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Introduction to Background and Possible Ramifications of a Tobacco Settlement:





	There is an important proposal that will be addressed in the next congressional assembly, this item is the possible settlement between the federal government and the tobacco industry.  A settlement of $368.5 billion to be paid over 25 years is the payment, and “in exchange for the money, the settlement would give the (tobacco) companies limited protection against lawsuits” (NY Times; Jan. 16, 1998).  As is true with almost any political proposal it has its backers and its opponents, in the case of the tobacco settlement its backers and its opponents are split within the parties, largely depending upon the interest groups pressuring any certain individual.  This fact makes the tobacco issue a very complicated one and crosses partisan lines.  However, unlike some political issues this settlement is of greater interest to the private sector of our society than others, and therefore much effort is expected from the public.  Because of the pluralist form of democracy that is prevalent in this age the private sector’s views are most likely to be manifested through interest groups.  Since an interest group is simply “an organized group of individuals that seeks to influence public policy” (Janda, A29) there are a great deal of large groups which qualify as interest groups and can have a significant impact on the policy process.  Some of the major interest groups include the American Heart Association, The Department of Agriculture, and the Surgeon General, all of which have vested interests in this issue.  Individual politicians, interest groups and the public will all seek to make their views felt most prominently and ultimately have their proposals passed through as legislation.


	Since it is obvious that recently the tobacco issue has become a very heated one the question remains - why, in recent times, has there been such an uprising against the tobacco industry if tobacco has been prevalent since colonial times?  After all tobacco is a large industry that supports sports, politicians and many industries, so why is there a movement to regulate it?  In 1963 the average smoking adult smoked one to one and a half packs of cigarettes a day and 40% of the American population smoked.�  “The cigarette labeling issue broke forcefully into public view on January 11, 1964, when the Surgeon General released the report of the Advisory Committee on Smoking and Health. One week later the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) prepared a regulation requiring a health warning to appear in all cigarette advertising and on cigarette packages” (Fritschler; viii).  One year after the 1966 implementation of a printed warning on packages, “there was no evidence that cigarette sales had been adversely affected.  In fact, sales increased by 716 billion cigarettes during that year” (Fritschler, 2).  Early 1971 saw the last days of radio and television smoking advertisements.  Also in 1971, several bills were introduced to Congress, all aimed to limit and regulate the tobacco industry.�  Now amidst the recent release of “internal records from the R.J. Reynolds tobacco company,” which include “documents, indicating that the (R.J. Reynolds tobacco) company had a long-term strategy for expanding cigarette sales to smokers as young as 14,” the tobacco industry is undergoing even harder times (NY Times; Jan. 16, 1998).  In the past, in a time of relative ignorance concerning health risks, especially those posed by second-hand smoke, freedom of the individual smoker and the tobacco companies seemed more important than any real regulation of the industry.  Now though, with the knowledge of the health risks other interest groups, e.g. the American Heart Association and the American Cancer Society, are coming into the majority.  Thus the shift in popular opinion among the major players, politicians and interest groups, has been a long and gradual one.


	Our country now faces a settlement with the tobacco industry that poses many questions about our political values (if such a thing exists) and contains deep reaching implications for the country on several levels (e.g. the economic and political levels).  All the levels that are going to be affected by the decision to settle, or not to settle with the tobacco industry are intertwined and have very much impact upon each other.  The Republican party’s major party donations come from the tobacco industry and therefore the tobacco companies are an interest group that will have a significant impact upon a Republican dominated Congress.  Conversely Clinton, and the Democrats, seek to portray the “Republicans as in the pocket of tobacco companies” and seeing the Republicans back the tobacco industry may not settle too well with some constituents, and therefore the Republicans have that to bear in mind as well (NY Times; Jan. 16, 1998).  In addition, one political advantage for the democrats in recent times has been the balanced budget proposed by Clinton.  Much of Clinton’s balanced budget proposal is riding on the approval of the tobacco settlement by Congress. But if the voters see that the Republicans have chosen not to support the child care and other such social programs that will be funded by the tobacco settlement, this too could reflect poorly upon the Republicans. Besides the political strategies, the economic ramifications that will come about if the settlement were to be passed, are also of considerate weight.  In addition to the fore-mentioned economic backing the Republicans receive from the tobacco industry that would be lost, the country would also stand to have a balanced budget - the first in over thirty years.  Both the balanced budget and the tobacco’s funding for the Republicans pertain to the economy.  Despite the balanced budget though, the economic effects of the settlement on the tobacco industry’s side would be passed onto the consumers - smokers.  Other implications that could come about if the settlement were to pass include a precedent setting legislation that could come back later to haunt the government.  That is granting partial immunity from lawsuits to a particular industry could prove to be a more harmful piece of legislation, in the long run, than it is helpful.  This and the above mentioned aspects lead me to believe that the tobacco industry’s hope for an out-of-court settlement will not become a reality.  Because, although many plans for the money have been made by Clinton, the ramifications and precedents that would be brought about by such legislation are dangerous and possibly destructive toward the American political, economic, and legislative structure.


Analysis of the Proposal’s Origins:





	The tobacco settlement lies primarily on the liberal side of the ideological spectrum, this is so because the settlement seems to advocate using more government in order to achieve society’s ends, rather than less government.  Not only is the settlement supposed to achieve society’s goal, but more importantly for this paper, the settlement is designed to serve political purposes.  Primarily the proposal is meant to serve as a rallying point for Clinton and the Democrats he represents.  This type of rallying point is especially needed in order to “reverse the damage caused by Democratic fund-raising excesses in the” past election (NY Times; Jan. 16, 1998).  Clinton is almost definite that the proposal will not see its way through Congress and also know that the general electorate wants to see the tobacco company pay, therefore portraying the Republican dominated Congress as unwilling to work with him, and “as in the pocket of tobacco companies” (NY Times; Jan. 16, 1998).  Thus by proposing this settlement Clinton and the Democrats� stand a high chance of regaining “legislative influence in Congress.”  


Although the general public may feel that making a deal with the tobacco company sounds like a good thing, the majority of health-related interest groups differ with that opinion. “Clinton already has expressed reservations about certain aspects of the deal, while at the same time indicating that he thinks it presents a significant opportunity to help reduce smoking and achieve other public-health gains” (LA Times; Sept. 4, 1997).  Unfortunately, not all concur with Clinton’s theory, in fact one reason the tobacco industry “wants the deal wrapped up this year in no small measure (is) because it fears losing a massive suit filed against (them) … by the state of Minnesota” (NY Times; Jan. 16, 1998).  Surely if Clinton’s proposal were to pass the litigation process that proved successful in states like Mississippi, Florida and most recently Texas, would not continue, and this would affect Minnesota and other states that are planning suits against various tobacco companies.  The health related  interest groups hope the proposal will not be passed through Congress because they feel that, in the long run, the tobacco industry stands to lose much more by not settling.  Indeed this can be seen by examining the tobacco companies’ apparent willingness to settle rather than to continue being hampered by individual law suits.  Although Clinton, Congress, and health related interest groups all want to regulate the tobacco industry, they each have different proposals on which method would be most effective.  For the sponsor - Clinton, though, the proposal also contains political factors which may prove useful in the upcoming congressional election; that is, by portraying Congress as unwilling to cooperate with him on such a weighty issue his party gains momentum, and something to rally around in the next election.  


Predicting the Chance of Enactment:


	


	Needless to say “big political stakes are involved in a battle on smoking” and further, this proposal is a major piece of legislation dealing with this issue (NY Times; Jan. 16, 1998).  Because so much is riding on this proposal there are many interest groups and politicians that will be lobbying for their side’s view.  With all the political players involved in this policy process who will come up the victor?  Will Congress once again clash with Clinton, or will they reach an accord on this issue?  


	Strictly based upon Congress’ past decisions to regulate the tobacco company one would venture to say that the proposal should be well accepted, but this settlement is no ordinary proposal.  Congress’ recent decisions concerning the tobacco industry have been indicative of the general governmental movement leaning toward regulation of the tobacco industry and therefore fairly responsive to the constituents’ views.  Also of significant bearing on Congress’ decision is the upcoming 1998 midterm Congressional elections, because Clinton has put Congress a position to deal with the tobacco industry immediately much of the popular vote may lean toward acting immediately, and if Congress denies the bill Republicans could lose popularity among voters.  Also the tobacco companies aim to gain partial protection from the settlement and therefore may encourage the Republicans to vote in favor of the settlement.  Smokers, however, stand to lose from the settlement because much of the $368.5 billion that will be paid by tobacco companies will be passed on to the consumers - smokers.  Yet another set of groups that will influence Congress’ decision are the health groups (American Lung Association, American Heart Association, American Cancer Society etc.) which would all like to see tobacco regulated, but not granted any special immunities.  Of course there are countless groups and individuals that are trying to have Congress vote their way, the above is a cursory list of the major players.  This explanation of the likely process involved with this policy indicates an adherence with the pluralist model of democracy which calls for many interest groups influencing the outcome.


	Because of the significant opposition that is being expressed toward the settlement it would hardly be expected to pass without some modification, if it indeed is passed at all.  With Clinton’s approval ratings able to be shattered by one wrong move, he stands to gain much, from the various interest groups that are in favor of the settlement, the tobacco companies, and the many smoking constituents if his proposal passes.  In addition, due to the very multitude of interest groups involved with the issue there will inevitably be groups ill-affected by the ramifications of the proposal’s acceptance or denial.  


Conclusion:





	In recent times the tobacco controversy has gained weight and implications of the most recent product (the proposal) of this debate are far-reaching in the political and economic realms.  Clinton and his party are in a good position to make the Republicans seem like they are controlled by the tobacco companies, and at the same time gain popularity with the tobacco industry for proposing such a settlement.  However, Congress is most likely to not settle with the tobacco company, especially amongst new evidence that proves that R.J. Reynolds targeted a younger audience in their advertising.  But whatever the outcome one can be sure that the reason for the decision will not be one-sided, instead each Congressman that votes will have his/her own motives for voting the way they do.  Essentially everyone involved - Clinton, Congressmen, the Tobacco Industry etc. all want either to be re-elected (in the case of the politicians) or to be granted immunity (in the case of the tobacco companies).  Every interest group and/or individual’s interests are tied to another person’s, e.g. Congressmen have to please their constituents, and the Republicans have to protect their backers (tobacco companies).  Whether one Congressman votes to deny the bill because he is from Virginia� or because he sees a that the tobacco company will suffer far greater, monetarily, in the long run, the final outcome for the settlement will most likely be to not settle with the tobacco company.


� Information supplied Prof. Hill in lecture





� January 27, 1971 - Bill introduced to terminate direct and indirect price subsidies to tobacco farmers. February 22, 1971 Bill introduced in Congress to ban smoking in all but certain designated areas in airliners, trains, and buses.  March 10, 1971 Bill introduced in Congress to prohibit sending unsolicited cigarette samples through the mail.  April 1, 1971 Bill introduced that would set limits for tar and nicotine content of cigarettes (Fritschler, 165).


� Democrats too, because although not all Democrats approve of the settlement, Clinton is a representative for the Democratic party.


� Virginia, along with North Carolina, and Kentucky, has strong stakes in the tobacco industry largely because they are the sites for manufacturing plants and tobacco fields.
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