan, Illi-
nois, home of the WCTU, where city attorney William Listerkad that
members of that organization be barred from trials of tobadealers
charged with selling cigarettes to minors. Lister said hautyht the dealers
were being acquitted because jurors resented the preséMé&Ta) work-
ers in the courtroome¢
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Five hundred years of the history of tobacco in western aeltalso
show it is risky to venture into prophecy where smoking is camed. A
minister in Dayton, Ohio, was certain in 1882 that “the tinseniot far
distant when the use oftobacco will be generally looked upwih disfavor
and admit of no apology whatever.” Forty years later, arestivriter was
equally confident that ‘“[t}he cigarette smoker of the fueus the leper of
the future.” Forty years after that, a popular children&nge called “Go
to the Head of the Class” included cigarette jingles in is$ bf what ele-
mentary students were expected to know. If today it seemkths earlier
prophecies are coming to pass, it is useful to keep in mindtegrovoiced
by an ltalian physician who was one of the first to study thectf of
smoking on tobacco workers: “This vice will always be condeed and
always clung to.” The date was 17%3.



Coda

IVI y mother was a smart woman. As a high school student in Dumas,
Texas, she set a record on a statewide math test and heldilit unt
the test was discontinued some thirty years later. She greeduat age
fiteen (one year after she first experimented with cigaspttBy twenty,
she was working as a laboratory technician. In her forties,entered the
then-new field of computer programming. Some of the programs
helped design for the student services department at theetsity of
Washington in the late 1970s are still in use today.

She was, she once said of herself, a strong woman with mank-wea
nesses. One of them was cigarettes. She smoked at least cheywery
day for nearly fitty years, from her early twenties until heradh in 1994
at age seventy-two (except during her eight pregnanciegnwdigarettes
always tasted unpleasant to her), and yes, she died of lungecaAtfter
years of nagging her to quit, | was the one who lit her last &gz for
her and urged her to smoke it. By that point, she could no longeale
deeply enough to light one for herself. | knew she was realipg when
she lost interest in cigarettes—her steady, faithful compas for all those
years.

Smoking shaved five or six years from her life, by her reckgnibut
she did not seem to begrudge it. | never heard her say she dvidheehad
taken her father’s advice and stayed clear of what he haeddé&doffin
nails,” any more than she wished she had eaten more tofu essdred
meat, exercised more, kept her weight down, substitutedemine for
bourbon, or made other sacrifices in the pursuit of a londer li
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This is what she did say, about ten years before she was dig@dgrvaith
lung cancer: “I'm glad that most of my children don’t smoKkehope that
none of my grandchildren start to smoke. I'm pleased wherplgeswho
do smoke stop. And | think that the government should encpe Eeople
not to smoke, and it sure as hell should not be subsidizingdobfarmers,
helping them grow tobacco the government says is going toydil. But
I choose to smoke. | can't imagine being without cigarettesvould be
very frightening for me. It would be hazardous to my mentadle.”



A ppendix

State Cigarette Prohibition Laws
(in Order of Adoption)

Washington: Sale and manufacture of cigarettes banned 1893; repealed
1895; reenacted 1907; sale, manufacture, and possessioredd909;
repealed 1911.

North Dakota: Sale banned 1895; repealed 1925.
Iowa: Sale and manufacture banned 1896; repealed 1921.

Tennessee: Sale and giving away of cigarettes banned 1897; repealed
1919.

Oklahoma: Sale and giving away of cigarettes banned 1901; repealed 1915.

Indiana: Sale, manufacture, and possession banned 1905; repealed
1909.

Wisconsin: Sale, manufacture, and giving away of cigarettes banned;1905
repealed 1915.

Arkansas: Sale and manufacture banned 1907; repealed 1921.

Ilinois: Sale and manufacture banned 1907; law declared unconetititi
by lllinois Supreme Court six months after enactment, but foomally
repealed until 1967.

Nebraska: Sale, manufacture, and giving away of cigarettes banned;1909
repealed 1919.
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Kansas: Sale banned 1909; law amended to ban advertising and passessi
as well as sale in 1917; repealed 1927.

Minnesota: Sale and manufacture banned 1909; repealed 1913.

South Dakota: Sale, manufacture, and giving away of cigarettes banned
1909; repealed 1917.

Idaho: Sale of cigarettes banned and then legalized by the samierseds
the legislature, 1921.

Utah: Sale and advertising banned, 1921; repealed 1923.

Cigarette Prohibition Laws Considered

Colorado: 1911

Alabama: 1892, 1897, 1899, 1900, 1903, 1907

Arizona Territory: 1895, 1901

California: 1895, 1917

Delaware: 1901, 1917

Georgia: 1919

Kentucky: 1896, 1898

Maine: 1897, 1909

Massachusetts: 1892, 1902, 1907, 1912, 1915

Michigan: 1892, 1901

Missouri: 1897, 1913

Montana: 1901

Nevada: 1907

New Hampshire: 1897, 1901, 1903, 1907, 1913

New York: 1899, 1905

North Carolina: 1897, 1901, 1903, 1905, 1911, 1913, 1917

Ohio: 1906, 1910, 1911, 1913, 1923, 1925

Oregon: 1917, 1925, 1930

Pennsylvania: 1917

South Carolina: 1897, 1901, 1902 (bill to ban smoking in public eating
places considered 1920)

Texas: 1923 (bill to make cigarette smoking grounds for dismissgbub-
lic school teachers and administrators considered 1929)

West Virginia: 1917

For sources, see Cassandra Tate, “The American Anti-EigaMovement,
1880-1930" (Ph.D. diss., University of Washington, Seatt®95), appen-
dix.



N otes

List of Abbreviations

Manuscripts

AC
ACL
AZ
BND
CTCA
DSJ

DU
HFF

HWW

ISA
JBD

JBD
testimony

Arents Collection, New York Public Library, New York
Anti-Cigarette League

Anthony Zeleny Papers, Walter Library, University Areks,
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis

Benjamin N. Duke Papers, Special Collections Librarykp
University, Durham, North Carolina

Commission on Training Camp Activities, Record Groub16
National Archives, Washington, D.C.

David Starr Jordan Papers, Department of Special @oltes;
Stanford University Libraries, Stanford, California

Duke University, Durham, North Carolina

Herbert Franklin Fisk Papers, Northwestern Univer8ity
chives, University Library, Evanston, lllinois

Harvey W. Wiley Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of
Congress, Washington, D.C.

lllinois State Archives, Springfield

James B. Duke Papers, Special Collections Library, Durkie
versity, Durham, North Carolina

James B. Duke testimony].S. v. American Tobacco Company
(1908), U.S. Circuit Court, Southern District of New York,
Equity Case Files, 1907-1911, Record Group 21, National

161



162 N ades to pages 1-6

Archives, Washington, D.C.; xeroxed copy available in JBD
Papers
JHK John Harvey Kellogg Papers, Bentley Historical Libradpi-
versity of Michigan, Ann Arbor
JR Julius Rosenwald Papers, University of Chicago Libr&tyi;
cago, llinois
MHC Michigan Historical Collections, Bentley Historicaidcary,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
UNC University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill
WCTU Woman'’s Christian Temperance Union Annual Meeting
Minutes, Temperance and Prohibition Papers, microfim edi-
tion, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
WKD William K. Dingledine Papers, Alderman Library, Univgty
of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia
WP West Point Papers, U.S. Military Academy Archives, West
Point, New York
YMCA Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA of the USA) Ar-
chives, University of Minnesota, St. Paul

Periodicals

AM  Association Men (YMCA)

CE Cincinnati (Ohio) Enquirer

HB Hastings (Michigan) Banner

JAMA Journal of the American Medical Association

NYS New York Sun
NYT New York Times

TW  Tobacco World

US  Union Signal (WCTU)

Introduction

1. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Public Headtrvice,
Health United States, 1995 (Hyattsville, Md., 1996), 173.

2. Binghamton (New York) Press, Oct. 15, 1904 (see alsdYT, Oct. 18,
1904); Seattle Post-Intelligencer, July 3, 1909 (divorce); June 1, 1909 (prenuptial
agreement). For cigarette legislation, see appendix.

3. Spokane (Washington) Spokesman Review, Oct. 8, 1890. For the Secaucus
case, se&YT, Nov. 21, 1923; Mar. 17, June 6, 1926; Jan. 26, 1927.

4. 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, Senate Report 1001; se&gauly 21,
1892 (both the news report, p. 8, and the accompanying edlitqri4);U.S.
Reports 179 (1900), 367; James J. Jeffrefhe Curse of the Nation: A Knock-out
Blow for Tobacco in Six Rounds (Marshall, Mich., 1912), 1, 58—62Saturday
Review, May 4, 1889, 528; Mark Sullivan, “Roosevelt of the 18806)yir Times:
The United States, 1900-1925, vol. 2 (New York, 1927), 228-29.

5. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Public tHegérvice,
National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, Population Estimates 1995 (Rockuville,
Md., 1996), 89;Health United States, 1995, 174.



N des to pages 644 163

6. Henry Ford,The Case Against the Little White Slaver (Detroit, 1914).

7. Richard B. TennanfThe American Cigarette Industry: A Study in Economic
Analysis and Public Policy (New York, 1971; orig. New Haven, 1950), 143; JBD
testimony, 3410; Allan M. Brandt, “'Warning: The Surgeon r@&al Has De-
terminal . . . = dgarettes and the Culture of Risk,” paper presented aterdd
States: Alcohol and Other Drugs in America,” symposium rspared by the
Strong Museum, Rochester, N.Y., Nov. 13-14, 1992.

8. Larry C. White,Merchants of Death: The American Tobacco Industry (New
York, 1988). The phrase “the tobaccoism holocaust” contesfan editorial
in JAMA 255 (1986), 1923.

9. C. W. BainesThe Cigarette (Newport News, Va., 1913), 14.

10. NYT, Oct. 16, 1993; Patrick O'Neill, “Casualties in America’s dé-
tine War,” Newhouse News Service, publishedSeuttle Times, Oct. 2, 1994;
Time, Aug. 21, 1991; “Marketplace,” National Public Radio, Sefd6, 1997;
Garrison Keillor, “Where There’'s Smoke There’s Iredmerican Health, Dec.
1989, 50.

11. Richard Corliss, “What’s All the Fuming AboutZime, Apr. 18, 1994,
65.

1. Birth of the Coffin Nail

1. William A. Alcott, Tobacco: Its Effects on the Human System, Physical,
Intellectual, and Moral (New York, 1883), preface.

2. Mrs. E. C. Marshall interview with Frank Rounds, Charoti.C., 1963,
42, Duke Endowment Papers, DU; JBD testimony, 3480-81.

3. Jack J. GottsegerTpbacco: A Study of Its Consumption in the United States
(New York, 1940), tables on 34, 36, 39, 48YT, Jan. 29, 1884.

4. JBD testimony, 3282; William K. BoydThe Story of Durham (Durham,
1925), 76.

5. Sarah A. DicksonPanacea or Precious Bane: Tobacco in Sixteenth Century
Literature (New York, 1954), 106; Richard B. Tennarithe American Cigarette
Industry: A Study in Economic Analysis and Public Policy (New York, 1971; orig.
New Haven, 1950), 129-3@he London World, in NYT, Feb. 8, 1883.

6. Russell T. Trall,Tobacco: Its History, Nature and Effects, with Facts and
Figures for Tobacco-Users (New York, 1854), 4; Schooler to Mary Eliza (Fleming)
Schooler, Edge Hill, Virginia, Aug. 6, 1868, in Nannie Mael&y,, The Bright
Tobacco Industry, 1860-1929 (Chapel Hill, 1948), 507-8.

7. U.S. Laws, Statutes, 38th Cong., 1st sess. (1864), chap.TERiant,
American Cigarette Industry, 16; A. McDonald, L. Schwabacher (doing business
as McDonald & Schwabacher) v. Wiliam H. Watson (case file rem0993/
1007, 1884), Frontier Justice Case Files, Washington TemitGourt Records,
Washington State Archives, Olympia.

8. 52nd Cong., 1st sess., 1892, Senate Report 1001.

9. George Watts Hill, transcript of oral history interviewtlv James Leutze,
1986, 42, UNC.

10. Washington Duke memoir, iRaleigh News and Observer, Apr. 5, 1896;
JBD testimony, 3277; Robert F. Durdefie Dukes of Durham. 1865-1929 (Dur-
ham, N.C,, 1975), 18-19.

11. Ben Dixon MacNeill, “Duke,” American Mercury, August 1929, 430-38,
esp. 431.



164  Naes to pages 1419

12. J. B. Duke to B. N. Duke and Mrs. B. N. Duke, Aug. 18, 1880, JBP Pa
pers.

13. JBD testimony, 3282-83; TilleYBright Tobacco Industry, 510.

14. Tilley, Bright Tobacco Industry, 18—22; William Bennett, “The Nicotine
Fix,” Harvard Magazine, July—August, 1980, 13.

15. JBD testimony, 3284.

16. Duke to D. B. Strouse, Mar. 16, 1888, JBD Papers.

17. Quote fromAlamance Gleaner, Aug. 28, 1886, in Paul EscotiVlany
Excellent People: Power and Privilege in North Carolina, 1850-1900 (Chapel Hill,
1985), 197.

18. B. N. Duke to D. B. Strouse, Mar. 30, 1886; Strouse to W. DudesS
and Co., Aug. 23, 1886, both in JBD Papers; Tennamterican Cigarette In-
dustry, 22-23.

19. JBD testimony, 3286; D. B. Strouse to W. Duke Sons and G, 8,
1888; J. B. Duke to Strouse, Mar. 16, 1888; and reply, Mar. 23, 1&38n
JBD Papers.

20. Tilley, Bright Tobacco Industry, 565—67.

21. JBD testimony, 3286-88NYT, Jan. 22, 1890; Duke to D. B. Strouse,
Nov. 26, 1885, JBD Papers. In 1887, Duke failed to convince majmpetitors
to join him; Strouse to Duke, July 8, 1887; and reply, July 19, 188D. See
also U.S. Bureau of CorporationBegport of the Commissioner of Corporations on
the Tobacco Industry, part 2 (Washington, D.C., 1915), 96.

22. For an analysis ofthe trust’s operations and profitsTeeamant Amer-
ican Cigarette Industry, 49-57.

23. Mark Sullivan,Our Times: The United States, 1900-1925 (New York,
1932), 4: 374; Frances M. Trollop&omestic Manners of the Americans (New
York, 1901; orig. 1832), 20, 164; Charles Dickersyerican Notes, part 2 (Lon-
don, 1842), 52.

24. Herbert ManchestefThe Diamond Match Company: A Century of Service,
of Progress, and of Growth, 1835-1935 (New York, 1935), 14, 35-36, 46-47, 67;
Robert SobelThey Satisfy: The Cigarette in American Life (New York, 1978), 66—
71.

25. “The World’'s Great Monarchs and Their Favorite Smokdsndon Ex-
press, in Seattle Post-Intelligencer, June 27, 1909NYT, May 11, 1914 (Edison);
Seattle Post-Intelligencer, Jan. 23, 1903 (cigar-smoking legislatoNYT, Dec. 3,
1893 (pipe-smoking anti-cigarette activist).

26. Harris Lewine,Goodbye to All That (New York, 1970), 21;The Truth
About Cigarettes, Cuyler Series 1 (Chicago, n.d.), 2, copy in HFF Papersiaull
quoted in Jerome E. Brook§he Mighty Leaf: Tobacco Through the Centuries
(Boston, 1952), 259.

27. Stephen CraneVlaggie: A Girl of the Streets (New York, 1988; orig.
1893), 22, 55; Charles and Mary Beaffhe Rise of American Civilization (New
York, 1943), 2: 392; Edward Hyatfhe Cigarette Boy (Sacramento, ca. 1913),
7.

28. NYT, Jan. 11, 1879; Carl Theophilus Odhné&vpacco Talk by an Old
Smoker, Giving the Science of Tobacco: Its Botany, Chemistry, Uses (Philadelphia,
1894), 49-50, 55-57; E. A. Kinghe Cigarette and Youth (Newport, N.Y., 1896),
5-6, copy in AC,NYT, Aug. 14, 1887. Headlines froriWvYT, Aug. 10, 1887;
Detroit Tribune, Oct. 2, 1896. For the identification of nicotine, see Jordan



N aes to pages 1922 165

Goodman,Tobacco in History: The Cultures of Dependence (London, 1994), 116—
17.

29. Lewine,Goodbye to All That, 80 ff, NYT, Apr. 7, June 17, 1907; May 31,
1914. In 1919, Ralph Sayre and Hlias Yanovsky of Washington, patented
a method of removing nicotine from tobacco; U.S. Patent €ffim. 1,294,310,
reported inTobacco, Mar. 27, 1919, 32. The term “coffin nails” was in common
use by the 1890s; see Kingjgarette and Youth, 3. Its origin is not clear. Ac-
cording to Eric PartridgeDictionary of Slang and Unconventional English (New
York, 8th ed., 1984), it dates from about 1885. This would cmiaavith the
mechanization of the cigarette industry.

30. NYT, May 15, 1910.

31. Josiah Strondjur Country: Its Possible Future and Its Present Crisis (New
York, 1885), 161, 170, 178.

32. Mastheads of the ACL show Strong on the advisory board il Ehd
1912.

33. Mrs. John A. Logan, “The Evils of Cigarette Smoking”ofgyrighted
by Wiliam Randolph Hearst; reprinted by ACL, Chicago, [cE202]), copy
in HFF Papers; quotes are at 3, 4. John A. Logan served setamak in
Congress and was James G. Blaine’s vice presidential rignmiate in 1884.
He died in 1886. Mary Logan was on the ACL advisory council in 1@hH
1912.

34. John Ellis,The Deterioration of the Puritan Stock and Its Causes (New York,
1884), was one of the first to mention “race suicide.”

35. For example, see |. L Kepharthe Tobacco Question (Dayton, Ohio,
1882), esp.28-29, 159-61; Abiel Abbot Livermorénti-Tobacco (Boston,
1883), 32, both in AC; and Margaret Woods Lawren€kg Tobacco Problem
(Boston, 6th ed., 1897), 208.

36. John Harvey KelloggTobaccoism, Or How Tobacco Kills (Battle Creek,
Mich., 1922), 123. Kellogg frequently reprinted as pamphéetsi-tobacco ar-
ticles originally published in his magazin@od Health; see, for example, “The
Physical Effects of Alcohol and Tobacco” (1882), “The Snwsls Heart” (n.d.),
“The Smoker’s Liver” (n.d.), “The Immorality of Smoking (1922), and “Is
Smoking Harmful?” (1927), all in JHK Papers.

37. Hlen G. White, unpublished manuscript, 1881, quoted im&d L.
Numbers,Prophetess of Health: A Study of Ellen G. White (New York, 1976),
167. Kellogg described tobacco as a “race poison” in a shesica conference
on “Hygiene and Heredity,” Calvary Baptist Church, Waslgton, D.C., May
5-7, 1884; program in JHK Papers, box 13. See also James C. Wharto
saders for Fitness (Princeton, 1982), esp. 203-5.

38. Edward BellamyLooking Backward (New York, 1986; orig. 1888), 191.

39. Gottsegen, Tobacco, 147-48; Laurel Thatcher Ulriaod Wives: Image
and Reality in the Lives of Women in Northern New England, 1650-1750 (New
York, 1980), 95, 100-101, 227 (note also the photograph of clagspipsed
by colonial women, following p. 108); John S. Haller Jmerican Medicine in
Transition, 1840-1910 (Urbana, lll., 1981), 159; “Narrative of the Captivity of
Mrs. Mary Rowlandson, 1682,” in Charles H. LincoltNarratives of the Indian
Wars (New York, 1913), 134; Benjamin Ferris to Deborah Ferris, Juel834,
Ferris Collection, Friends Historical Library, SwarthnedCollege, Swarthmore,
Pa.



166 N aes to pages 227

40. Ivor Noel Hume Martin’s Hundred (New York, 1982), 295; Durand of
Dauphine,A Huguenot Exile in Virginia; or, Voyages of a Frenchman Exiled for
His Religion, with a Description of Virginia and Maryland (New York, 1934; orig.
1687), 111, 118; Virginia Ingraham Burr, edhe Secret Eye: The Journal of Ella
Gertrude Clanton Thomas, 1848-1889 (Chapel Hill, 1990), 95; W. S. Kimball,
“Ye ‘Good Old Days" Historical Reminiscences of Early Da3asper,” Casper
(Wyoming) Tribune Herald, Dec. 2, 1945.

41. Nancy F. Cott discusses the “canon of domesticity”The Bonds of
Womanhood: Woman'’s Sphere in New England, 1780-1835 (New Haven, 1977).
See also Mary P. RyarCradle of the Middle Class: The Family in Oneida County,
New York, 1790-1865 (Cambridge, 1981).

42. Frances WillardGlimpses of Fifty Years: The Autobiography of an Amer-
ican Woman (Chicago, 1889), 642, 427; Ruth Bordifirances Willard: A Bi-
ography (Chapel Hill, 1986), 251.

43. Trall, Tobacco, 4; Charles A. Green€lhe Tobacco Slave and How to Be
Liberated from Its Fetters (Boston, 1889), 117, copy in AC.

44. C. K. True,A Word to Lads on Tobacco (Cincinnati, 1877), 25-26, copy
in Museum of American History Archives, Washington, D.GYT, Sept. 1,
1879; Montez photograph in Wolfgang SchivelbusEhstes of Paradise: A Social
History of Spices, Stimulants, and Intoxicants (New York, 1992), 124; Lewine,
Goodbye to All That, 58.

45. Sobel,They Satisfy, 21; Gay Maclaren, “Morally We Roll Along,"At-
lantic Monthly, Apr. 1938, 450.

46. Josephus DanielEditor in Politics (Chapel Hill, 1941), 239.

47. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1893), 313; Joseph HattGigqrette
Papers for After-Dinner Smoking (Philadelphia, 1892), 258. “My Cigarette” was
published in Hatton, 264—-65; John Baifobacco in Song and Story (New York,
1896), 55-56, and elsewhere.

48. Tobacco Collection, W. Duke, Sons, and Co., picturercatbd, drawer
3, DU (see also the Allen and Ginter picture collection, sdmeation); Daniels,
Editor in Politics, 393.

49. Washington Duke to J. B. Duke, Oct. 17, 1894, BND Papers.

50. NYT, Apr. 23, 1905.

51. Oscar WildeThe Picture of Dorian Gray (New York, 1931; orig. 1891),
27, 90-91.

52. Greene,Tobacco Slave, 117; James J. Jeffrey&he Curse of the Nation
(Marshall, Mich., 1912), 25; L. BremetTobacco, Insanity, and Nervousness (St.
Louis, Mo., 1892), 6, copy in AC; U.S. Department of Health dhdnan Serv-
ices, Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People: A Report of the Surgeon General
(Atlanta, Ga.: U.S. Department of Health and Human SeryiPeslic Health
Service, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, OffiteSmoking and
Health, 1994), 34-38.

53. David F. Musto, “A Brief History of American Drug Contt® 12-14,
and Dennis Joseph Pfennig, “Early Twentieth Century Resges to the Drug
Problem,” 25-26, both inVlagazine of History, 6: 2 (1991); Upton SinclairThe
Jungle (New York, 1981; orig. 1906), 330.

54. NYT, Aug. 14, 1887 Chicago Tribune, Nov. 16, 1888 Saturday Review,
May 4, 1889, 528; Thurman B. Ric&he Hoosier Health Officer: A Biography of
Dr. John N. Hurty (Indianapolis, 1946), 326.



N aes to pages 2731 167

55. Richard G. SchlaadtTobacco and Health (Guilford, Conn., 1992), 9;
Lawrence,Tobacco Problem, 163.

56. Harvey W. Wiley et al.The Cigarette: What It Contains and What It Does
Not Contain (Boston, 1892), 11-12, 7.

57. For laws regarding “adulterated” cigarettes, see YMagton, Session
Laws (1895), 125; MinnesotaLaws of Minnesota (1907), 544; South Dakota,
Laws Passed at the Tenth Session of the Legislature of South Dakota (1907), 95;
and Michigan,Public Acts of Michigan (1909), 441. West VirginiaActs of the
West Virginia Legislature (1891), 14, and Kansa&aws (1889), chap. 256, sec.
1, banned the sale of cigarettes and “other narcotics” tnans. The Supreme
Court justice is quoted irJ.S. Reports 179 (1900), 367. For the WCTU, see
Lawrence,Tobacco Problem, 10; and WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1887),
cciv. The Department of Narcotics was renamed the Anti-Ntcs Department
in 1897.

58. Harvey W. Wiley, “The Little White Slaver,”Good Housekeeping,
Jan. 1916, 95; Charles B. Towns, “Injury of Tobacco and ItsaReh to
Other Drug Habits,” Century, Mar. 1912, 770; Ford,Little White Slaver,
14.

59. John C. BurnhamBad Habits: Drinking, Smoking, Taking Drugs, Gam-
bling, Sexual Misbehavior, and Swearing in American History (New York, 1993),
esp. 5-11; WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (Presidential Addrda§36), 72;
(1891), 86. For cigarettes and insanity, de#orer’s Emancipator, Dec. 22,
1892; Spokane (Washington) Spokesman-Review, Oct. 18, 1888 ,NYT, Jan. 29,
1893.

60. Jordan to C. L. Flatter, July 25, 1927, DSJ Papers.

61. Lawrence,Tobacco Problem, 152; Benjamin RushAn Inquiry into the
Effects of Ardent Spirits upon the Human Body and Mind, reprinted in Medical
Inquiries and Observations (Philadelphia, 2nd ed., 1805), 1: 366; Rusbbser-
vations upon the Influence of the Habitual Use of Tobacco, upon Health, Morals, and
Property (Philadelphia, 1798), quoted in Lawrence, 84-85; William Acdit,
The Use of Tobacco; Its Physical, Intellectual, and Moral Effects on the Human
System (Boston, 2nd ed., 1847), 5, 26; Alcotfgbacco: Its Effects on the Human
System, preface.

62. Raleigh News and Observer, Jan. 30, 1901 (appeal to youtls)icramento
Bee, Nov. 3, 1910 (gift packages); E. Rodgers, J. N. Wiliamson and Paul
Dillard to B. N. Duke, May 10, 1891, BND Paper&eattle Mail and Herald, May
25, 1901.

63. NYT, Jan. 11, 1879; Oct. 27, 1905; Aug. 8, 1909; Nov. 23, 1887; Sept.
27, 1890; Jan. 11, 1891.

64. Lincoln SteffensThe Autobiography of Lincoln Steffens (New York, 1931),
24445,

65. South Carolinadcts and Joint Resolutions of the General Assembly (1889),
321.

66. Mary EarhartFrances Willard: From Prayers to Politics (Chicago, 1944),
158; Willard, Glimpses, 392.

67. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1891), 136; Willard annotatio
quoted in EarhartFrances Willard, 297 .

68. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1897), 105; (1900), 249. Befavil-
lard’s death in 1898, the WCTU approved six resolutions rgliior the pro-



168 N aes to pages 315

hibition of cigarettes; Annual Meeting Minutes (1887), cc-¢@889), 164;
(1890), 60; (1893), 314; (1895), 241, and (1897), 51.

69. Tax figures from Tennan®merican Cigarette Industry, 55; WCTU An-
nual Meeting Minutes (1897), 343-433; (1899), 232.

70. Lawrence,Tobacco Problem, 389-92. In 1889, a “prominent cigarette
manufacturer—probably either James B. Duke or his brotBenjamin—
promised a WCTU delegation that he would stop using “obscpittures” in
cigarettes produced for the domestic market; WCTU Annuag¢tingg Minutes
(1889), ccli. For other anti-cigarette activities under W&TU banner, see
reports of the Anti-Narcotics Department, in the Annual kiteg Minutes for
the 1890s.

71. GottsegenTobacco, 11.

72. U.S. Bureau of CorporationBeport of the Commissioner of Corporations
on the Tobacco Industry, part 3 (Washington, D.C.: 1915), 150. Tennaftjer-
ican Cigarette Industry, cites the tax increase as one of several “adverse influ-
ences” at work on the industry during this period, alonghwipublic hostility”
and a ban on cigarette coupon advertising (55).

73. JBD testimony, 3306, 3397-98.

74. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1900), 45, 108, 248.

75. Duke to D. M. Stansbury, Sept. 15, 1896; Duke to J. D. Staey, B,
1899, and June 8, 1904; see also J. R. Hutchings to Duke, Jily18[@4; all
in JBD Papers.

76. Junius Parker, memorial address, Dec. 10, 1935, Willimnvghitehead
Fuller Papers, DU.

77. Duke to W. C. Purdy, Aug. 7, 1900, JBD Papefiscopy of The Truth
About Cigarettes: Papers Read and Discussed by the Medico-Legal Society of New
York (New York, 1898; reprinted fronMedico-Legal Journal, Dec. 1897, Mar.
1898) is in the rare book room, DU.

78. Duke executive quoted in Tennanmtinerican Cigarette Industry, 139;
NYT, Mar. 17, 1893.

79. New York World, Dec. 12, 1894; Duke to Levi P. Morton, Dec. 31, 1894;
Duke to George W. Turner, Dec. 19, 1894, both in JBD Papers.NdweYork
Recorder published from Feb. 18, 1891, until Oct. 11, 1896. Apparently, both
James B. and Benjamin N. Duke invested in it; see J. R. PatidisB. N. Duke,
Aug. 14, 1891, BND Papers. The investment was not a profitable ane
James B. Duke refused to make any additional contributionk3i95; Duke to
Balkley, Dunton, and Co., Jan. 10, 1895, JBD Papers.

80. New York World, Dec. 20, 1894 (see al9$YT, Dec. 30, 1894)Proceed-
ings of the City Council of the City of Chicago, 1896-1897 (Chicago, 1897), 1714—
15. For flavoring agents added to cigarettes, see B. N. Dukeilli@kV G. Em-
ery, Dec. 16, 1893, BND Papers; and the formulas for “SatintidPin Head”
cigarettes, filed as miscellany, Aug. 12, 1912, May 13, 1916, Ariarrce Cole
Papers, DU.

81. New York World, Dec. 30, 1894; Duke to Levi P. Morton, Dec. 31, 1894,
JBD Papers. For Duke’s support of Republican causes, see fauk. P. Olcott,
Sept. 22, 1900, and Duke to E. C. Stokes, May 19, 1904, JBD Papers.

82. NYT, Feb. 7, 1898.

83. “When Smoke Made Sparks in the Legislatur&dianapolis Star Mag-
azine, Mar. 2, 1980, 28-29. A legislative committee made cursomyrefto file
charges against the alleged bribBiY'T, Mar. 23, 1909.



N aes to pages H41 169

84. Durden,Dukes of Durham, 4-5, 110-11; Emma Pegram to George Pe-

gram, Apr. 14, 1901, Nov. 18, 1900, Craven-Pegram Family Papéis,)®
sephus Daniels expressed a similar point of vi€ditor in Politics, 118—19, 490.
In his biography of the Duke family, Durden argues that Belérest was a
minor motive in the Dukes’ philanthropy. He concludes thia¢ family’s gen-
erosity came largely from its commitment to Methodism (witthemphasis on
tithing) and to civic prideDukes of Durham, 82—83.

85. Minutes of the Ninth Session of the Western North Carolina Annual Con-
ference of the Methodist Episcopal Church South, Winston, N.C., Nov. 16—-22, 1898
(Raleigh, 1898), 33, Divinity School Library, DU.

86. Raleigh News and Observer, May 25, 1901; Joseph L Morrisoffasephus
Daniels Says: An Editor’s Political Odyssey from Bryan to Wilson and FDR, 1894—
1913 (Durham, 1962), 125-28; Josephus Dani&ls, Heel Editor, (Chapel Hill,
1939), 471; DurdenDukes of Durham, 158; RobertStory of Tobacco, 162.

87. Raleigh News and Observer, Feb. 21, 1897; North Carolingqurnal of the
House (1897), H.B. 52; (1903), H.B. 1313; (1911), H.B. 41; (1913), H.B. 564;
(1917), H.B. 1500Senate Journal (1901), S.B. 91; (1905), S.B. 711.

88. U.S. Bureau of CorporationRBeport of the Commissioner of Corporations,
part 3, 2; JBD testimony, 3297. One of the earliest and mostessful of the
diversification ventures was the Erwin Cotton Mills in Durhasee W. A. Erwin
to B. N. Duke, Jan. 9, 1893, BND Papers. For a general reprife ké’s busi-
ness enterprises from a former associate, see John T. Vdeoadsipublished
autobiography, ca. 1933, Southern Historical CollectioNCJesp. pp. 58—61.
Durden,Dukes of Durham, examines the family’s commercial interests at length;
see esp. pp. 74-80, 128-33, 137-39, 148-51.

89. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1898), 246.

2. The Clean Life Crusade

1. James J. Jeffrey§he Curse of the Nation (Marshall, Mich., 1912), 7.

2. ACL incorporation papers, filed Dec. 19, 1899; in Dissolveathi@stic
Corporation Charters, ISAYYT, July 12, 1901.

3. Robert M. SobelThey Satisfy: The Cigarette in American Life (New York,
1978), 55.

4. Herbert AsburyCarry Nation (New York, 1929), 278-79.

5. Chicago Tribune, Aug. 25, 1919.

6. NYT, Feb. 22, 1922; Sinclair Lewisirrowsmith (New York, 1961; orig.
1925), 239-41.

7. Frances Warfield, “Lost Cause: A Portrait of Lucy Paget@ags’ Outlook
and Independent, Feb. 12, 1930, 244-47, 275-76 (quote at 244).

8. State of lllinois, Department of Public Health, Divisiof Vital Statistics,
death certificate, Aug. 20, 1924; Peter Beck memoir, in AlerrKed.,History
of the City of Harvey, 1890-1962 (Harvey, lll., 1962), 35. See aldoaily Panta-
graph (Bloomington, Ill.), Aug. 21, 1924; and John Wililam Leonareq.,
Woman’s Who's Who of America, 1914—-1915: A Biographical Dictionary of Con-
temporary Women of the United States and Canada (New York, 1914), 317-18.

9. Warfield, “Lost Cause,” 244. Edward Page Gaston's atigs were re-
ported regularly inUS; see esp. Feb. 4, 1887; Oct. 29, 1896; Aug. 3, 1899. See
also Ernest H. Cherrington, edStandard Encyclopedia of the Alcohol Problem
(Westerville, Ohio, 1930), 1073-74.



170 Naes to pages 4145

10. lllinois State University archives list Gaston as havattgended for one
term during the 1881-82 academic year; Jo Ann Rayfield, uniyeaschivist,
letter to the author, Apr. 15, 1998uily Pantagraph, Aug. 21, 1924.

11. Daily Pantagraph, Aug. 21, 1924; LeonardWoman’s Who’s Who, 317;
Sobel, They Satisfy, 53.

12. Lucy Page Gaston, “Children’s Temperance Work in llisign.d.), 5,
copy in Frances E. Willard Memorial Library, Evanston, lIl.

13. US, Sept. 22, 1892; Oct. 29, 1891; May 5, 1892.

14. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1893), 454. On Harvey, seeek’m
Gilbert, Perfect Cities: Chicago’s Utopias of 1893 (Chicago, 1991), 195-98.

15. Chicago Title and Trust Company as Trustee of Harvey Lagsbéia-
tion, “Contract of Sale” (Chicago, 1893), Harvey Land Coarpy Manuscripts,
Thornton Township Historical Society, Harvey, lll.; Gikig Perfect Cities, 197;
Horace Holmes and Peter Beck memoirs, in Kéfistory, 32, 34.

16. Lucy Page Gaston, “Harvey’s Dangeil/S, Aug. 22, 1895; see also Dec.
5, 1895; Oct. 7, 1897. For the Gaston family in Harvey, see Kétstory, 29,
152. The firstHarvey City Directory (1907) lists Alexander Hugh Gaston as a
nurseryman. For Gaston’s career in journalism, see Leqni&pthan’s Who's
Who, 318; and a report on the history of Harvey’s newspaper#lairvey Star,
Jan. 4, 1990.

17. US, Jan. 30, 1896; Dec. 12, 1895; Mar. 4, 1897. Ruth Bordimnces
Willard: A Biography (Chapel Hill, 1986), is the best source on Willard and her
influence as a reformer in the 1890s. During most of this pendillard lived
in Evanston, headquarters of the WCTU, not far from Harvey.

18. US reported frequently on Gaston'’s activities during the 18%@s esp.
Dec. 3, 1896; Jan. 21, July 15, Aug. 5, 12, and Nov. 25, 1897. For ¢tesitées
as national superintendent of the Christian Citizenshggiee, see WCTU An-
nual Meeting Minutes (1897), 14.

19. Margaret W. LawrenceThe Tobacco Problem, (Boston, 6th ed., 1897),
36; US, Dec. 5, 1895; Perry R. Duis, “Cigarettes and Sin: Lucy PagetGn
Led a Children’s Crusade Against the Evils of the Weedhlcago, September
1983, 142; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Ceridissyrical
Statistics of the United States: Colonial Times to 1970 (Washington, D.C., 1975),
Table H751-765, Institutions of Higher Education, Degreesf@ued by Sex,
1870-1970, 386.

20. Frank V. Irish to Herbert F. Fisk, Apr. 26, 1902, HFF Papérs Jan.
30, 1896.

21. Gaston to Jordan, July 21, 1908, Feb. 17, 1911, DSJ Papers. 3ordan
epigrams are quoted in Edward HyaThe Cigarette Boy (Sacramento, 1913),
10; and elsewhere.

22. US, May 28, 1896; Edwin D. Wheelock, president of the Nationali€h
tian Citizenship League, to John R. Tanner, governor ofdi§, Sept. 27, 1897,
John R. Tanner Papers, ISA. No correspondence betweenrGastbClark or
Crafts has survived, but both men are listed as officers ofAh#-Cigarette
League on letterheads for the years 1912 to 1917.

23. US, May 7, Oct. 29, 1896; lllinois secretary of statdfficial Vote of the
State of Illinois, General Election, 1896, Vote for Trustees of the University of
lllinois (Springfield, 1897), 16—18. One obituary describedtGass “an ardent
advocate of woman suffrageChicago Daily Tribune, Aug. 21, 1924.



N des to pages 4550 171

24. The Boy, Apr. 1, 1900, 6US, July 9, 1908; Warfield, “Lost Cause,”245.
See also Lawrencdpbacco Problem, 36.

25. lllinois, 38th General Assembly (1893), S.B. 310, H.B. 18%h General
Assembly (1895), S.B. 245, 307; 40th General Assembly (189B),134, 245;
41st General Assembly (1899), H.B. 238.

26. For example, see James A. Walton, superintendent of Hiior@ia
Anti-Cigarette League, to David Starr Jordan, Nov. 11, 1925] P&pers.

27. Josephus Daniel§ar Heel Editor (Chapel Hill, 1939), 471-73; Jerome
E. Brooks,The Mighty Leaf: Tobacco Through the Centuries (Boston, 1952), 253—
54; Bernard M. BaruchBaruch: My Own Story (New York, 1957), 110NYT,
Mar. 17, 1893. Retailers continued to complain about the lowfipmargin
on cigarettes for many years; séeacco, Mar. 14, 1918, 29.

28. WashingtonSession Laws (1893), 82;NYT, Mar. 17, 1893.

29. Seattle Press-Times, May 8, 1893.

30. NYT, June 15, 1893; Washingtofgssion Laws (1895), 125-27.

31. LawrenceJTobacco Problem, 36; llinois, 40th General Assembly (1897),
Petitions in Favor of House Bill 221, ISA (quote from a petitisubmitted by
teachers in Cairo, lll., Mar. 26, 1897).

32. lllinois, 40th General Assembly (1897), H.B. 221, S.B. 24%4;Journal
of the Senate (1897), 671; Edwin D. Wheelock to John R. Tanner, Sept. 27,
1897, John R. Tanner Papers, ISA.

33. Proceedings of the City Council of the City of Chicago (1896-1897), 1714—
15. Recipes for ten brands of cigarettes produced by the Amerirobacco
Company in the 1890s are included in the E. J. Parrish MemaranBook,
1899-1900, E. J. Parrish Papers, Special Collections Libialgy All contained
glycerine; half also contained sugar.

34. “Why the Cigarette is Deadly” and “Maxim, Burbank, Bbn, and
Hamilton Attack the Cigarette,Clean Life Series, No. 1 and 2 (Chicago, n.d.),
copies in CTCA Papers, entry 396, box 2; quotes frfim Boy, Apr. 15, 1903,
front cover, andUsS, Jan. 18, 1900.

35. US, Jan. 18, 1900.

36. Raleigh (North Carolina) News and Observer, Jan. 30, 1901US, Feb. 2,
1899.

37. Anti-Cigarette League newsletter, May 1908, DSJ Papers.

38. Members of the original board of directors are listedhie ACL incor-
poration papers, ISA.

39. US, Dec. 28, 1899, Jan. 18, 1900; biographical sketch of Rep. €harl
A. Evans,Wisconsin Blue Book (Madison, 1905), 1096.

40. Lucy Page Gaston, “The Deadly Cigarett&Jitional Series Leaflets (Chi-
cago, n.d.), 2, copy in DSJ Papers; D. H. Kress, “Why the @Gitfe Is Deadly,”
Clean Life Series, No. 1 (Chicago, n.d.), 3, copy in CTCA Papers, entry 396, box
2; “Drugs and Drink,” in The Boy, first quarter, 1914, 27; Edison to Henry
Ford, April 26, 1914, in FordThe Case Against the Little White Slaver (Detroit,
1914), 5.

41. NYT, Feb. 27, 1910. See ald@iucation, Nov. 1907, 154—60Cigarette
Papers (Chicago, ca. 1915), copy in the Tobacco Collection, box 2, Bk
William A. McKeever, The Cigarette Smoking Boy (Lawrence, Kan., 1909) and
Training the Boy (New York, 1913).

42. Harvey W. Wiley, “The Little White Slaver,"Good Housekeeping, Jan.



172 Ndes to pages 5053

1916, 91, 95; David Starr Jordan, “Three Counts Against Tobgdckemperance
Educational Quarterly, July 1912, 1. In Greek mythology, the waters ofthe river
Lethe induced oblivion.

43. US, Jan. 28, 1909; Charles Larsefhe Good Fight: The Life and Times of
Ben B. Lindsey (Chicago, 1972), 97; Ben B. Lindsey and Harvey J. OHiggins,
The Beast (Seattle, 1970; orig. 1910), 105-6. Lindsey advocated “compaate
marriage” in a series of articles titled “The Revolt of Mech Youth,” Redbook
Magazine, Dec. 1926 through May 1927.

44. Irving Fisher and Eugene Lyman Fidfpw to Live: Rules for Healthful
Living Based on Modern Science (New York, 1915);US, July 4-18, 1918; Fisher,
How to Live: Rules for Healthful Living (New York, 21st ed., 1946), preface. For
Fisher’s reputation as an economist, see John Kenneth &#ibThe Great
Crash (New York, 1961; orig. 1954), 73, 148-49.

45. John Harvey KelloggTobaccoism, or How Tobacco Kills (Battle Creek,
Mich., 1922); Wiliam DeKleine memoir, chap. 4, Wiliam Dekhe Pa-
pers, MHC. Kellogg's anti-tobacco pamphlets, lecturesd am description
of his 1922 film are in the JHK Papers. A collection of 77 lantsfides pre-
pared by Kellogg’s staff at Battle Creek in 1911, used in anltatcco lectures
by James W. Fields, a Kansas dentist, is held by the Kansade Hiatorical
Society.

46. [Samuel Bishop Goff|Petition to Congress to Pass a Bill to Prohibit the
Growing of Tobacco and the Importation of It (Camden, N.J., 1913), 3; Lucy Page
Gaston, letter to the editoNYS, Sept. 2, 1919.

47. JeffreysCurse of the Nation, 65—66;Seattle Post-Intelligencer, June 2, 11,
1909. For a report on a typical Catholic Church “smoker,&sattle Post-
Intelligencer, Feb. 17, 1903.

48. Christian Mission Magazine, Oct. 1, 1870, 148, copy in Salvation Army
Archives and Research Center, Alexandria, Va.; William tBQ@rders and Reg-
ulations for the Soldiers of the Salvation Army, 1890, cited inThe Case Against
Smoking: The Salvation Army Point of View (New York, 1974), 3. See also Herbert
A. Wisbey Jr.,Soldiers Without Swords: A History of the Salvation Army in the
United States (New York, 1956), 20, 77, 150. The Salvation Army chapter in
Spokane, Washington, was among those that sponsored latatigarette
leaguesSpokane Spokesman-Review, Feb. 7, 1909.

49. E. A. King, The Cigarette and Youth (Newport, Ky., 1896), 1, copy in AC;
John Q. A. Henry The Deadly Cigarette (London, 1906), 120; George J. Fisher,
“Is Smoking Injurious?”AM, Dec. 1912, 122; L. R. Welzmiller, “Effects of Cig-
aret Smoking on Young Men AM, May 1913, 3930fficial Bulletin, Jan. 1914,
28 (on crime); “Letter from Connie Mack, Manager Philadeip American
Baseball Club,"Ohio Association News, Aug—Sept. 1913, 8; speech by Henry W.
Newkirk to the YMCA of Ann Arbor, Michigan, Mar. 31, 1902, Henny.
Newkirk Papers, MHC; Lucy Page Gaston, “The Anti-Cigaee@ause,”Amer-
ican Youth, Dec. 1914, 307, 309. The YMCA also promoted Henry Ford’s anti-
cigarette book,The Case Against the Little White Slaver; see Ohio Association
News, June-July 1915, 11.

50. Daniel H. Kress, “The Cigarette As Related to Moral Refg’ Interstate
Medical Journal 23 (1916), 485-89;Literary Digest, Dec. 6, 1913, 1118.
See also KressThe Cigarette as a Physician Sees It (Mountain View, Calif.,
1931), esp. chap. 8, “Tobacco’'s Effect on Character”; John Hurty to



N aes to pages 5356 173

Indianapolis Star, Feb. 21, 1916; Hurty, “Some Health Points” (n.d.); “Conser
vation of the Human Race,” speech to the National ConséomaCongress,
Indianapolis, Oct. 2, 1912, both in John N. Hurty Papers, Indi&tate Board
of Health, State Archives, Indianapolis; Thurman B. Ri€k¢ Hoosier Health
Officer: A Biography of Dr. John N. Hurty (Indianapolis, 1946), 286, 328, 351.
For Kress’s early work in the sanitary reform movement, 8&&, Oct. 30,
1898.

51. Anon.,Work for Chimny-sweepers: Or A Warning for Tobacconists (Lon-
don, 1936; orig. 1601), quote is on the page headed, “eightcipall reasons
and arguments” (opposing tobacco); A Counterblaste tcabob (Westminster,
1895; orig. 1604), 112; Benjamin Rush cited in Lawrence, 84-86r@zMor-
ton, graduating essay, University of Pennsylvania Med8lool, 1822, copy
in Morton Family Papers, University of Virginia Library, @hlottesville; J. R.
Wigle, thesis submitted to the Medical School Faculty, dmsity of Michigan,
1862; Wiliam H. Ralston, thesis submitted 1865; Eltham Watstesis sub-
mitted 1868, all in Medical School Theses, MHC. For a survegixfeenth-
century literature regarding tobacco, see Sarah A. DickBamacea or Precious
Bane: Tobacco in Sixteenth Century Literature (New York, 1954), esp. 66, 219—
20, 196-99.

52. Laws of the State of Illinois (1907), 265; Missouri, 47th General Assembly
(1913), H.B. 548. Two of the original seventeen directors ef Anti-Cigarette
League were homeopaths: Frank W. Baker, a professor of iaateedica at
the Chicago Homeopathic College; and Julia Holmes Smithraalgate of the
college; Anti-Cigarette League incorporation papersdfidec. 19, 1899, in Dis-
solved Domestic Corporation Charters, ISA.

53. Bernarr A. Macfadden was among the people on the mediogkfwho
condemned smoking on grounds of health. See Macfad@&nVirile Powers
of Superb Manhood: How Developed, How Lost, How Regained (New York, 1900),
62; andThe Truth About Tobacco (New York, 1924), copy in pamphlet collection,
DU.

54. Leonard K. Hirshberg, “Truth About TobaccoHarper’s Weekly, Jan.
4, 1913, 12-13; unsigned editorighMA 138 (1948), 652-53.

55. Charles A. Greene€lhe Tobacco Slave and How to be Liberated from its
Fetters (Boston, 1889), 112, copy in AC.

56. Ibid., 72, 110-13; KelloggThe Physical Effects of Alcohol and Tobacco
(Battle Creek, Mich., 1882), copy in JHK Papers, box 8; I. LpKart et al..The
Tobacco Question (Dayton, Ohio, 1882), 22; Ethel Gofen, “Report on Smoking
1988,” Current Health, Nov. 1988, 4-5]AMA 269 (1993), 1069 ff. Lung cancer
was not included in the International Classification of Bises until 1923.

57. Julius Rosenwald to Lucy Page Gaston, May 6, 1912; Gast®osen-
wald, June 11 and 13, 1912; Rosenwald to Gaston, June 14, 1912, &l in J
PapersChicago News, in Tobacco, Jan. 9, 1919, 4§, June 1, 1899.

58. Elbert Hubbard, “The Cigarette ,Cosmopolitan, August 1913, 2NYT,
Nov. 29, 1907; Aug. 27, 1908; Mar. 14, 1909; Dec. 8, 1910 (railrgadisp
Association News, June—July 1914, 9-10 (Colorado Fuel and IrdHy, Boy, Dec.
15, 1900, 6 (Duluth).

59. John Wanamaker to Henry Ford, in Foldttle White Slaver, 30—-31;
William Leach,Land of Desire: Merchants, Power, and the Rise of a New American
Culture (New York, 1994), 46.



174 Ndes to pages 5550

60. Wiliam R. Heath to Henry Ford, in Fordjttle White Slaver, 28; “Cig-
arette Smoking Prohibited Railroad Men, July 1907, 380.

61. Ford,Little White Slaver, 32.

62. Yakima Herald, Feb. 12, 1908.

63. NYT, Aug. 8, 1909; see also editorial, Aug. 14, 1909.

64. Fisk's comments about the Keeley Institute are writtenhds copy of
“The Evils of Cigarette Smoking,” n.d.Michigan Advocate, Oct. 10, 1896; Gas-
ton to Fisk, Mar. 31, 1902, Oct. 30, 1903, all in HFF Papers. In @fce Tes-
tament, Moloch was a deity who demanded human sacrifice.

65. Undated note, HFF papers; Fisk quoteddnincy (Michigan) Herald,
Mar. 13, 1902. This is one of eleven clippings from newspapeosiad the
country in Fisk’s papers, all commenting favorably on his@t. See also H. O.
Smith to the Faculty of Northwestern University, Dec. 6, 19Biélen Gray to
Fisk, March 1, 1907; and “Anti-Cigarette Prog[rlam for thedUsf Sunday
Schools Appropriate for Anti-Cigarette Sunday, June 27,9r90.d.), 3, all in
HFF Papers.

66. U.S. Reports 179 (1900), 343; FloridaLaws (1907), 229-30; Nevada,
Statutes (1911), 383. For laws banning cigarette smoking on school prop-
erty, see West VirginiaActs (1913), 123, and KentuckyStatutes 1 (1915),
732.

67. W. S. Kimball, “Ye ‘Good Old Days" Historical Reminisnices of Early
Day Casper,”Casper (Wyoming) Tribune Herald, Dec. 2, 1945Tobacco, Sept. 6,
1917, 28.

68. NYT, July 25, Aug. 3, 1911; WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1914),
212.

69. David Starr Jordan, “Three Counts Against Tobacchehperance Ed-
ucational Quarterly, July 1912, 1; Wiley quoted in “Bad Talk but a Good Pur-
pose,”Life, Aug. 3, 1911, 178The Boy, first quarter, 1914, 19.

70. NYT, June 13, 19, 1913.

71. Tillman to Townsend, May 16,1913, Henry W. Newkirk Papers,GviH

72. JeffreysCurse of the Nation, 12;Reno (Nevada) Evening Gazette, Aug. 23,
1912.

73. Chicago Tribune, Aug. 3, 1913; “Killing the Cigaret Habit, Literary Di-
gest, Dec. 6, 1913, 1118; “Boys and the ‘Cigaret Cure Literary Digest, Feb.
21, 1914, 395-98NYT, March 14, 1914.

74. NYT, Jan. 22, 29, Feb. 5, 1914&pokane Spokesman-Review, Feb. 26,
1914; Charles Alma Byers, “A City Fights the Cigarette Habitynerican City,
Apr. 1916, 369—70Spokane Spokesman-Review, Aug. 2, 1902.

75. Gaston to Julius Rosenwald, June 11, 1912, JR Pahersf the State
of Illinois (1907), 265;NYT, Dec. 19, 1907]llinois Reports 231 (1907), 251. In
its ruling, the lllinois Supreme Court quibbled only withelfanguage, not the
intent of the state’s anti-cigarette law, saying, ‘It isal, we think, under a
proper title, the legislature has the right, under the eserafits police power,
to pass an act prohibiting the sale of cigarettes.”

76. Chicago Daily News, Dec. 25, 1911; Document 219063, “Cigarettes or
cigarette papers, prohibiting the sale or giving away difrfef prepared by
Sampson and Putting, attorneys, submitted by Lucy PageoGaBaniel H.
Kress, general secretary, Anti-Cigarette League, “Wheg @igarette is Deadly”
(Chicago, n.d.); Charles Winfield (tobacco lobbyist) to @&ichan Laughlin, June



N des to pages 3963 175

29, 1914; John W. Beckwith (corporation counsel) to Franci€@nery (Chi-
cago city clerk), Mar. 11, 1915; all in Chicago City Council Predimgs Files,
1915-1916, llinois Regional Archives Depository, Northeastélinois Uni-
versity, Chicago.

77. Tobacco, Jan. 25, 1917, 26Chicago News, in Tobacco, Jan. 9, 1919, 4.
Gaston also petitioned for laws to ban smoking on streetahicago;The
Boy, first quarter 1914, 29.

78. Gaston to Rosenwald, June 11, 13, 1912, JR Papé&rdJov. 23, 1911.

79. The Boy, first quarter, 1914, 3; Gaston to David Starr Jordan, Jan.
12, 1915, DSJ PaperslS, Apr. 24, 1902;Institution Quarterly, Sept. 30, 1913,
98.

80. NYT, Sept. 12, 1907. A report about Mrs. Vanderbilt's tea and @gar
room appeared iThe Boy, Apr. 15, 1903, 15. Gaston made another effort to
save New York City from the cigarette in 1918YT, July 20, 1910. A collection
of opera and theater programs is in BND Papers, box 113.

81. Compiled from Annual Reports of the Commissioner of Intdr
Revenue and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, cited irk JhdGottsegen,
Tobacco: A Study of Its Consumption in the United States (New York, 1940), 27,
42.

82. NYT, Aug. 8, 1909.

83. WashingtonSession Laws (1909), chap. 249. For the arrests, Seétle
Post-Intelligencer, June 6, 12-15, 19-21, 23-28, 30, 1909; dihd Patriarch,
Aug. 7, 19009.

84. Seattle Post-Intelligencer, June 17, 18, 25, 1909; Wiliam D. Haywood,
Bill Haywood's Book: The Autobiography of William D. Haywood (New York,
1929), 228; WashingtonSession Laws (1911), chap. 133Journal of the Senate
(1911), 521-22; Collins quoted ifieattle Press-Times, Feb. 28, 1911.

85. G. H. A. Jenner, “Unenforced Legislation in Wisconsithesis submit-
ted to the University of Wisconsin (1912), quotedWisconsin Briefs (Madison:
Legislative Reference Bureau, 1985), 3—4; Wiscongimws (1915), 130-32;
Oklahoma,Session Laws (1915), 317-18.

86. Ford,Little White Slaver, 13; Wiley, “The Little White Slaver,” 91.

87. Chicago News, in Tobacco, Jan. 9, 1919, 4; Gaston to David Starr Jordan,
Dec. 24, 1919, DSJ Papers; pamphlet advertisethinBoy, first quarter 1914,
2; Sioux Falls (South Dakota) Press, Mar. 9, 1920.

88. Irish to Fisk, Apr. 26, 1902; Gaston to Fisk, Mar. 31, 1902F@apers;
The Boy, Apr. 15, 1903, 21.

89. Gaston to Baker, July 18, 1917; “War Bulletin No. 1”; Entisent Blank
for “A Clean Life Million Club”; A Puff of Smoke, Why the Cigarette Is Deadly,
and Maxim, Burbank, Edison, and Hamilton Attack the Cigarette (n.d.), all in
CTCA Papers, entry 396, box 2.

90. New York Evening Sun, July 13, 1917 Chicago News, in Tobacco Jan. 9,
1919, 4.

91. Warfield, “Lost Cause,” 247; Duis, “Cigarettes and Sii43.

92. Gaston to Jordan, Jan. 11, 1912, DSJ Papers; Gaston to Rddenwa
June 13, 1912, JR Papers; Gaston to Thomas A. Hall, Jan. 29, 16Qér (I
courtesy Terry Fife, History Works, Inc., Oak Park, lllisyiTobacco, May 20,
1920, 28.



176 N des to pages 660

3. The Little White Slaver Goes to War

1. Lawrence LeslieThe Seer and the Cigarette (Greenfield, Ind., 1928), 115.

2. U.S. Department of Agriculture statistics cited in RicidB. Tennant,
The American Cigarette Industry: A Study in Economic Analysis and Public Policy
(New York, 1971, orig. 1950), 143.

3. Omaha Sermons of Billy Sunday, September—October, 1915 (Omaha, 1915),
5.

4. Benedict Crowell,America’s Munitions, 1917-1918 (Washington, D.C.,
1919), 449;Tobacco, Dec. 12, 1918, 5; Carl Avery Werner, “The Triumph of
the Cigarette,”American Mercury, Dec. 1925, 420.

5. HB, Jan. 3, 1918; 65th Cong., 1st sess., Selective Service Act{iVas
ton, D.C., 1917), secs. 12, 13.

6. Henry Ford,The Case Against the Little White Slaver (Detroit, 1914).

7. NYT, Aug. 9, 11, 1927.

8. William Congreve The Old Bachelor, act 3, quoted in H. L. Mencken, ed.,
New Dictionary of Quotations on Historical Principles from Ancient and Modern
Sources (New York: 1942), 1123; Lasalle quoted in Richard Kledtigarettes Are
Sublime (Durham, N.C., 1993), 139; Jerome E. Brookk¢ Mighty Leaf: Tobacco
Through the Centuries (Boston, 1952), 221, 233-34; Confederate States of Amer-
ica, Committee on Quartermaster and Commissary DepartsnanReport on
the Subject of Tobacco Rations for the Army (Richmond, 1865), copy in Rare
Book Collection, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.

9. Carl A. Werner,Tobaccoland (New York, 1922), 105; Nannie M. Til-
ley, The Bright Tobacco Industry, 1860-1929 (Chapel Hill, 1948), 3-36;
Robert F. DurdenThe Dukes of Durham, 1865-1929 (Durham, N.C., 1975), 12—
18.

10. U.S. Military Academy, Special Order No. 178, Sept. 4, 19G&neral
Orders and Circulars, Adjutant General's Office, 1903, Na.id2olving Cadet
Gibson T. Berry Jr. and Cadet Louis E. Kloeber, 1-5, both in WRePsNYT,
Sept. 8, 1903.

11. Constitution and By-Laws of the Anti-Cigarette League bbRes Mil-
itary Institute, 1905, 1, Rhodes Military Institute Recor8suthern Historical
Collection, Wilson Library, UNC;Regulations for the U.S. Military Academy,
1911, sec. 472, WP Papers.

12. NYT, Nov. 24, 1907.

13. Ibid., June 18, Aug. 8, 1908¢attle Post-Intelligencer, June 18, 1909.

14. Surgeon’s report to the superintendent, U.S. Militarpdemy, July 9,
1915; Morton F. Smith, commandant of cadets, to the superidget) July 16,
1915, both in WP Papers.

15. U.S. War Department, “Home Reading Course for Citizelti8os,” Les-
sons 4, 8, inCE, Aug. 16, 20, 1917; Raymond B. Fosdick to Walter Camp,
June 11, 1917, regardindow To Be Fit: Sound Advice Given by Walter Camp,
CTCA Papers, entry 195, box 1.

16. F. R. Lang, judge advocate, U.S. Army, to Dr. A. W. Herzadjtar of
Medico-Legal Journal, in The Truth About Cigarettes (New York, 1918), 83;To-
bacco, Oct. 11, 1917, 14.

17. Percy M. AshburnThe Elements of Military Hygiene: Especially Arranged
for Officers and Men of the Line (Boston, 1915), 28—29; Joseph H. FoEdkments
of Field Hygiene and Sanitation (Philadelphia, 1917), 10; Gerald B. Webb, “The



N aes to pages 043 177

Effect on the Lungs of the Inhalation of Smoke from Cigargftéilitary Sur-
geon 42 (1918), 500.

18. W. A. Bloedorn Medical Record, Jan. 21, 1920, reprinted ifobacco, July
29, 1920, 12; Edward A. Spitzka, quoteddnrrent Opinion 67 (October 1919),
243.

19. Frank R. KeeferMilitary Hygiene and Sanitation (Philadelphia, 1914),
281; Minneapolis Morning Tribune, Aug. 11, 1917;Scientific American Supple-
ment 84 (1917), 291; G. J. S. Archer, “Cigarette Smoking and Nefvsrnal
of the Royal Army Medical Corps 30 (1918), 233;Los Angeles Times, Nov. 15,
1917.

20. NYS, July 7, 1917;,NYT, July 13, 1918; James Irving Crabld@paccon-
alia: Containing Medical, Moral and Social Reasons for the Moderate Use of Tobacco
(Portland, Ore., 1920), 16; Lawrence Stalling®ie Doughboys (New York,
1963), 3.

21. NYS, July 28, Aug. 3, 19, 1917.

22. John Harvey Kellogg, “The Decay of American Manhood4dM,
Oct. 1917, 115; Dr. John H. Quayle, “Easy to Make Fit 90 Per CenAlbf
Rejected in Draft,” inNYS, Aug. 19, 1917, sec. 5, Qacramento Bee, May 3,
1918.

23. NYS, July 8, 1917; Pershing’s aides quotedNiYS, July 5, 7, 1917, for
Wilson, seeNYS, Sept. 2, 1917, May 19, 1918.

24. H. L Mencken, “‘Reformers’ Oppose Sanitary Measuregaist Dis-
ease,”New York Evening Mail, Sept. 18, 1917. Raymond B. Fosdick responded
to this column by describing Mencken as “a superficial writdgth no ideas”;
Fosdick to Frederick H. Whitin, Sept. 26, 1917, CTCA Papers$reB95, box
3.

25. Baker, May 26, 1917, filed with Fosdick to Chesley R. PerrgyNa1,
1917, entry 396, box 2; J. H. McCurdy, M.D., “Recreation Reenandations
from the American YMCA to the American Army General Staff inaRce,”
Nov. 22,1917, 3, entry 397, box 4; Minutes of Meetings ofthe \Mapartment
Commission on Training Camps (May 5, 1917), 7, entry 403, boxdl7in
CTCA Papers.

26. AM, Oct. 1917, 107; CTCA news release, Oct. 22, 1917; undated state-
ment issued by Fosdick; Daniels to Newton D. Baker, June 2071@ll in
CTCA Papers, entry 395, box 1. See also Raymond B. Fosdicknicle of a
Generation: An Autobiography (New York, 1958), esp. 144.

27. Report of the First Corps of Moral Engineers, U.S.A., with Reference to the
Commission on Training Camp Activities, U.S.A., and the Work of the New England
Watch and Ward Society in the War Emergency, typescript included with J. Frank
Chase to Fosdick, Oct. 13, 1917; League of Christian Reformead ttes for
the Spiritual Care of Our Soldiers to Woodrow Wilson, Sef@, 2917; E. W.
Hart, pastor of Columbia Avenue Methodist Episcopal Chyihiladelphia, to
Newton D. Baker, Oct. 13, 1917, all in CTCA Papers, entry 396, BoXhe
quotes are from Petition from the Women'’s Section of the Naesigue to
Fosdick, May 23, 1917, entry 395, box 7; and Stanley B. RoberBaker, Sept.
19, 1917, entry 396, box 2. See CTCA Papers, entry 395, boxes 1-d@rany
396, box 2, for “field reports” from groups appointed by Eick to monitor
vice around the training camps.

28. A.J. Heyl, quoted inTW, July 1, 1918, 20; Jane Deeter Rippin, Confi-
dential Outline of Organization and Methods, Law EnforcemBivision, War



178 Ndes to pages 7378

and Navy Department Commissions on Training Camp Actisjtizily 1, 1918,
11, CTCA Papers, entry 396, box 1.

29. 64th Cong., 2d sess., S.B. 1695, sec. 39, H.R. 20783 (Weatsim, D.C.,
1917).

30. CE, Apr. 3, 1917;NYT, Apr. 8, 1917. Chamberlain reportedly intended
the anti-tobacco clause to apply only to men in training, dppgonents insisted
it would have wider applicationgobacco, Apr. 5, 1917, 11.

31. NYT, Apr. 7, 1917, fromTobacco, Apr. 5, 1917, 12.

32. Chicago News, Apr. 24, 1917;Sacramento Bee, Apr. 21, 1917;CE, May
28, 1917;Cleveland Leader, Mar. 27, 1917;NYT, Mar. 29, 1917;Los Angeles
Times, Jan. 7, 1918.

33. CE, May 3, 1917.

34. George E. Chamberlain to Charles Dushkind, Apr. 7, 1917pbacco,
Apr. 12, 1917, 5; 65th Cong., 1st sess., Selective Service Aaitegim section
13.

35. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1917), 17Tgbacco, Mar. 7, 1918, 4;
General Orders No. 176, American Expeditionary Forces, May1218, CTCA
Papers, entry 196; Crowellmerica’s Munitions, 449.

36. Report of Preston Herbert, chief of the Tobacco Sectfrhsistence
Division, War Department, ifW, Apr. 1, 1919, 6.

37. Crowell, America’s Munitions, 449, 452:TW, Apr. 1, 1919, 22; July 1,
1919, 10. For the takeover of the Bull Durham production, Bgacco, Apr.
4,1918, 5;NYT, May 19, 1918.

38. NYT, July 15, 1918;Tobacco, July 18, 1918, 11; Bernard M. Baruch,
American Industry in the War (Washington, D.C., 1921), 29; BarucBaruch:
My Own Story (New York, 1957), 310. Cigarette production increased from 18
billion in 1917 to 45 billion by the end of the war; Tennattnerican Cigarette
Industry, 16.

39. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1917), 17Np-Tobacco Journal, Oct.
1918, 4;TW, Mar. 15, 1918, 11, 22; Apr. 1, 1918, 1Bgbacco, Apr. 26, 1917,
6; Mar. 21, 1918, 33; Apr. 4, 1918, 9. Rhondda’s remarks were redart
the Los Angeles Evening Express (under the headlineToBACCO NEEDED AS FOOD
SAVER"), Dec. 26, 1917;NYT (“ CALLS TOBACCO NECESSITY), Dec. 28, 1917, and
elsewhere.

40. Red Triangle Overseas, Nov. 23, 1918, 7(fficial Facts Concerning the Red
Triangle Overseas, n.d., in YMCA Archives;Tobacco, Jan. 23, 1919, 18.

41. Daniel A. Poling Huts in Hell (Boston, 1918), 54-55; also iAM, Nov.
1918, 259.

42. L R. Welzmiller, “Effects of Cigaret Smoking on Youngdau,” AM, May
1913, 393; “Injuriousness of Tobacco(ficial Bulletin, Oct. 1913, 26-27; “The
Dormitory Problem in the Young Men’s Christian Associationeport pre-
sented at the annual meeting of the Association of Genemakg&eries, Asilo-
mar, Calif., May 19-23, 1915, YMCA Archives.

43. Harold R. Peat, excerpt froffvivate Peat, in AM, Jan. 1919, 366, 376;
Red Triangle Overseas, Nov. 23, 1918, 7.

44. Red Triangle Overseas, Oct. 16, 1918, 1-2AM, Aug. 1918, 931.

45. AM, Oct. 1918, 126.

46. NYT, May 23, 27, 1918 Tobacco, May 16, 1918, 35; June 20, 1918, 6.

47. Statement of K. P. Keppel, third assistant secretary af, weport on
prices charged for cigarettes in YMCA canteens oversé&#kial Facts Con-



N des to pages 7882 179

cerning the Red Triangle Overseas, 5; “American YMCA Price List for October,
November, and December” (reproduction of the canteenegdist), all in YMCA
Archives. The dispute over prices is also examined'dahacco, July 18, 1918,
11;AM, July 1918, 872; Sept. 1918, 27, 3YYS, Dec. 16, 1918; and Katherine
Mayo, “That Damn Y" (Boston, 1920), 380-82.

48. C. P. Paffley, first lieutenant, Quartermaster Corps,MCA, third di-
vision, American Expeditionary Force, Oct. 23, 1918, “Repon Gift Tobacco
Sold at YMCA Canteens Oversea)fficial Facts Concerning the Red Triangle
Overseas, 5—6, both in YMCA ArchivesAM, Oct. 1918, 126; Jan. 1919, 376;
NYS, Dec. 16, 1918.

49. Cable from unidentified YMCA representative to YMCA hqadrtersin
New York, Oct. 19, 1918, Jane Addams Collection, Stanley R. Liamily
Papers, University of llinois at Chicago Circl&gd Triangle Overseas, Aug. 3,
1918, 1; Mayo,”“That Damn Y,” 134; AM, Aug. 1918, p. 950. For the YMCA’s
efforts to provide cigarettes to men going “over the topgeRed Triangle Over-
seas, Nov. 23, 1918, 7.

50. Minutes of Meetings of the War Department Commission oaifling
Camps (June 18, 1918), 73, CTCA Papers, entry 403, box 57.

51. The War Cry, May 23, 1908, cover; June 20, 1908, 9; Diary of Capt.
Margaret Sheldon, Dec. 1918, 189, Salvation Army Archives aedeRrch
Center, Alexandria, Va. For reports on the quantity of tatmadistributed by
the Salvation Army during the war, séebacco, Sept. 26, 1918, 64; Dec. 12,
1918, 5.

52. Lt. Col. P. H. Baghy to Brig. Gen. Avery D. Andrews, Nov. B)18;
Andrews to Bagby, Nov. 23, 1918; Wiliam S. Barker, directorSaflvation
Army activities in France, to Administrative Section, GealeHeadquarters,
May 20, 1918; all in American Expeditionary Forces General dipearters,
Adjutant General's Files, National Archives, Washingt@hC., box 160. For
YMCA personnel and canteen operations, see the report by BoMott, chief
executive of the national War Work Council of the YMCA, i, Jan. 1919,
376.

53. Letters published ifiB, Oct. 21, Dec. 12, 1918.

54. Tobacco, July 10, 1919, 34; May 17, 1917, 13; May 8, 1919, 12.

55. American Red Cross, with the American Expeditionary cEsrin
France, cable number 2018, to American Red Cross nationaldueaters,
Washington D.C., responding to cable number 6521, Feb. 1918)limcco,
Feb. 14, 1918, 3; Daniel Breck, vice president, Selden-Breaks€action Co.,
to William Howard Taft, chairman of the central committeenérican Red
Cross, Aug. 11, 1917; J. G. Blaine Jr., associate director, RedsQoureau of
development, to Commission on Training Camp ActivitieptSé, 1917; both
in CTCA Papers, entry 396, box 1.

56. Tobacco, July 10, 1919, 34.

57. lbid., Aug. 28, 1919, 4; July 10, 1919, 34.

58. AM, Aug. 1918, 391Tobacco, Aug. 15, 1918, 9; Aug. 28, 1919, 4; Frank
R. Bates to his mother, Mrs. Guy Golden, from a hospital inniee in HB,
Oct. 14, 1918.

59. Patrick F. Gilbo,The American Red Cross: The First Century (New York,
1981), 53-55.

60. NYT, Aug. 1, 1917;Butte (Montana) Miner, Aug. 27, 1917;HB, Oct.
24, 1917; Jan. 1, May 9, July 4, 1918. For other examplesC&dune 23,



180 N ades to pages &6

1917;NYS, July 17, 27, 1917. One typical poster featured a distresseiiesol
looking into an empty cigarette box; another exhorted visate “Smoke the
Kaiser Out” by contributing to a tobacco fund; posters ftwetOur Boys in
France Tobacco Fund, US 5030, 5044, Poster Collection, éfolmstitution on
War, Revolution, and Peace, Stanford University, StanfQalif.

61. NYT, Dec. 22, 1917 (Consolidated Stock Exchange); Mar. 17, 1918 (Cig-
arette Service Committee); Mar. 1, 1918 (Palm Beach panyy, July 3, 1918.
For reports on prisons, sé®bacco, Jan. 17, 1918, 21Los Angeles Times, Jan.
7, 1918;NYT, July 14, 1917; July 3, 1918.

62. Tobacco, Oct. 25, 1917, 5, 9 (Forestry Association); Aug. 29, 1918, 10
(Ambulance Company); May 23, 1918, 9; Jan. 2, 1919, 28 (“Our Buoys
France”); NYT, Jan. 27, 1918 (Pennsylvania Railroat)ys, Dec. 31, 1918
(final report on smoke fundButte Miner, Aug. 27, 1917. ThéNew York Times
was one of the few major newspapers that did not establistbactm fund; it
did, however, publicize the fund at the competifig:; see, for exampleNYT,
July 23, 1917.

63. CE, Aug. 10, 1917;NYT, Jan. 6, 1918NYS, July 10, 1918. For the
Espionage Act, sedYS, July 15, 1917NYT, Dec. 12, 1917.

64. Tobacco, June 20, 1918, 31; Jan. 9, 1919, 24s Angeles Times, Jan. 7,
1918; Tobacco, Sept. 13, 1917, 26; May 23, 1918, 13; June 13, 1918, 29; Jan.
15, 1920, 29 (Pickford photo). For a sampling of stories ab@untdfits featuring
these and other well-known entertainers, 8865, Sept. 8, 9, 1917; May 29,
June 3, 14, 1918. “My Lady Nicotine” continued to be shown dwgithe de-
mobilization period, when it was used to raise money to bwgaettes for
returning or convalescent soldierRbacco, Jan. 9, 1919, 24. Apparently, no
copies of the film have survived.

65. NYS, Aug. 19, 1917,NYT, July 9, 1917; Apr. 26, 1918; Transport To-
bacco Fund, US 5028, Poster Collection, Hoover InstitutonWar, Revolu-
tion, and Peace, Stanford University, Stanford, Calif. Ast@unt of the ciga-
rette bombardment appeared V'S, Aug. 31, 1917.

66. Tobacco, Dec. 27, 1917, 8NYT, Oct. 3, 1917;TW, Apr. 1, 1918, 15.

67. Author unknown, published iNYS, July 16, 1917. For similar odes,
see “Smokes,” author unknownyYs, June 11, 1918; L C. Davis, “The Ciga-
rette Comes Back,'St. Louis Post Dispatch, Aug. 19, 1918; and Jack Turner,
“Fags,” Scientific American 118 (1918), 102.

68. Gaston to Baker, July 18, 1917, CTCA Papers, entry 396, b&t&ce
Hamilton Hicks to Daniels, Sept. 15, 1917, CTCA Papers, entrg, 3@x 1.

69. HB, Oct. 25, 1917; Sept. 5, 1918M, Dec. 1918, 279.

70. Sacramento Bee, Sept. 14, 1918No-Tobacco Journal, Oct. 1918, 9, copy
addressed to Mott in YMCA Archives.

71. H. L Dodge Kaiser Nicotine and Its Effects on My Friends (Long Beach,
Calif.,1918), 43; WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1917), 174S, Mar. 14,
May 9, July 4-18, 1918NYS, July 7, 1918 NYT, Mar. 15, 1918. For the Bibles
from Hammond, se€E, May 29, 1917. Several other church groups opposed
the distribution of cigarettes to soldiers, including thieicdgo Methodist Min-
isters’ Association, Women’s Foreign Missionary Socieayyd Federation of
Minneapolis MinistersTobacco, June 14, 1917, 25; Nov. 1, 1917, 16; Nov. 22,
1917, 33.

72. Frederick W. Romanyicotine Next (Evanston, lll., 1918), 52-57.

73. U.S. Department of Commerce figuresliv, Sept. 1, 1918, 24. See also



N des to pages 8689 1s1

Tennant,American Cigarette Industry, 41, 393. During the twelve months end-
ing with June of 1919, Americans shipped 1.3 billion cigaretteBrance and
nearly 1 billion to England; no cigarettes were exportechtose markets during
the twelve months ending with June of 191#W, Aug. 15, 1919, 13. Two-
thirds of total American cigarette exports went to Chinasinaf the rest went

to other Asian countries; and less than 3 percent went tog&0eYT, July

7, 1917. For domestic sales, see U.S. Department of InternadrRee figures,
reported in theSeattle Times, Jan. 25, 1917. For the ratio between orders and
production, sedobacco, Nov. 1, 1917, 3.

74. Tobacco, Dec. 19, 1918, 31; July 4, 1918, 19W, Feb. 15, 1918, 11.

75. TW, Apr. 15, 1918, 9; Sept. 1, 1918, 5; Sept. 15, 1918,Thbacco, Apr.

5, 1917, 25, 27; Aug. 30, 1917, 22; Oct. 24, 1918, 30, 31; Nov. 14, 1918, 19.
Many such reports appeared in the trade press.

76. Tobacco, Nov. 14, 1918, 7; Sept. 13, 1917, 18. Detailed accounts of the
American Tobacco Company’s arrangements with Wiashington (D.C.) Times
and the Albany (New York) Knickerbocker-Press appear in Aug. 30, 1917, 27;
Sept. 6, 1917, 14. Each of the five major cigarette manufactuseld dis-
counted “smoke kits” to the “Our Boys in France Tobaccorf” sponsored
by about 440 newspapers and 100 magazines; Nov. 29, 1917, 10-11.

77. Quote inNYS, Sept. 1, 1918, Sunday magazine, 5. For allegations of
kickbacks, sedobacco, Apr. 11, 1918, 33.

78. Tobacco, Aug. 2, 1917, 30; Aug. 9, 1917, 3; May 24, 1917, 23.

79. Ibid., Oct. 17, 1918, 28; Oct. 24, 1918, 13, 20, 32-33. Perciv#lils.
was the chairman of the Tobacco Trade Committee of the Uiiad Work
Campaign, which raised money for seven groups designatedliabagencies
by the War Department, including the YMCA and Salvation Arriiyd., Nov.

7, 1918, 3-4; Nov. 21, 1918, 8, 14, 25. George W. Hill went to Francenas a
officer for the Red Cross in June 1917 and later served in Washringith the
Motor Transport Corps. He did not return to American Tobaegooil January
1919; ibid., Dec. 12, 1918, 4; Robert SobBley Satisfy: The Cigarette in Amer-
ican Life (New York, 1978), 80. For donations to relief agencies by ottig-
arette executives, se& Aug. 7, 1917;NYS, May 16, 1918.

80. Modris EksteinsRites of Spring: The Great War and the Birth of the Mod-
ern Age (New York, 1989), 175; W. S. Kimball, “Ye ‘Good Old Days”. Histical
Reminiscences of Early Day CaspeKtisper (Wyoming) Tribune Herald, Dec. 2,
1945; industry executive quoted itvs Angeles Times, Jan. 19, 1918Tobacco,
Apr. 10, 1919, 30. When smoking could not be permitted, becaukgha
would be a fire hazard or give away the position of troops, tfieeos distrib-
uted chewing tobacco.

81. Washington (D.C.) Times, Aug. 27, 1917; Gorgas quoted in Col. D. C.
Howard, Medical Corps, to L. H. Higley, presidemy-Tobacco League of Amer-
ica, Aug. 30, 1918, responding to Higley’s letter to GeorgeeCrehairman of
the Committee on Public Information, Aug. 28, 1918, Nw-Tobacco Journal,
Oct. 1918, 3.

82. AM, Nov. 1918, 201; Sept. 1918, 1NYS, June 19, 1918 (under the
headline GAs vicTIM cALLS TOBAccO FIRST AID/ YMCA Worker, Back
From Front, Tells of Solace of Cigarette”).

83. George V. Z LongWar Diary, Nov. 11, 1918, 253, 254, YMCA Ar-
chives;AM, Aug. 1918, 958.

84. Atkins quoted inHB, Aug. 1, 1918. For trench conditions, see Eksteins,



182 Ndes to pages 83X

Rites of Spring, 147-55. The best source on the 1918 influenza epidemic is Alfred
W. Cosby Jr. Epidemic and Peace, 1918 (Westport, Conn., 1976). For cigarettes
and influenza, seNYS, June 11, Oct. 26, 1918; alsButte Miner, Oct. 23, 1918
(“TAKE A SMOKE TO KILL 'FLU" ).

85. AM, Nov. 1918, 199-200; Sept. 1918, 35. See also Aug. 1918, 939,
946.

86. NYS, Oct. 3, 18, June 3, 1918 obacco, Oct. 17, 1918, 32; May 16,
1918, 30;NYT, Dec. 12, 1917.

87. NYS, July 15, 1917; May 28, June 22, 1918.

88. Ibid., July 8, Sept. 2, 1917; Frederick A. Pottle, “Sttetcs,” Outlook
and Independent, Sept. 18, 1929, 94; Sept. 25, 1929, 130. Many other soldiers
commented on the eagerness of civilians to bestow gifts loé¢oo. For ex-
ample, see William K. Dingledine to Mrs. W. J. Dingledine,dDB, 24, 26, 1917,
WKD Papers; and Thomas Reid Cole, War Letters, SoutherroHistl Collec-
tion, Wilson Library, UNC, esp. May 20, 1918.

89. NYS, June 4, 1918; KleinCigarettes Are Sublime, 136-37. Cigarettes also
served as a medium of economic exchange, one that had higlez,yn some
circumstances, than cash itself, Sdacco, May 16, 1918, 18; Aug. 28, 1919,
8; Sept. 18, 1919, 5.

90. William K. Dingledine to Mrs. W. J. Dingledine, Jan. 16, 19A8KD
Papers; Erich Maria Remarqull Quiet on the Western Front (New York, 1989;
orig. 1928), 10, 38, 51, 96, 146, 152. In one of the most telling ssen
Remarque, the narrator gathers with his comrades in armdastdime. A
“dense cloud of smoke” envelopes them. “Where would adél be without
tobacco?” he wonders (152) (this is sometimes translateti\dsat would a
soldier be . ..”). For accounts of American soldiers dentoating camaraderie
by giving cigarettes to captured Germans, see StallifigsDoughboys, 63, 112.
Klein, Cigarettes Are Sublime, devotes one chapter to the role of cigarettes in
military culture; 135-56.

91. Hartford (Connecticut) Times, Feb. 9, 1918; Hutchins quoted in Jesse Mer-
cer Gehmang$moke over America (East Aurora, N.Y., 1943), 570; Dingledine to
Mrs. W. J. Dingledine, July 6, 1918, WKD Papers. Dingledinegfrently com-
mented on the value of smoking as a distraction from boredwma his letters
to Mrs. W. J. Dingledine, July 5, 1917; Aug. 18, 1918; Feb. 1, 1919; and t
Nannie Black, July 9, 1917, all in WKD Papers.

92. Bernard M. BaruchThe Part Tobacco Played in the War: A Report of the
War Industries Board, in Tobacco, Mar. 31, 1921, 1. See alsV, Sept. 15, 1920,
8; Werner, “Triumph of the Cigarette,” 420; Pierre SchrpfiPierron,Tobacco
and Physical Efficiency (New York, 1927), 26.

93. Curb News, Feb. 3, 1919, clipping in BND PaperBjbacco, Dec. 19, 1918,

7; Aug. 15, 1918, 6. Hill quoted ifNew York World, Aug. 11, 1918.

94. Theatre Magazine, Nov. 1918, inside back covelYS, Dec. 15, 1918;
NYT, Dec. 17, 1921. Th&ew York Sun carried relatively little cigarette adver-
tising in April 1917, and none at all for any brands manufactuby the
American Tobacco Company. By November 1918, American Tobaa®one
of the paper’s leading advertisers, with an average of twartgr-page ads for
Lucky Strike appearing each week.

95. Woolf painting reproduced itNYS, Oct. 13, 1918; photos in ibid., July
8, 1917, sec. 5, 9; Aug. 19, 1917.

96. Tobacco, Dec. 12, 1918, 24 (Peace Conferen®&yT, Jan. 20, 1919 (“No



N aes to pages R97 1s3

Smoking” signs);New York Herald, Jan. 20, 19197obacco, Jan. 23, 1919, 12
(Fisher); Army and Navy Register, Aug. 31, 1929, 200 (ration). Fisher later
returned to a more cautionary stance regarding tobaccangahere was
much more to say against it than for it; “Should A Christiaealder Smoke?”
AM, Sept. 1919, 36.

97. Sacramento Star, June 13, 1919.

4. Milady’s Cigarette

1. The Shield, Aug. 2, 1920, 4.

2. TW, Apr. 15, 1919, 25; Commissioner of Internal Revenue report
cited in Richard B. TennantThe American Cigarette Industry: A Study in Eco-
nomic Analysis and Public Policy (New York, 1971; orig. 1950), 16; Frederick
Lewis Allen, Only Yesterday: An Informal History of the Nineteen-Twenties
(New York, 1964; orig. 1931), 90. The Commerce Department,nté@ppa 530
percent increase in cigarette consumption between 1913 an?| t8Acluded
much of it was due to increased smoking by wom»aY7T, Jan. 19, 1925.

3. Tobacco, Feb. 5, 1920, 29NYT, Feb. 29, 1920Wall Street Journal, Dec.
8, 1919 (Duke interview)Magazine of Wall Street, Feb. 15, 1919, 4.

4. Printer’s Ink, Feb. 18, 1932, 25; Jeffrey E. Harris, “Cigarette Smoking
Among Successive Birth Cohorts of Men and Women in the Un&tedes Dur-
ing 1900-80," Journal of the National Cancer Institute 71 (Sept. 1985), 475;
Michael Vincent O'SheaTobacco and Mental Efficiency (New York, 1923), 38;
Eunice Fuller Barnard, “The Cigarette Has Made Its Way UiSociety,” New
York Times Magazine, June 9, 1929, 6 (tobacco retaileNYT, Feb. 2, 1923;
May 12, 1926; June 26, 1928 (insurance underwriters).

5. Boys and Girls Anti-Cigarette League Newsletter, Alicgaltt Mather, ed.,
HWW Papers; toothpaste ads in Preston W. Slosstia,Great Crusade and
After, 1914-1928 (New York, 1930), 155-56.

6. NYT, Feb. 6, 1920; see alddS, Feb. 12, 1920.

7. Richard J. WalshThe Burning Shame of America: Outline Against Nicotine
(Mt. Vernon, N.Y., 1924), 24. See also Paula S. FaBe.Damned and the Beau-
tiful (New York, 1977), 294.

8. For the general economic and political status of ninetee@entury
American women, see Mary P. Ryafomanhood in America: From Colonial
Times to the Present (New York, 1979), chaps. 2-3.

9. Margaret Woods Lawrencelhe Tobacco Problem (Boston, 1897; orig.
1885), 225.

10. Carl N. Degler,At Odds: Women and the Family in America from the
Revolution to the Present (New York, 1980), 376; RyanWomanhood in America,
184, 138; “l Struck the Match at Last,” Bettmann Archive, Ilnd&New York
City.

11. Nathaniel Currier, “Star of the South,” lithograph, 184lbrary of
Congress; Russell T. Trallpbacco: Its History, Nature and Effects, with Facts and
Figures for Tobacco-Users (New York, 1854), 4,NYT, May 27, 1877.

12. NYT, Sept. 6, 1880; Mrs. John A. (Mary) Logan, “The Evils of Cigtie
Smoking” (Chicago, ca. 1902), 2, copy in HFF Papers; Lawisrae Tobacco
Problem, 244-47.

13. F. W. Fairholt,Tobacco: Its History and Associations (London, 1856), 147—
48; Richard Klein,Cigarettes Are Sublime (Durham, 1993), 46—47; Hizabeth



184  Naes to pages 97401

Biddle, “Cigarette Smoking Among Englishwomen No UncommBractice,”
NYT, Mar. 25, 1906. Charles Dickens was bemused to encountee thomen

in Geneva smoking cigarettes expertly and with gusto in the0$8G. L. Ap-
person,The Social History of Smoking (London, 1914), 218-20. Even earlier, a
tobaccophile reported approvingly that “[tlhe dark-eydalghters of Spain are
great adepts at smoking”; AnonThe Smokers’, Chewer’s, and Snuff Taker’s Com-
panion and Tobacconist’s Own Book (Philadelphia, 1841), 31.

14. Lithographs reproduced in F. W. Fairholt scrapbook, 80lAC; New
York Standard Union, May 25, 1895; Edith WhartorThe Age of Innocence (New
York, 1970; orig. 1920), 76 (see also 165-66); Whartdhe House of Mirth
(New York, 1964; orig. 1905), 12 (see also 27, 49); F. Marion Goaty Marion
Darche: A Story Without Comment (New York, 1893), 203-5, 217, 262 (quote
at 204).

15. Tobacco, Feb. 1, 1917, 13 (see alSeattle Times, Jan. 25, 1917)CE, June
20, 1917.

16. Nannie Mae TilleyThe Bright Tobacco Industry, 1860-1929, (Chapel Hill,
N.C., 1948), 608; M.E W. Sherwood, “Heroines Who SmokeNew
York Times Saturday Review of Books and Art, July 21, 1900, 481NYT, Aug.
26, Aug. 28, 1898 New York Times Magazine, Sept. 11, 1898. “Sly Cigarette”
was written by Ivan Caryll and Lionel Moncton (music) and HaGreenbank
and Aubrey Hopwood (lyrics), and recorded by Tiny Tim on hilsuan Girl in
1996.

17. John K. Winkler Tobacco Tycoon: The Story of James Buchanan Duke (New
York, 1942), 261-62; Mrs. E. C. Marshall interview with FrankwRals, Char-
lotte, N.C., 1963, 42, Duke Endowment Papers, Special Galles Library, DU.

18. Wharton Age of Innocence, 104-5.

19. Klein, Cigarettes Are Sublime, 117; Frances Benjamin Johnston, self-
portrait, 1896, Library of Congress, Prints and Photograpkision.

20. Emma GoldmanlLiving My Life (New York, 1970; orig. 1931), 141-42.
21. Reno (Nevada) Evening Gazette, Jan. 15, 1908NYT, May 9, 1921; Sept.
17, 1912;Atlantic Monthly, Apr. 1916, 574. Margaret H. Sanger, founder ofthe
modern birth control movement, did not smoke, but a Caliarnewspaper
editorialist once described her followers as the sort whth @itkland Tribune,

Jan. 27, 1916.

22. Alice Roosevelt LongworthCrowded Hours (New York, 1933), 62—-63,
75.

23. Woman'’s National Daily, July 16, 1908, Prohibition Party Series, Tem-
perance and Prohibition Papers, roll 1, 1574 T, Aug. 3, 5, 6, 1910.

24. Sacramento Bee, Aug. 19, 1910; Mark SullivanQur Times: The United
States, 1900-1925 (New York, 1946), 562Life Magazine, Apr. 12, 1937, back
cover. Longworth reportedly received $5,000 for the ad; i@=L. Van Nop-
pen, Death in Cellophane (Greensboro, N.C., 1937), 57.

25. NYT, Dec. 13, 1912Tobacco, Mar. 22, 1917, 6.

26. New York Herald, Mar. 18, 1917. After reading about Mrs. Dudka, a
New York City woman said she was considering organizing a \&or@mokers’
Defense League€fobacco, Mar. 29, 1917, 9.

27. Michael Schudsomdvertising, The Uneasy Persuasion: Its Dubious Impact
on American Society (New York, 1986), 190; Frances Perkins, “Can They Smoke
Like Gentlemen?'New Republic, May 7, 1930, 319-20. At the time, Perkins
was industrial commissioner for the state of New York.



N aes to pages 101405 185

28. New York Herald, July 12, 1908 NYT, Dec. 18, 1910JTobacco, Dec. 28,
1916, 13. When another Ritz-Carlton opened in Philadelphianaro were
permitted to smoke wherever they likeNYT, Dec. 13, 1912. At New York’s
Plaza Hotel, on the other hand, women who smoked were firnkgcto either
stop or leaveNYT, Jan. 9, 1911.

29. NYT, Jan. 12, 1908.

30. lbid., Jan. 8, 21, 23, 1908. The aldermen were spurred tiorably
reports of an “Ambassador’s wife” who lit a cigarette “‘iane of the most rigid
of New York’s hotels” with sufficient aplomb that neitherélmanager nor the
maitre d’hotel dared asked her to stop; ibid., Jan. 2, 1908.

31. Ibid., Oct. 11, Nov. 12, 13, 1911.

32. Ilbid., Feb. 20, 19058inghamton (New York) Press, Oct. 15, 1904NYT,
Oct. 18, 1904. For William J. Lasher’s occupation, Seeome County and Bing-
hamton City Directory, 1902. Mrs. Lasher vanished from the public record after
her court appearance; it is not known whether she actuatlyeseher full
sentence or not.

33. Spokane Spokesman-Review, Dec. 6, 1911; New Hampshir&urnal of the
House of Representatives (1913), H.B. 393.

34. Sinclair Lewis,Main Street (New York, 1961; orig. 1920), 81; Helen L.
Roberts,The Cyclopaedia of Social Usage (New York, 1913), 343.

35. Ohio State Journal (Columbus), Aug. 10, 1912NYT, Aug. 13, 1912; Irwin
H. Hoover, “Hail to the Chief,”Saturday Evening Post, May 5, 1934, 14.

36. AM, Apr. 1918, 591.

37. For women'’s support of smoke funds, $€gS, Aug. 19, 1917; May 24,
25, 29, 1918; June 2, 4, 1918. The WCTU endorsed a proposal by Aowna H
ard Shaw, temperance leader and chairman ofthe Woman’s @teemnfthe
Council of National Defense, to ration tobacco at home ineortb ensure
adequate supplies for soldiers oversed¥s, July 7, 1917;Boston American,
Sept. 15, 1917Los Angeles Times, Jan. 7, 1918. For the debate over distribution
of tobacco to nurses and other women attached to the militseegTobacco,
Oct. 4, 1917, 4-5New York World, Oct. 17, 1917.

38. Daniel A. PolingHuts in Hell (Boston, 1918), 14-15.

39. Nina Macdonald, “Sing a Song of War-Time,” in CathegifReilly, ed.,
Scars Upon My Heart: Women's Poetry and Verse of the First World War (London,
1981), 69.

40. Tobacco, Apr. 19, 1917, 13 (Chalkadia and Company); May 17, 1917,
13; Dec. 12, 1918, 9 (Strand Cigarette Company); Jan. 29, 192G¢e8zipped
cigarettes); Jan. 6, 1921, 4 (importer).

41. lbid., Feb. 26, 1920, 5 (novelties); Feb. 12, 1920, 32 (pdro€holders
sold to women);TW, July 1, 1920, 16 (vanity/cigarette case). See dlbo
Shield, Aug. 2, 1920, 3; Mar. 2, 1921, 3.

42. Sacramento Star, June 21, 1922.

43. Josephus Danielgiditor in Politics (Chapel Hill, 1941), 234; Edward
Bernays, Biography of an Idea; Memoirs of Public Relations Counsel Edward L.
Bernays (New York, 1965), 386—87; Tennammerican Cigarette Industry, 138—
39. Bernays repeated his immodest claim in interviews fao television doc-
umentaries: “The Image Makers,” fro Walk Through the Twentieth Century
with Bill Moyers, John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Library
Video Classics Project, 1984; and “Showdown on Tobacco Rgadduced by
Terri Randall, Varied Directions Inc., 1987.



186 N des to pages 10640

44. TW,Jan.1,1920, 8 (see also Apr. 15, 1919, T8)ucco, May 20,1920, 17.

45. “My Mother-in-Law,” poster displayed at the Duke Howstead Mu-
seum, Durham, N.CSouthern Tobacco Journal ad cited in Tilley,Bright Tobacco
Industry, 614; “La Turka” ad in Tobacco, Dec. 14, 1916, 30.

46. Printers’ Ink, Aug. 28, 1930, 52Life, June 14, 1917, back cover (Murad
ad); TW, Apr. 15, 1919, 14 (Helmar ad).

47. SchudsonAdvertising, 192—-93; “Marlboro Makes a Direct AppealAd-
vertising and Selling, Mar. 23, 1927, 25NYT, Feb. 2, Dec. 2, 1927 (Lucky
Strikes); The Chronicle (Duke University), Oct. 19, Nov. 23, 1927 (Old Golds).
Both Camel and Chesterfield showed women looking on as merkeime,
Dec. 5, 1927, back cover (Camelutlook, Mar. 23, 1927, back cover (Camel);
NYT, Apr. 4, 1927 (Chesterfield). See also Virginia L. ErnstdvijXed Messages
for Women: A Social History of Cigarette Smoking and Advsirtg,” New York
State Journal of Medicine 85 (July 1985), 336.

48. A Lucky Strike campaign that began in 1932 featured a sipioman,
her head pillowed, wearing a slinky gown and platform healdlissful ex-
pression on her face, with a man seated at her side, both sg.otdo you
inhale?” the ad copy read. “Everybody’s doing it! 7 out of Sthokers inhale
knowingly—the other 3 inhale unknowingly.” A variation dhis theme asked
“Do you inhale? What's there to be afraid of?” The messageswhat women
should be inhaling the pure smoke of Lucky Strike. The adsapgd in a wide
variety of newspapers and magazines.

49. For example, Barbara Trigg Brown of Richmond, Virgim@amembered
that “[h]aving to run my household alone bred in me a sortnafépendence”;
Richmond Times-Dispatch, Nov. 13, 1938. For useful interpretations of the im-
pact of the war on women, see Margaret Randolph Higonnete Jenson,
Sonya Michel, and Margaret Collins Weitz, edBehind the Lines: Gender and
the Two World Wars (New Haven, 1987).

50. TennantAmerican Cigarette Industry, 76—79;Tobacco, Apr. 12,1917, 11,
13. See also Carl Avery Werner, “The Triumph of the Cigargttémerican
Mercury, Dec. 1925, 416-17.

51. NYT, Nov. 25, 1928.

52. Maurine Weiner Greenwald@Vomen, War and Work: The Impact of World
War I on Women Workers in the United States (Westport, Conn., 1980), 12-13,
32, 92-93.

53. Ibid., 234-35, 32.

54. This analysis is based on Sunday classified advertisitctons pub-
lished May 27, 1917, and May 25, 1919.

55. Tobacco, Mar. 1, 1917, 11 (ladder anecdote); July 12, 1917, 26.

56. TW, Feb. 15, 1918, 7 (Tobacco Manufacturers Associatid@ndicco,
Aug. 29, 1918, 22, 29 (United Cigar Stores); Oct. 31, 1918, 18; Np918,
12; Nov. 21, 1918, 12, 22 (influenza).

57. Tobacco, May 1, 1919, 10; Dec. 16, 1920, 36. For similar reports about
women succeeding in tobacco retailing, see Feb. 13, 1919, 4;2h1919,
14; Mar. 13, 1919, 21; Mar. 27, 1919, 5.

58. Ibid., Nov. 14, 1918, 19TW, June 1, 1920, 26Sacramento Star, June
21, 1922.

59. Allen, Only Yesterday, 75. Among the writers who discuss the cultural
impact of World War | is Modris EksteinRites of Spring: The Great War and
the Birth of the Modern Age (New York, 1989).



N aes to pages 108115 187

60. TW, Mar. 15, 1920, 14 Sacramento Star, Mar. 18, 1921;Tobacco, Feb.
17, 1921, 31.

61. NYT, Mar. 16, 1919 (canvass); Jan. 9, 1922 (complimentary cigaette
Jan. 29, 1920 (Woods Theatre); Sept. 10, 1928 (vending maghiResail
Clerks International Advocate, Nov. 1925, 25.

62. G. W. Paschall, “The Cigarette LadyGreensbhoro News, in Tobacco, June
10, 1920, 18;NYT, Jan. 14, 1923; Sinclair LewisBabbitt (New York, 1961;
orig. 1922), 116, 121, 126.

63. NYT, July 16, 17, 1925 (Detroit streetcars); Feb. 13, 1919, Jan. 12, 1922
(YWCA); July 10, 1925 (Paragon ParkJpbacco, May 10, 1917, 11 (athletic
club); Washington Post, Jan. 14, 1927 (West Point).

64. Tobacco, Aug. 19, 1920, 33NYT, Sept 12, 1929; Mar. 9, 1925.

65. TW, Apr. 1, 1918, 14.

66. NYT, Mar. 16, 1919.

67. Tobacco, Jan. 6, 1921, 35NYT, Aug. 19, 20, 1922.

68. Board of Aldermen ity Record, Dec. 22, 1921, Jan. 26, 1922, An Or-
dinance to Amend subdivision 14, section 49, Greater New YOhlarter.
Quotes inNYT, Mar. 28, 1922; see also Mar. 29, 1922, 1, 16.

69. NYT, Aug. 7, 1922; Apr. 4, 1926; May 14, 1926.

70. Ibid., Nov. 21, 1923; Apr. 7, 1928 (Clark§E, Oct. 12, 1919 (Cole);
NYT, Apr. 19, 1921 (smoking grandmother; see also editorial, 24;.1921).
For Clark, see als&NYT, Mar. 17, June 6, 1926; Jan. 26, Apr. 9, May 20, 1927.

71. NYT, Apr. 13, 1923; Kansad,aws (1917), chap. 166, secs. 1-5. Ciga-
rettes were not legalized in Kansas until 1927.

72. Sherwood AndersonWinesburg, Ohio (New York, 1960; orig. 1919),
148-49; Lewis,Babbitt, esp. 262—63.

73. Fortune Magazine, July 1935, 111-16; Robert S. Lynd and Helen Merrell
Lynd, Middletown in Transition: A Study in Cultural Conflict (New York, 1937),
412, 280. About 20 percent of all women in thertune survey identified
themselves as cigarette smokers, compared to about 50mtestell men.

74. NYT, Dec. 27, 1919; June 25, 1920; Dec. 4, 10, 1921; June 30, 1925;
Dec. 27, 1925; Mar. 1, 1926 (women'’s clubs); Nov. 19, 1929 (Michiga
Grange);Oregon Grange Bulletin, May 1922, 15;NYT, Dec. 28, 1926 (Non-
Smokers’ League); July 7, 9, 1928 (Boy Scouts).

75. Tobacco, Apr. 8, 1920, 11; see alsthe Shield, Nov. 2, 1920, 3; John C.
Burnham, “American Physicians and Tobacco Use: Two SumgeGeneral,
1929 and 1964, Bulletin of the History of Medicine 63 (1989), 1.

76. Oregon Grange Bulletin, May 1922, 15NYT, Jan. 30, 1924.

77. Frank B. Wynn, “The Physician,Journal of the Indiana State Medical
Association 14 (1921), 383; Allan L. Benson, “Smokes for WomerGdod House-
keeping, Aug. 1929, 190-93Seattle Argus, Aug. 6, 1938.

78. Tobacco, Dec. 11, 1919, 4; Mar. 4, 1920, 22.

79. NYT, Dec. 27, 1925.

80. U.S. Congress, House Committee on the District of Colamniearing
before the Committee on the District of Columbia, House of Representatives, 67th
Congress, on House Resolution 7252, July 27, 1921 (Washington, D.C., 1921),
10, 16; Dr. John Snape, First Baptist Church, Cleveland, Ghidyo-Tobacco
Journal, Oct. 1927, 13.

81. Massachusett§jouse Journal (1922), H.B. 847, “An Act to Prohibit
Smoking by Women in Hotels and Restaurants”; quote/¥, Mar. 7, 1922



188 Naes to pages 115420

(see also editorial, Mar. 8, 1922earing on House Resolution 7252 (Anti-Blue
Law League quote at 19; Johnson quote at 7). Both the llinegdlature and
the Chicago City Council rejected measures to restrict feramokers; lllinois,
Journal of the House (1929), H.B. 783; Chicago City CounciProceedings, Mar.
28, 1922.

82. Although the Missouri bill theoretically would have ribited all pub-
lic smoking, it was aimed at women. “The woman with the tobadabit is
a more abject slave than the man, just as the woman with therigabit
goes lower in the scale than the man,” its sponsor remarR@dgco, Apr. 10,
1919, 14.

83. NYT, Mar. 13, 1922; Mar. 6, 1924The Shield, May 4, 1922, 1. See also
Fass,The Damned and the Beautiful, 293-97.

84. NYT, Dec. 20, 1925; Antioch College Women's ConferenRegort on
the Question of Women Smoking at Antioch, 1925-1926, 1, 5; Antiochiana file,
Antioch College Archives, Yellow Springs, Ohio. Northwest, Purdue, and
the University of Maryland were among other coeducationatitutions that
allowed male but not female students to smoke.

85. NYT, Jan. 22, 1925, Feb. 18, 1926 (Vassar); Nov. 24, 25, 27, 29, 1924
(Bryn Mawr); Dec. 19, 1926 (Smith); Feb. 2, 1927 (Stanford);g-@ke Beautiful
and the Damned, 297 (Ohio, Rhode Island). Song quoted in J. William T. Yoang
American Realities: Historical Episodes from Reconstruction to the Present (Boston,
1987), 127. According to thdnnual Index to the New York Times, the Times
published nineteen articles about efforts to ban smokingfenyale college
students between 1920 and 1925, and no such articles betwedh ait®
1930. The Antioch College Women's Conference reported thdy seven of
seventeen colleges included in its study of “‘the smokingstion” banned
smoking by women in 1926Report on the Question of Women Smoking at An-
tioch, 7.

86. San Francisco Examiner, Nov. 19, 1927; Susan Warémelia Earhart and
the Search for Modern Feminism (New York, 1993), 97-98.

5. The “Triumph” of the Cigarette

1. NYT, July 10, 1928.

2. Carl Avery Werner, “The Triumph of the Cigarettedmerican Mercury,
Dec. 1925, 415-21 (quotes at 419, 415).

3. William Haenszel, Michael B. Shimkin, and Herman P. Mill@bacco
Smoking Patterns in the United States, Public Health Monograph No. 45 (Wash-
ington, D.C., 1956), 107. By gender, 51.6 percent of men and 3depé¢ of
women smoked cigarettes in 1965; U.S. Department of Healtth ldmman
Services, Public Health Servic@lealth United States, 1995 (Hyattsville, Md.,
1996), 173.

4. Carl A. Werner Tobaccoland (New York, 1922), 106; IdahdGeneral Laws
(1921), 385-87; UtahLaws of the State of Utah (1921), chap. 145.

5. ldaho, General Laws (1921), 575-78; UtahHouse Journal (1923), 542;
KansasLaws (1927), chap. 171, 219-23.

6. H.L Lombard and C.R. Doering, “Cancer Studies in Massssetts:
Habits, Characteristics and Environment of Individuals¢mMand Without Can-
cer,” New England Journal of Medicine 198 (1928), 481-87; Emil Bogen, “The
Composition of Cigarets and Cigaret SmokpAMA 93 (1929), 1110-14 (quote



N aes to pages 120425 189

at 1112); Elizabeth M. Whelany Smoking Gun: How the Tobacco Industry Gets
Away with Murder (Philadelphia, 1984), 76-77.

7. Frederick W. RomanNicotine Next (Evanston, lll., 1918).

8. San Francisco Call and Post, Feb. 13, 1919 (Billy Sunday; see algabacco,
Mar. 27, 1919, 14)US, Mar. 13, 1919 (WCTU)Sacramento Bee, Mar. 29, 1919;
Los Angeles Times, Feb. 4, 1919CE, Oct. 18, 1919TW, Mar. 1, 1919, 4 (Wil-
son);NYT, Dec. 27, 1919 (Presbyterians); June 20, 1920 (Baptists).

9. L. Ames Brown, “Is a Tobacco Crusade Coming®lantic Monthly, Oct.
1920, 446, 448.

10. Portland Oregonian, Dec. 11, 1919San Francisco Call and Post, Feb. 13,
1919;CE, Oct. 15, 1919NYT, Feb. 19, 1919. See alSacramento Bee, Mar. 25,
May 12, June 7, Aug. 5, 1919.

11. Los Angeles Times, Feb. 5, July 2, 1919New York World, Feb. 2, 1919;
Apr. 18, 1920.

12. Richard B. TennantThe American Cigarette Industry: A Study in Eco-
nomic Analysis and Public Policy (New York, 1971; orig. 1950), 143; Jack J.
Gottsegen Tobacco: A Study of Its Consumption in the United States (New York,
1940), 198; Kansad,aws (1917), chap. 166, sec. 2.

13. New York Tribune, Jan. 25, 1919The Shield, Dec. 1, 1920, 1INYT, Sept.
2,1923.

14. Portland (Maine) Herald, Sept. 15, 1924Wilimantic (Connecticut) Chron-
icle, Jan. 29, 1924;Springfield (Massachusetts) Republican, Jan. 27, 1921
(Welcher);The Shield, Aug. 2, 1920, 1-4; Feb. 1, 1921, 2; June 2, 192IVYT,
Apr. 3, 1921;Clean Life, June 1922, 1, copy in HWW Papers.

15. Tobacco, Aug. 7, 1919, 35;NYT, May 28, 1919, May 29, 1922,
June 22, 1921; Sinclair LewisMain Street (New York, 1961; orig. 1920),
429.

16. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1887), cc—cci; (1919), 30-31, 8990
NYT, Feb. 29, 1920 (quote); WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1921), Sde
alsoUS, Aug. 14-28, 1919.

17. “Is There a Movement for the ‘Prohibition of the Persottuse of To-
bacco by Adults?' A Plea for Fair PlayWorld Digest of Reform News, Apr. 23,
1921, 1, copy in HWW PaperyYT, May 11, 1924;Topeka Journal, Jan. 18,
1927; Billy Sunday quote irfobacco, Jan. 13, 1921, 10.

18. K. Austin Kerr, Organized for Prohibition: A New History of the Anti-
Saloon League (New Haven, 1985), 10; WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1924),
123-24.

19. David E. Kyvig, “Sober Thoughts: Myths and Realities aftional Pro-
hibition after Fifty Years,” in David E. Kyvig, ed.Law, Alcohol, and Order: Per-
spectives on National Prohibition (Westport, Conn., 1985), 5-9.

20. Rev. C. C. Hemtree, Knoxville, Tenn., to Bryan, Feb. 7, 1948liam
Jennings Bryan Papers, box 32, Library of Congress.

21. Bryan to John Bryan, Apr. 23, 1917, Wiliam Jennings Bryampd?a,
box 31; see also Bryan letter in ttSanday School Times, June 15, 1907, 299.

22. Michael Vincent O'SheaTobacco and Mental Efficiency (New York,
1923); Pierre Schrumph-Pierrofigbacco and Physical Efficiency: A Digest of Clin-
ical Data, with Annotated Bibliography (New York, 1927); Irving FisherTobacco,
A Three-Fold Study (Dearborn, Mich., 1924), 3, 29. O'Shea explains the back-
ground and goals of the Committee to Study the Tobacco ProbeTobacco
and Mental Efficiency, v—Xi.



190 Naes to pages 125429

23. NYS, July 10, 1917.

24. NYT, Aug. 13, 1921; July 20, 1928. For Edison’s support of the smoke
fund, seeNYS, July 25, 1917.

25. Service League Record, Mar. 1923; program, First National Anti-Tobacco
Convention, Washington, D.C., Mar. 4-5, 1925, both in HWW Rapdarvey
W. Wiley, An Autobiography (Indianapolis, 1930), 304. For Wiley’s involvement
with the ACL, see David Starr Jordan to C. L. Flatter, July 2527, DSJ Papers.

26. Clarence E. Woods, United States inspector of explesi{@mmer-
cialized Scheme of the Tobacco Trust/S, Apr. 10, 1919, 7; John B. Huber,
“Cutting the Canker Out of Their ConstitutionsAM, June 1919, 734; Alfred
Stokes, “Giant Let-Down,”AM, Aug. 1919, 910; editorialdM, May 1919, 687;
American YMCA Anti-Smoking Poster, 1919, YMCA Archives.

27. Sacramento Star, Jan. 24, 1921.

28. Sinclair Lewis,Babbitt (New York, 1961; orig. 1922), 58-59, 77, 262
(quote at 59). For depictions of cigarette smoking duringataves of ‘the
Bunch,” see 268-70, 274.

29. Tobacco, May 6, 1920, 25The Shield, July 5, 1921, 3; Cook to Charles
S. Brown, president of Printer’s Insurance Protective teey System of Chi-
cago, Feb. 20, 1919, Marshall L. Cook Papers, MNET, Apr. 16, 1924.

30. TW, June 1, 1919, 7; Robert Sob&hey Satisfy: The Cigarette in American
Life (New York, 1978), 88-91; Tennan#fymnerican Cigarette Industry, 16.

31. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes (1917), 43he Shield, Dec. 1, 1920,
1-4.

32. US, Dec. 23, 1920 (see alsW¥YT, Jan. 29, 1921; and@tudents’ Hand-
Book of Syracuse University, 1898-1899, 44, Syracuse University Archives, E. S.
Bird Library, Syracuse, N.Y.); Vida Milholland, “The FighNicotine,” NYT, Apr.
16, 1922, sec. 7, 8 (see also Milholland, “Tobacco an Enemy mfeAcan
Progress,” radio address on statiamap, New York City, ca. 1927, reprinted
in pamphlet form, copy in HWW Papers).

33. Los Angeles Times, Nov. 16, 1920;The Shield, Dec. 1, 1920, 1 (Walton);
May 4, 1922, 1 (McRae). Earlier, McRae had vetoed a bill to llegaigarette
sales in Arkansas; the legislature then passed the bill biseveto; Arkansas,
Acts of the Forty-third General Assembly (1921), 450-54.

34. Tobacco, Jan. 29, 1920, 29 (initiative); Oregofhirty-third Legislative
Assembly (1925), S.B. 119; OregorBroceedings of the Senate (1925), S.B. 119,
202. Cigarette prohibition bills were proposed but rejdcie Georgia, Ohio,
Texas, Maine, California, Oklahoma, and Arizona.

35. South Carolinajournal of the House of Representatives (1920), 1053,
1096; Senate Journal (1920), 50-51, 70; MassachusettBuse Journal (1921),
H.B. 162; (1922), H.B. 847Minneapolis Journal, Feb. 18, 1922; Marylandour-
nal of the House of Delegates (1920), No. 27, No. 767; MichiganPublic Acts
(1919), No. 328.

36. Congressional Record 60:3 (Feb. 6, 1921), 2629-35yYT, Jan. 16,
Feb. 6, 7, 1921; Milton R. MerrillReed Smoot: Apostle in Politics (Logan, Utah,
1990), 162-63; Office of the White House, executive order, Aug. 9
1997.

37. Tobacco, June 24, 1920, 17. ThRittsburgh Chronicle Telegraph claimed
that anti-cigarette bills were intended primarily to disdit prohibition; edito-
rial reprinted inTobacco, July 3, 1919, 3.

38. Idaho,journal of the State Senate (1921), S.B. 134 General Laws (1921),



N aes to pages 129433 191

chap. 185, 385-87fournal (1921), S.B. 327 General Laws (1921), chap. 262,
575-78. Senator Harding of Oneida County quote@iaida County News (Ma-
lad City), Feb. 24, 1921. See alddaho Statesman (Boise), Mar. 5, 1921.

39. John S.H. Smith, “Cigarette Prohibition in Utah, 1921-23]tah
Historical Quarterly 41 (1973), 358-72. In 1923, the Utah legislature repealed
the ban on the sale and manufacture of cigarettes, but bneadestrictions
on advertising to include all tobacco products, not justcates. For a survey
of press coverage of the smokers’ arrests, see “Utah’s ‘Nmi8ng’ Signs,”
Literary Digest, Mar. 24, 1923, 14-15.

40. Sacramento Bee, Mar. 29, 1919 (Wilson)Salt Lake Tribune, Feb. 24, 1923
(half-page advertisement paid for by a committee of fourtbasinessmen op-
posed to the anti-cigarette law).

41. NYS, Sept. 2, 1919Chicago Tribune, Jan. 2, 1920Daily Pantagraph, Jan.
19, 1920;Tobacco, Jan. 15, 1920, 3, Feb. 12, 1920, 18yT, Jan. 12, 1920.

42. Frances Warfield, “Lost Cause: A Portrait of Lucy Pagst®a,” Outlook
and Independent, Feb. 12, 1930, 275; Gaston to David Starr Jordan, Jan. 11,
1912, DSJ Paper&yYT, Dec. 20-24, 1920; Jan. 17, 1921.

43. Gaston to Jordan, Dec. 24, 1919; James A. Walton to Jordan,IN,
1925; Jordan to Walton, Nov. 18, 1925, all in DSJ Papers. Ford@&sefforts
to organize a new anti-cigarette group, $€€S, Aug. 25, 1919, Sept. 2, 1920;
and Tobacco, Mar. 18, 1920, 22.

44. Tobacco, Nov. 18, 1920, 45Topeka (Kansas) State Journal, Jan. 24, 25,
1921;NYT, Jan. 24, Jan. 25, Aug. 27, 1921.

45, Topeka Capitol, in Tobacco, Dec. 9, 1920, 33.

46. Edward Page Gaston memoir, cited in “Lucy Gaston: Liqu@igarette
Foe,” Harvey Tribune, Nov. 6, 1966.

47. Tobacco, Feb. 10, 1921, 23VYT, May 1, 1921, Jan. 25, 1922. The con-
tents of Gaston’s letter to the queen were reported in hetuaby in NYT,
Aug. 21, 1924.

48. Lucy Page Gaston, “War Bulletin No. 1,” CTCA Papers, 8n396, box
2; NYT, Jan. 21, Aug. 16, 22, 1924; State of lllinois, Department oflRub
Health, Division of Vital Statistics, death certificate, gu20, 1924.

49. San Francisco Call, Aug. 22; Tobacco Leaf, Aug. 23; Chicago Examiner,
Aug. 22 (see also news story, Aug. 3n Francisco Examiner, Aug. 29;Mobile
Register, Aug. 22;Idaho Statesman, Aug. 22; Ann Arbor News, Aug. 22; Daily
Pantagraph, Aug. 21;NYT, Aug. 23, 1924. For other obituaries, sN&T and
Chicago Daily Tribune, Aug. 21; Minneapolis Tribune, Aug. 22; andUS, Sept. 4,
1924.

50. TennesseeActs and Resolutions (1897), chap. 30Public Acts (1919),
chap. 32; Nebraska,aws, Resolutions, and Memorials (1905), chap. 18 1Laws
(1919), chap. 180; ArkansaBublic and Private Acts (1907), No. 280 General
Acts (1921), No. 490; lowaActs and Resolutions (1896), chap. 96Laws (1921),
chap. 203; North DakotaLaws (1895), chap. 32, (1925), chap. 106; Kansas,
Laws (1909), chap. 257; (1927), chap. 171; Edward Page Gaston to Herbe
Hoover, Apr. 25, 1925, Herbert Hoover Library, West Branabwa (Hoover
apparently did not save the letter rom Henrietta Page Gadtwcy’s mother;
Edward Gaston described it in the letter he subsequentlyteehloover).

51. James A. Walton, ACL annual letter, Feb. 1, 1937, AZ Papenti¢lés
of Incorporation of the No-Tobacco League, Sept. 27, 192@hiMes Division,
Indiana Commission on Public Records, Indianapdlie; No-Tobacco League of



192 Ndes to pages 133436

America: Origin, Purposes, Plans, Methods, Officers, and Directors (Indianapolis,
ca. 1928), 2-3, AZ Papers; C. L Flatter, Anti-Cigarette Alli@, to David Starr
Jordan, July 8, 1927, DSJ PapeNg/T, Sept. 20, 1928; May 18, 1929; Aug. 5,
1933. For Pease’s obituary, sB&'T, Oct. 9, 1941.

52. Virginia S. Porter, “The Cigaret,” copy in AZ PaperGhicago American,
May 16, 1924 Portland (Maine) Advertiser, Sept. 15, 1924Brooklyn (New York)
Home Talk, Nov. 28, 1929. For the outlines of a typical classroom leefisee
Cigar, Cigarette or Pipe? Answered Scientifically by the Highest Medical Authorities
in the World (Chicago, ca. 1929), 1-5, 8, copy in AZ Papers. The Kansas State
Historical Society holds a collection of 77 lantern slidesed by Dr. James W.
Fields, a dentist in McPherson, Kansas, in anti-smokingeméations from
1911 to 1939.

53. Thurman B. RiceThe Hoosier Health Officer: A Biography of Dr. John N.
Hurty (Indianapolis, 1946), 327§an Francisco Examiner, Dec. 9, 1927. James
A. Walton, superintendent ofthe ACL of California, complad that a “political
machine” had interfered with his efforts to present arigiazette lectures in
the 1930s; Walton to Anthony Zeleny, Jan. 15, 1938, AZ Papers.

54. ACL fliers, 1929, copies in HWW Papers; James A. Walton talao,
Oct. 1, 1930, DSJ Papers; Anthony Zeleny to L. W. Lough, Feb. 30igeply,
Feb. 5, 1930 (Zeleny was president of the No-Tobacco Leagéenefrica and
Lough was general superintendent at the time); Charles Ivhdiie to Zeleny,
May 24, 1929, all in AZ Papers.

55. Cather quoted in Warren |. SusmaCulture as History: The Transfor-
mation of American Society in the Twentieth Century (New York, 1984), 105.
Many scholars have pointed out that while the reform impelbed during
the 1920s, it did not entirely vanish, as demonstrated by tbfegsionalization
of social work and the restriction of immigration, as welllasthe prohibition
of alcohol. See Arthur S. Link and Richard L. McCormidkiogressivism (Ar-
lington Heights, Ill., 1983), 105-13.

56. Minneapolis Daily News, Mar. 7, 1922; Zeleny to Arthur Rolle, June 3,
1924; R. M. Manuel, assistant secretary, Greater Univeiyporation ofthe
University of Minnesota Memorial Stadium and Northrop Alodium Fund, to
Zeleny, Jan. 24, 1928; reply, Feb. 13, 1929; all in AZ PapersieSayf Zeleny’s
“sermonettes” are in folders 15 and 16 of this collection r Fds career as a
physicist, seé&Vho Was Who in America 2 (Chicago, 1950), 599.

57. Congressional Record 71: 2 (June 10, 1929), 2586-90 (quotes at 2586,
2588). For the influence of religion on Smoot’s politics, 8arill, Reed Smoot,
43-80.

58. Congressional Record 71: 2 (June 10, 1929), 2589; MerriReed Smoot,
164; NYT, June 11, 1929. Tobacco was one of about 100 substances removed
from the Pharmacopoeia in the 1905 revisionPharmacopoeia of the United States
of America (Philadelphia, 1905), Ixii.

59. Oregon Constitutional Amendments and Measures to be Submitted to the
Voters of Oregon, General Election, November 4, 1930, “Anti-Cigarette Constitu-
tional Amendment” (Salem, 1930), 38ortland Oregonian, Mar. 8, 1930;
Oregon Voter, Oct. 25, 1930, 20.

60. Portland Oregonian, June 29, 19307he Oregon Blue Book, 1935-1936,
“General Election, November 4, 1930” (Salem, 1936), 178.

61. TennantAmerican Cigarette Industry, 147;NYT, May 19, 1929 Tobacco,
Dec. 19, 1918, 7TW, Jan. 1, 1919, 22; George Akerson, secretary to President



N aes to pages 136440 193

Herbert Hoover, to Mrs. Ethelyn H. Roberts, director, Naic®epartment,
WCTU, Jan. 20, 1930, Herbert Hoover Library, West Branch,dow

62. New York Tribune, reprinted inTobacco, Jan. 24, 1918, 11; Susan Stam-
ford, “All Things Considered,” National Public Radio, Ap25, 1997. Roose-
velt’s trademark cigarette is memorialized in his officiah¢ House portrait,
now hanging in the National Portrait Gallery, WashingtonC.D

63. Magazine of Wall Street, Feb. 15, 1919, 746; Department of Agriculture
figures cited in TennantAmerican Cigarette Industry, 118, 127, 143 Tobacco,
Jan. 29, 1920, 32; Mar. 18, 1920, 32.

64. TennantAmerican Cigarette Industry, 140—44; Federal Trade Commis-
sion, Report to Congress Pursuant to the Federal Cigarette Labeling and Advertising
Act (Washington, D.C., 1985), tables 6—B/ashington Post, June 9, 1997.

65. Tobacco Leaf, reprinted inThe Shield, Apr. 4, 1922, 1.

66. Richard Griffith analyzes the Garbo scen&fim Movie Stars (New York,
1970), 210. A photo of Theda Bara with a cigarette in a scene ffamen is
reproduced in David Quinlan¥icked Women of the Screen (Avenel, N.J., 1990),
7.

67. Harris Lewine,Goodbye to All That (New York, 1970), 115; Griffith,
Movie Stars, 72. Valentino demonstrated his smoking techniquela Four
Horsemen (1921), The Sheik (1922), andA Sainted Devil (1924), among other
films.

68. Edgar DaleThe Content of Motion Pictures (New York, 1935), 171-73.
A Woman of the World is analyzed in Molly HaskellFrom Reverence to Rape:
The Treatment of Women in the Movies (Westford, Mass., 1973), 88-89.

69. NYT, Mar. 1, 1922; Oct. 17, 1929. In 1940, Hays again refused to limit
the use of cigarettes in films; Jesse Mercer Gehn$arke Over America (East
Aurora, N.Y., 1943), 60.

70. TennantAmerican Cigarette Industry, 127, 146-47.

71. Egon C. C. CortiA History of Smoking (New York, 1932), 265.

72. Whelan,Smoking Gun, 67. See also M. B. Rosenblatt, “Lung Cancer in
the 19th Century, Bulletin of the History of Medicine 38 (1964), 395-425.

73. Fritz Lickint, Medizinische Klinik 24 (1928), 1831 (translation provided
in Gehman,Smoke Over America, 180); McNally quoted in Pattersoread
Disease, 205; Wiliam Wild, “Danger Signals of Cancer,Hygcia, Dec. 1926,
699; H. L. Lombard and C. R. Doering, “Cancer Studies in Ma$susetts; Hab-
its, Characteristics and Environment of Individuals WithdawWithout Cancer,”
New England Journal of Medicine 198 (1928), 481-87; Ferdinand C. Helwig,
“The Growth-Producing Effects of Extracts of Tobacco onchl’ JAMA 91
(1928), 150-51 (tobacco as a carcinogen); Ei Moschcowitpbdcco Angina
Pectoris,”JAMA 92 (1929), 733-37 (heart disease; includes a review of the
literature); Schrumpf-PierronTobacco and Physical Efficiency, 54-55 (inhala-
tion); NYT, May 22, 1926.

74. Alton Ochsner and Michael DeBakey, “Smoking Causesdeani Sci-
ence News Letter, Oct. 29, 1938, 375; Raymond Pearl, “Tobacco Smoking and
Longevity,” Science, Mar. 4, 1938, 217Vital Statistics—Special Reports 9 (1940),
175.

75. Schrumpf-Pierron Tobacco and Physical Efficiency, 47—48 (smoke as
germicide);NYT, May 21, 1926 (Mayo); Sept. 24, 25, 1927 (infant mortality);
C. S. Butler, “On the Use of Tobacco in Prolonging Lifellygeia, Mar. 1928,
162-63; “Lady Nicotine and the Ladies,” unsigned editofigfIMA 93 (1929),



194  Naes to pages 140443

122-23; James A. Tobeyancer: What Everyone Should Know About It (New
York, 1932), 271-72. A physician in Winston-Salem, N.C., fouraevidence
that smoking had harmful effects on blood pressure, heanttfon, pregnancy,
or lactation; Wingate M. Johnson, “Tobacco Smoking, A @ail Study,”JAMA
93 (1929), 665-67.

76. Wolff Freudenthal, “Tobacco, Alcohol, and CosmetiasTiheir Relation
to the Upper Respiratory Tract,” paper presented at theumhmeeting of the
American Laryngological, Rhinological, and Otolarynggittal Society, Mon-
treal, Canada, 1926, itharyngoscope 37 (1927), 217-30 (quote at 218-19).
Freudenthal concluded that tobacco and alcohol were not batmless, if
used moderately, but beneficial; as to cosmetics, “Theytarbe condemned
from every point of view” (230).

77. NYT, July 10, 1928; Pattersomyead Disease, 208 (see also 206); Ernst
Wynder and Evarts Graham, “Tobacco Smoking as a Possii#ogic Factor
in Bronchiogenic Carcinoma,JAMA 143 (1950), 329-36. Graham'’s research
convinced him to stop smoking but it was too late; he died afgicancer in
1957.

78. P. K. Holmes, “Hygiene—Article No. 5: TobaccoPhysical Training,
Jan. 1920, 116-24; reprinted ffwbacco, Jan. 6, 1921, 28-29 (under the head-
lines “Scientific Consideration of the Effects of SmokingPbssible Benefits /
Opposition Often Founded on Prejudice and Misunderstamdifhe Real Ar-
gument Against the Cigarette, Is It a ‘Convenient Smoke? iyWPhysicians
Sometimes Encourage the Use of Tobacco / An Informativeddisse”); TW,
July 15, 1920, 12.

79. TW, July 1, 1920, 24.

80. Ibid., July 1, 1920, 12 (Nebraska tobaccophile); 11 (scxiftshacco,
Apr. 21, 1921, 3 (Milwaukee woman); Dec. 26, 1918, 14 (centenarian)

81. American Tobacco Company, “Effect of Subjecting Tobato High
Temperatures” (privately printed, 1928), 9, copy in HWW Regp The pam-
phlet also claimed that 72 percent of dentists believed snypk hibited dental
decay (6). The slogans are taken from cigarette advertisimgwspapers and
magazines in 1917 and 1928-29.

82. Joe B. Tye, “Cigarette Ads Reveal a History of Deceltall Street Jour-
nal, Aug. 5, 1986; unsigned editorial, “Health AppeaJAMA 91 (1928), 1806.
The New York Academy of Medicine also condemned the use oficaétes-
timonials; NYT, May 5, 1929. The manufacturers of Girard cigars pioneered
the use of doctors as salesmen in tobacco advertising withnapaign that
began in 19127obacco, Jan. 24, 1918, 13.

83. Smoking and Health: Report of the Advisory Committee to the Surgeon Gen-
eral of the Public Health Service (Washington, D.C., 1964), 33.

84. Cigarette News, June 1929, 2, copy in HWW Papefsfe Extension In-
stitute Bulletin, Apr. 1920, reprinted irUS, May 13, 1920NYT, Nov. 20, 1924;
A. L. Warner to Zeleny, Apr. 5, 1929, AZ Papers. The Dartmottthdg showed
that nonsmokers died at an average age of 69 years, 6 mordimpaced to
62 years, 7 months for smokers; Charlotte E. Ford, alumranasr, Dartmouth
College, Office of Alumni Records, to Zeleny, Nov. 16, 1936, Aapers.

85. Joel ShewTobacco: Its History, Nature, and Effects on the Body and Mind
(New York, 1854), 46-93.

86. Holmes, “Hygiene,” 116-17, 12ZAMA 93 (1929), 122-23.



N aes to pages 143450 195

87. Zeleny to Pearl, Feb. 4, 1937; reply, Feb. 12, 1937, AZ Papers

88. Zeleny to Dr. Reed O. Brigham, Oct. 10, 1936 (see also Brigha
Zeleny, Sept. 14, 1936), AZ Papers; Sinclair Lewdsyowsmith (New York,
1961; orig. 1925), 16; Charles Bulkley Hubbell, “The Cigaretlita—a New
Peril,” The Independent, Feb. 18, 1904, 376Lobacco, Apr. 3, 1919, 6; 1950 study
cited in Charles Marwick, “Many physicians following owndaice about not
smoking,” JAMA 252 (1984), 2804. Not all doctors appreciated the gift ciga-
rettes; seeNo-Tobacco Journal, Jan. 1928, 6.

89. PattersonDread Disease, 208—10; Arthur D. Hirschfelder, University
of Minnesota Medical School, to Anthony Zeleny, Nov. 24, 192& Papers;
J. Rosslyn EarpThe Student Who Smokes: An Original Statistical Investigation
(Yellow Springs, Ohio, 1926), 17New York State Journal of Medicine 17 (Feb.
1917), 55-58. The Antioch study, directed by the director ofibyg at the
college, also found nothing to indicate that smoking deseddung capacity;
(16).

90. PattersonDread Disease, 52-55, 116.

Conclusion

1. Wall Street Journal, June 23, 1997; U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Public Health Servicélealth United States, 1995 (Hyattsville, Md.,
1996), 173.

2. Centers for Disease Control and Preventiddgrbidity and Mortality
Weekly Report, Apr. 3, 1998, 229.

3. Arecent survey on drug use found that 71.8 percent of Araedmver
age 12 had smoked cigarettes at some point in their lives, blyt28.8 had
smoked within the last month; Substance Abuse and Mentalti&ervices
Administration, Office of Applied Studiesg9s National Household Survey on
Drug Abuse (Rockville, Md., 1996), 89. Former Surgeon General C. Exdfebp
set the goal of a smoke-free America by the year 2000 in a &pe¢dche
American Lung Association annual meeting, May 1984.

4. “Is It All Over for Smokers?"Time, Apr. 18, 1994, 58—62.

5. Norman H. ClarkDeliver Us from Evil (New York, 1976), 10-13.

6. TW, June 1, 1920, 14fobacco, May 20, 1920, 3-4.

7. Charles T. White to Wayne B. Wheeler, Feb. 16, 1922, Amer@auncil
on Alcohol Problems Collection, BHL; WCTU Annual MeetingMites (1887),
cc—cci; (1919), 30-31, 89-90.

8. NYT, May 20, 1923. For cigarette-related lobbying by veterarmigs,
seeDes Moines (Iowa) Register, Mar. 14, 16, 1921jowa Journal of History and
Politics 19 (1921), 564 Tobacco, July 10, 1919, 18; John S. H. Smith, “Cigarette
Prohibition in Utah, 1921-1923,Utah Historical Quarterly 41 (1973), 365; and
Topeka (Kansas) Capital, Jan. 18, 1927. For cigarette advertisements with mili-
tary themes, see J. Walter Thompson Competitive Collec8pecial Collections
Library, DU.

9. Tobacco, Dec. 5, 1918, 10; Aug. 8, 1918, 18W, Sept. 1, 1918, 20.

10. North Dakota,Laws (1925), chap. 106, 111-15; chap. 107, 112-15;
NYT, Jan. 8, 1925Jowa Journal of History and Politics 19 (1921), 562—64; Ken-
dall quote inTobacco, Apr. 28, 1921, 25. In legalizing cigarettes, the legislature
imposed a sales tax of two cents per package of twenty, intiaddio a license



196 N des to pages 150456

tax of $50 to $100, depending on the size of the town issuinditkrse; lowa,
Laws (1921), chap. 203, 213-16.

11. Topeka Capital, Jan. 18, 1927; Kansabgws (1927), chap. 171, 219-23.

12. U.S. Department of Commercgtatistical Abstract of the United States,
1926 (Washington, D.C., 1927), table 175, 171; table 774, 800; Otvgisla-
tive Acts (1893), 198; D. Gregory Sanford, Vermont state archivist, uthar,
Apr. 25, 1988. As of 1968, only North Carolina did not tax cigaes; Alex-
ander C. Wiseman, “The Demand for Cigarettes in the Unitextes: Implica-
tions for State Tax Policy” (Ph.D. diss., University of WBgton, Seattle,
1968), 2-3.

13. Richard B. TennantThe American Cigarette Industry: A Study in Eco-
nomic Analysis and Public Policy (New York, 1971; orig. 1950) 15-17; Jack J.
Gottsegen Tobacco: A Study of Its Consumption in the United States (New York,
1940), 27.

14. K. Austin Kerr, Organized for Prohibition: A New History of the Anti-
Saloon League (New Haven, 1983), 15.

15. Hill to Edison, May 18, 1914, published in pamphlet form by Ameer-
ican Tobacco Company, 1914, copy in DU; Hill NY'S, Sept. 6, 1919 (see also
Gaston toNYS, Sept. 2, 1919).

16. Tobacco, Apr. 3, 1919, 6; Mar. 4, 1920, 3.

17. WCTU Annual Meeting Minutes, 1889, 13@ppeka (Kansas) Journal,
Jan. 18, 1927.

18. Judge, reprinted inTobacco, Nov. 25, 1920, 8.

19. NYT, Sept. 24, 1925.

20. Jeffrey E. Harris, “Cigarette Smoking Among SuccesdBirth Cohorts
of Men and Women in the United States During 1900-8lrnal of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute 71 (1985), 475. This analysis draws from Modris Eksteins,
Rites of Spring: The Great War and the Birth of the Modern Age (New York, 1989),
and from Robert Sklar, edThe Plastic Age, 1917-1930 (New York, 1970).

21. Ronald J. Troyer, “From Prohibition to Regulation: Coamimg Two
Antismoking Movements,Research in Social Movements, Conflict, and Change 7
(1984), 54-55; entry on John Francis Banzhaf@yrent Biography 34 (Dec.
1973); Richard Kluger Ashes to Ashes: America’s Hundred-Year Cigarette War,
the Public Health, and the Unabashed Triumph of Philip Morris (New York, 1996),
304-10, 373.

22. G. Decaisne, “The Effects of Tobacco Smoking in ChitdfeJAMA 1
(1883), 24-25; Harbour Fraser Hodder, “The Fall of the Houtéshes?"
Harvard Magazine, July—August 1996, 19.

23. The Shield, Aug. 5, 1923, 4; KlugerAshes to Ashes, 502-5, 552-53, 678—
79, 737-39Time, Apr. 18, 1994, 60-61.

24. Hastings Banner, Sept. 5, 1918; KlugerAshes to Ashes, 682; New Hamp-
shire, Journal of the Senate (1991), 392, 397 Statues (1991), chap. 274 (S.B.
171).

25. Newsweek, Nov. 13, 1995, 60; Nader Mousavizad, “SmokeYéew Re-
public, Sept. 18—-25, 1995, 58/anity Fair, Oct. 1991, 68—69.

26. “What Happens When You SmokeHarper’s Weekly, May 26, 1906,
751; Carleton Beals, “Those Who Have Gone Backyitlook, July 28, 1926,
447; Tobacco, Feb. 17, 1921, 20. See also “Prohibition as ‘Big Brother’ Fad
Win for Blue Laws,” NYT, May 20, 1923.

27. 1. L Kephart,The Tobacco Question (Dayton, Ohio, 1882), 85, copy in



N des to page 156 197

AC; Lawrence LeslieThe Seer and the Cigarette (Greenfield, Ind., 1928), 115;
Milton Bradley, “Go to the Head of the Class,” 1969 editioBernardino Ra-
mazzini, De Morbis Artificun Diatriba (1713), quoted in Hizabeth M. Whelan,
A Smoking Gun: How the Tobacco Industry Gets Away with Murder (Philadelphia:
George F. Strickley Co., 1984), 36.






| ndex

Action on Smoking and Health, 154 Anti-Cigarette League of America, 39—

advertising, 7] 29, 56, 8b, 91-2, 122, 62-3, 99, 1334

@] 135—7], 145}, 147-8 activities of, 58-60, 122-3
aimed at women, 94-5, 105-6 supporters of, 48-52, 54-5
bans onl, 12]*, 12|§, 1%5, 1'54 Anti-Cigarette League of California,
images of women i 1, 105- 128
bl 114 Anti-Cigarette League of Kansas, 181
medical themes in, 142 anti-cigarette legislation, 4-5, 27, 34—
military themes in| 87, 900, 150 46—7| 53, 56, 6b, 120, 127—
Age of Innocence, 97 30| 1379 150
Alcott, Wiliam A., 28-9 aimed at minors, 30, 142
Allied Tobacco Leagug, 152 aimed at women, 101-2, 112, 115—

All Quiet on the Western Front, 90
American Medical Associatiof, 53, enforcement of, 37, 553 6112, 1

144 jud|C|aI challenges t
American Red Cross, as distributor 56|59
of cigarettes to soldiers in World  proposed| 18, 33, 36, 45, 59, 120,
War || 80-3] 87, 9L See also 128-9, 135-6
Salvation Army; Young Men’s  Anti-Cigarette Smoking Leagule, 57
Christian Association Anti-Saloon Leaguéd, 39, 63, 121,
Amerlcan Tobacco Company| 6,16, 123-4[ 152
1824 29, 321, 45, 857, anti- smoklng legislation, 57-8, 112,
135-“ 151-2 115-6] 122, 128-D, 154¢e also
Anti- Clgarette Alliance of America, anti-cigarette legislation
Arrowsmith, 41, 144

199



| ndex
Babbitt,[110, 113, 126-7

Banzhaf, John F., lll, 153—-4

Bara, Thed

Baruch, Bernard, 46, 75-6, 91

Beau Geste, 138

Bernays, Edward, 105

Bonsack, James A., 15-6

Booth, Ballington| 5|

Booth, William,| 51

Bryan, William Jennings, 124-5, 130

Bull Durham smoking tobacc

758189

200

Camel cigarette$, 107, 127, 187, 142,

150

Cameo cigarette§, [L5

Cameron and Cameron Tobacco
Companyl, 105

cancer, 54, 120, 139-43¢e also
lungs and lung cancer

Carmen, 24, 137

Carse, Matilda Bradley, 48

The Case of the Little White Slaver, 55

Chalkadia and Company of New
York,[104)

Chamberlain, George E., 73-4

Chaplin, Charlie, 84

Chesterfield cigarettels, 87, 106-7,

[127}/137, 150

chewing tobaccd, 11, 17, 36, Ho, |66,

children and teens, 29-30, 59
anti-smoking education, 133—4,
147

See also anti-smoking legislation
Christian Citizenship Leagule, 47
Christian Endeavor Society, 44, [77

The Cigarette Smoking Boy, 68

cigarettes
addictive nature| i, 25, 27, 141,

associated with drinking, 28-9,

48-9, 52-3, 56

associated with lawlessnefs,| 47,
calming effect of, 53—4, 67, 71-2,

consumption of, 3-4|, ¥, 11, 17—

31-2| 41, 60, 65, 119-20,
136-7[ 139, 147-8, 151

as grounds for divorce, |5, 109-10,
112-3

export of| 37, 85-6

as a gateway drug, 26-]8, 42, 48—
52-3| 56

as a health concer] B|[8,]19, 52—

4]114] 120, 139-44, 148, 154
history of| 12

and moral issues, 23-4, 50, 52-3,

narcotics allegedly added to, 26-7,

45-6

and nicotine
, 128, 1

1148

and sociability, 901, 158

as substitute for drinking,
narcotics, or prostitution, 66, 72—

in the workplace}, 5, 32-3, 54-6,
(112} 125, 12}, 136
See also advertising; smoking;
taxes, cigarette; tobacco
cigars| 18| 22, 36, 45-p, 66, 68
consumption rates{;EO,
Civil War, 68|
Clark, Francis E|, 44, 51
Clinton, Bill,[129]
Comstock, Anthony, 47

Cook, Marshall L[ 84, 12]
Crafts, Wilbur F.| 4

5

Daniels, Josephgk 7253, 1os

Dickens, Charles, 17
Dr. Scott's Electric Cigarettefs, 19

See also American Tobacco
Company
Duke, Washingto , 35-6
Duke’s Best cigarettes, 16
Dushkind, Charle$, 714



Earhart, Amelia -
Edison, Thomas A}, 1
Egyptian Deities cigarettels, 60, 187,
eugenics, 21-2, 5p, 115

Flesh and the Devil, 138

Food and Drug Administration
(FDA), E.S@e also Pure
Food and Drugs Act

Ford, Henry, 7] 49, 55, §0
Fosdick, Raymond, 69, 723, 84

Garbo, Gretg, 138
Gaston, Edward Pag... 63,
Gaston, Lucy Page, |6, 39-45, 47-8,

| ndex

Johnson, Paul B., 115-6

201

, 44, 49, 125, Johnson, Wiliam E. (“Pussyfoot”),

Jordan, David Start,|5, 28, 44, 49—

/50157 131, 13}

Kaiser Nicotine, 85

Kress, Dr. Daniel H ,57-8

L&M cigarettes

La Turka cigarettes, 105

Langtry, Liliie,[24

Liggett and Myers Tobacco
Company, 87, 1067

Lindbergh, Charles Al, §7

Lindsey, Benjamin B., 49-50

Logan, Mrs. John 6

Lone Jack cigarettes, 27

Longworth, Alice Roosevelt, 99-100

50-1, 58-9, 62—-3 130—Looking Backward, 22

2,151-2

Goldman, Emma, 98-9
Gordon, Anna A., 149-50

Haidee cigarettes, 104

Harding, Warren G, 74, 130-1
Hays, Will H.] 138

Haywood, Wiliam D.| 61

Hearst, William RandolpH, 20, §2
Helmar cngaretteo 105-7
Hill, George W.
Hill, Percival S.

Hoover, Herbert], 76
House of Mirth, 97
How To Live, 50
Hubbard, Elbert, 54

, 1323, 136

influenza epidemic of 1918
Ingalls, Elizabeth B), 31, 37

3. 89, 109,

Lorillard (P.) Company}, 81, 90, 105~

Lucky Strike mgarette@ 100, 106—
7[117 , 150
lungs and lung canc 54, 139—

Madison, Dolley| 2%

Maggie: A Girl of the Streets, 18
Main Street, 102, 123

Marion Darche, 97

Marlboro cigarette$, 106
matches, 17

Mayo, Dr. William J.| 14(
McKeever, William A., 49| 68
Melachrino cigarettes, §7

Milo Violet cigarettes) 97

Montez, Lola| 24

movies.See smoking: in the movies
Murad cigarette$, 87, 105-7

My Cigarette, 25

My Lady Nicotine, 83

Nader, Ralph, 153-4
Nation, Carry, 39-44, 4B

International Reform Federation, 44 National Anti-Cigarette Leagule, 131



| ndex

202

National Cigarette Service
Committee| 82

National Cigar Leaf Tobacco
Association| 74

Negri, Pola, 138

Nestor cigarette$, §7

nicotine. See cigarettes: and nicotine

Nicotine Next, 85, 120-1, 143 |

Nonsmokers rights, 58, 128, 154-5

Non-Smokers’ Protective Leagle, b7,

No-Tobacco Leagug, 57, 133—4

Old Gold cigarette% 2

Old Judge cigarett 6

Pall Mall cigarettes, 85
Pearl, Dr. Raymond,
Pease, Dr. Charles N

4D, 1434

physicians’ opinions about smoking,

53-4| 154

140
See also cigarettes: as a health
concern
The Picture of Dorian Gray, 25
Piedmont cigarettes, 8
pipe tobacco, 11-12
Poling, Daniel A.[ 5:

prohibition of alcohol, 66—7|, 7§, 1(_)]5,

123-4
connection between anti-cigarette
movement and, 49, 93, 120-5,
148-50
connection between increased
smoking and, 136-7
progressnwsm I , 400, 4B, 72, 14,

145| 14§, 154
Pure Food and Drugs A¢t, 1B5

Race Betterment Foundatidn,|21
“race suicide.” See eugenics
Red CrossSee American Red Cross

Rhodes, Billie| 83

R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Company,

B87l[107] 142
86, 120, 102

Roman, Frederick W

Rose Tip cigarettes, 97
Rosenwald, Julius, 54, 59, b3
The Runaway Girl, 98

Rush, Dr. Benjamin, 28, 53

Salvation Army
opposition to tobaccd, 5L, 79

as distributor of tobacco to soldiers

in World Warli,[66] 80} 87, 91

Sand, George (Madame Dudevant),

Schumann-Heink, Ernestine, 83, 106

secondhand smokg, 57, 120, 148,
154-5

Sherman Anti-Trust Acl, 16, 45

Shew, Joel, 143

Shoulder Arms, 84
Sizer, Nelson, 29
smokers’ rights, 155
“Smokes for Soldiers” fundsSee
World War I: “Smokes for
Soldiers” funds during
smoking
accoutrements aimed at women,
104
as beneficial, 53—-4
and feminism, 95-6, 99, 109-10
and longevity, 143-4
in the movies, 137-8

and patriotism|, 83, 86, 89-90
and pregnanc 5, 140, 143

and sexuality, 20, 245, 98, 138
See also anti-smoking legislation;
cigarettes; tobacco
Smoot, ReedEZ|5
snuff,[1 .,. 3
Social Darwinism See eugenics
Soter Company, 105
Spanish-American Waf, 2D, 68
stop-smoking clinics
Strand Cigarette Compa

Strong, Josiah, 20
Strouse, B. D), 16




Sunday, Rev. William (“Billy”), 65—

6,(121] 124

Surgeon General's Report on

Smoking and Healtt, 9B, 142
Susan B. Anthony Suffrage Clulb, 99

Sweet Caporal cigarettes, £6,/89

Tareyton cigarettes, 87
taxes, cigarettd, 1

| ndex

W. Duke, Sons, and Company, 14—-6

Wheeler, Wayne B, 123, 152

White, Elen

Wilde, Oscar} 25 .

Wiley, Harvey W.[5, 27—, 49, 57,
62)[125] 134

Willard, Frances| B, 28, 28, 30, 43,

203

h,H2,184, 127-Wilson, Clarence Trug, 51, 85, 1p1,

150-1 123-4[ 130
license feed, 34 50 Wilson, Ellen Axson (Mrs.
revenue froml| 3fl, 97, 136 Woodrow)| 103

Thomas, Vandelia Varnum,
Tillman, Benjamin| 58
tobacco, 50-1, 72-3
as appetite su ppressa 76
early concerns about effects on
health[ 53
increase in consumption in war,
67-8
methods of curind, 15
rations in World Warll| 66, 75
and reproductior], 41
women'’s use of, 22-3
See also chewing tobacco;
cigarettes; cigars; smoking
Tobacco, A Three-Fold Study, 125
Tobacco Manufacturers Association,
108
Tobacco Merchants Associatic[E]M,
Tobacco Products Corporatidn, [87
Tobacco Trusi, 16See also American
Tobacco Company

Trollope, Frances M, 1
The Truth About Cigarettes, 33, 37

United Cigar Stores Comparly, 87,
108
United States Military Academy at

West Point, 68—9, 1111
Valentino, RudolpH, 138

The Vixen, 137

Volstead, Andrew J,, 123

Walton, James AL, 12p, 128
Wanamaker, John, 55

Wilson, Woodrow] 72} 9F, g1
Winesburg, Ohio, 113

A Woman of the World, 138
Woman'’s Christian Temperance

Union (WCTU),[13] 27, 30-32,
42-3 48] 57, 75-6, 99, 1234,
| 155
women
arrested for smoking, 1002, 112
brands targeting, 9f, 104
demographics of smoking among,
96-7

employed in tobacco retailing, 108—

increased smoking among, 93-4,
104

moral superiority of, 28, 104, 115

smoking banned in colleges, 116—

Il

smoking in publid, 101, 110-2,
117

and tobacco in early American
history, 22—3

See also advertising: aimed at
women; anti-cigarette legislation:
aimed at women; smoking:
accoutrements aimed at women

World Warl|]

anti-cigarette sentiment after, 125-

6,150

anti-cigarette sentimentduring, 62—

84-5

concerns about moral welfare of
soldiers during, 66, 72-3

consumption of cigarettes by
soldiers durin1—2

cultural impact of| 7, 53, 66-7,
106-10



204 | ndex

World War|] (Continued) drinking, narcotics, or
food conservation during, 6f, 76, prostitution
149 W. T. Blackwell and Company, 12
proposed anti-tobacco clause in ) .
Conscription Bill, 73—4 xenophobia) 1§, 20-L, §7
“Smokes for Soldiers” funds Young Men'’s Christian Association
during[72] 82-6, 89-91, (YMCA)
opposition to tobaccd, 42, 51-2,

tobacco industry activities during,
86-7 as distributor of tobacco to soldiers

tobacco rations to soldiers during, durin A
o g World Warl I[ 66, 76-80,
84-5, 87—9

See also cigarettes: and sociability;
cigarettes: as substitute for Zeleny, Anthony, 134-5, 143-4



	EEn
	Acknowledgments
	Contents
	Introduction
	Birth of the Coffin Nail
	The Clean Life Crusade
	The Little White Slaver Goes to War
	Milady’s Cigarette
	 The “Triumph” of the Cigarette
	Conclusion
	Coda
	Appendix
	Notes
	Index

