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S.D.I. 
Reynolds, the nation’s  second-largest  cig- 

arette manufacturer, this month begins test 
marketing its “smokeless cigarette,” a new- 

0 fangled coffin nail  called Premier that  burns 
a small piece of charcoal which in  turn heats up a “flavor 
capsule,” the contents of  which are  a  trade secret. 

The company does not bill Premier as a “safer” cigarette 
because it doesn’t admit that its other cigarettes (Winstons, 
Salems,  Camels) are  at all harmful. The advantage of the 
new product is that  it emits  very little smoke from the burn- 
ing end, thus making it  less objectionable to nonsmokers. 
But safety for smokers, too, is  Reynolds’s  implied  message. 
Premier is  aimed at smokers looking for an excuse not to 
quit and former smokers eager to light up again. 

The company has  been  telling anyone who will listen that 
Premier has almost none of the tars that  are unavoidable 
byproducts of tobacco cigarettes. (It is the  tars  that cause 
lung cancer.) In characteristic cigarette-company double- 
speak, Reynolds promotes its new product as an advance 
because it doesn’t  deliver the  tars  that  are “associated  with 
the smoking and health controversy”; at the same time, 
however, the company denies that cigarettes actually do 
cause cancer, Premier apparently delivers  as  much or more 
carbon monoxide  as conventional cigarettes. This gas  con- 
tributes to heart disease, the number-one cause of cigarette- 
induced death. 

The new product is  very  high-tech and  took several  years 
to develop. One critic calls it the industry’s Star Wars 
defense, made to shoot down no-smoking laws. There is 
some tobacco in Premier, but it  doesn’t burn. The patent on 
file for the product describes tobacco as “optional.” When 
the flavor capsule  is heated it emits an aerosol that is “akin 
to the smoke of a conventional cigarette.” 

industry research report written in the early 1970s 
stressed that what really counts is getting nicotine to the 
smoker. “The cigarette,” the report said, “should be con- 
ceived not  as a product but as a package. The product is nico- 
tine.” With Premier, Reynolds has developed a way to self- 
administer nicotine without burning tobacco, and we now 

know that nicotine is the addictive ingredient in  cigarettes. 
At this point it is futile to ask whether Premier is 

safer - or more unhealthy - than conventional cigarettes. 
We  know  only  what  Reynolds  tells  us. The real question is 
whether it is a cigarette at all. If  it  is, then like other tobacco 
products, it is exempt regulation by both  the  Food  and 
Drug Administration and the Consumer Products Safety 
Commission. The powerful tobacco lobby has managed 
over the years to  put its products into  a privileged  niche  in 
the American marketplace. 

But if Premier is not a cigarette, it must be subject to 
approval as a drug, which  would require health and 

safety tests that would be made public. course, as a drug 
it  -would not be approved, since  its  only purpose is to pro- 
mote nicotine addiction. It is up to the F.D.A. to categorize 
Premier, but  the Federal agency is playing dead. 

This isn’t the first time a corporation wanted to let 
customers freebase nicotine. In 1957, a small  Texas  com- 
pany called Advanced Tobacco Products asked the F.D.A. 
to classify  as a cigarette a device that delivered nicotine 
without burning tobacco. The F.D.A. said that  the product, 
called Favor, was a “nicotine delivery  system intended to 
satisfy a nicotine  dependence” and ordered the company to 
discontinue marketing it. But R.J. Reynolds is a corporate 
giant with  awesome clout in Washington. Its case  was taken 
to the F.D.A. by Arthur Hays, former F.D.A. commis- 
sioner, and  not one but two former general  counsels for  the 
F.D.A.,  Peter Hutt  and Richard Cooper. The company  plans 
to spend $125 million to introduce Premier, and some 
Wall Street analysts believe that  the product represents a 
$1 billion  investment. 

Doctors at the F.D.A. want to regulate Premier, but the 
agency has caved in to industry and White House pressure 
to allow the product to be  test marketed. This is, of course, 
the same Administration that has announced a “zero tolera- 
tion” policy on drugs, pouncing on a single joint as if it were 
the devil incarnate. Meanwhile,  nicotine addiction leads to 
350,000 deaths in the United States each year, far more than 
all the fatalities caused by  illegal drugs. C. WHITE 
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1 
aving  observed George Bush  in the  first debate, 
on September 25, some members  of the pundit- 
ocracy  were  moved to remark that he looked and 
sounded quite “presidential.” In  that Bush bab- 

bled and bluffed and lied, he can at least be said to have 
been presidential in the 1980s sense of the term. Toward the 
end of  his ninety minutes of evasion and  innuendo he 
slipped in  a breathtaking claim: 

And I have  long said that I supported the President this 
other matter, and I’ve saidmistakes were made. Clearly, no- 
body’s going to  think the Presldent  started he 
was going to  trade arms for  hostages.  That a very serious 
charge against the President, and that has been thoroughly 
looked into. 

Since this was not  a “gaffe” by the medlocre standards of 
today’s press but was, rather, a gigantic falsehood and  an 
attempt to rewrite recent history, it has entirely escaped 
comment. 

To see  how  big a lie it is, and also to see a  demonstration 
of the old maxim that the7bigger a lie the better chance it has 
of success, consider this chronology of all  the statements 
made by the Leader of the Free  World about his dealings 
with Iran. 

On November 13, 1986, in  his first admission of the trade, 
Reagan said that the “small amounts” and “modest deliver- 
ies” of weapons “could  easily fit  into  a single cargo plane” 
and were  “defensive.” He added, “We did not-repeat, did 
ndt-trade  weapons or anything else for hostages.” He did, 
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however, refer to the transaction as a “secret diplomatic 
initiative.” 

On November 19, 1986, Reagan denied four-times that 
he had “condoned” arms shipments by Israel ok any third 
country to Iran. That same evening he.was compelled by the 
evidence, and by the White House, to issue a retraction of 
tho,se four denials. 

On November 26,‘ 1986, Reagan gave an in&view to 
Hugh Sidey of Time in which he said: “The Iranians came 
to us first. They wanted to talk about a better relationship; 
I would not do that with them being a sponsor of terrorism. 
They said that they were trying to do something about ter- 
rorism-.” On the previous day, he had said, “I was not fvlly 
informed”-‘abiiut the diversion of funds to the Contras.,, He 
also told~ Sidey, “I told them [the press] that publicity -g,o@ 
destroy this, that it could get people killed. They then went 
right on.” ,, 

On December 6, 1986, durhig his weekly radio address, 
Reagan said that his partners in Iran had been “respbnsible 
moderates” but that “mistakes were made.” 

On January 26, 1987, he told the Tower commission that 
he f’did not recall” giving prior authoriia&on,forthe stile of 
U.S. weapons by Israel to Iran in 1985. On February ~11, 
1987, he remembered that he had approved the shipment 
after it had been made, but two weeks later again copped a 
plea of amnesia, saying he .“honestly h&d no recollectioni’ 
qf when he approved the sale. .’ 

On March 4, 1987, after the.,publication of the,. Tqwer 
commission report, Reagan gave a nationally televis’ed ad- 
dress in which he said, “4 feiy mo‘nths ago I told the we+ 
can people that I did not trade arnis for hostages. My lieart 
and my best intentions- still tell me that is true, but the facts 
atid evidence tell me it is’ not:‘.’ , 

On April 8, 1987, in the course of an Oval Office inter- 
view with rep,orters Reagan said, “‘And so the whole distor- 
tion of the picture ,t+at this was-tliat we were dealing pith 
the Khomeini, and that in spite of all that he had dtini to us, 
and we weren’t. We.thought we were going.&ound behind 
his back with somi bf his people.” 

On May .15, 1987, Reagan contradicted his own press” 
spokesman, Marlin Fitztiater, by saying that he was “hav- 
ing some trouble remekbering” a June i985 cash ransom 
payment for hostages, -which botb Fitzwater and Robert 
McFarlane had said he’d approved. On June 11,1987, he re- 
turned to this, saying, “All I lcnew .about that particular 
thing was that I was told that there was something going on 
in which it might be possible to free one or more hostages 
of ours.)’ 

On December 3, 1987, in an interview with four network 
anchormen, Reagan said: 

We weren’t dealing at all with the Ayatollah. Now I think 
he’s as big a Satan as he thinks I am. And so- and the weap- 
ons-this came as a request from those individuals. That 
they-that if we could do that, first of all, it would assure 
them that the people they were dealing with, surreptitiously, 
were speaking for %he government; had some standing heri 
?n our country. And also, they-if they could provide those 

to the military-not to the Revolutionary G&d-to the 
military, it would give them the prestige. 

“Never at any time,” he added, “did we view this as trad- 
ing tieapons for hostages, because we weren’t doing any- 
thing for the kidnappers.” 

On March 25, 1988, Reagan spoke to a group of col- . 
,lege students, referring to “the whole so-called ‘Iran SC&I- 
dal,’ ” saying, “I find it hard to think of ‘scandal’ in conne& 
tion with it” and announcing, “I still think Ollie North is 
a hero.” 

It would be otiose to describe this fantastic record of lying 
as “‘iontradictory,” though it certainly contains cqntradic- 
tions. (Even the lenient Tower commission and the unbrave 
Congressional investigating committees could not avoid the. 
discovery that the dealing had been with the Khomeini 
forces from the start, had involved the delivery of seriotis I 
weapons to the Revolutionary Guards as well as the arniy 
and had involved trading for hostages.) Reagan and bush 
have managed, without chklletige, to disown even the early 
and highly tactical admissions that they made as the stoi-y j 
unfolded., :- 

Nob iurnio 9 memorandum written by Craig Fullei,.chief 
.of staff to George Bush, recording a meeting in Jerusalem be- 
tween Bu&and Israeli chief of “counterterrorism” Am&am 
Nir. Tbe.memo bpens by saying that Nir “had been’asked to 
brief the VP by his White House contacts.” I reproduce its 
salient seniences: 

z. ‘. 
_ He [NiTi rev&ied,what had been learned which was-essen- 

tially that the radical group was the group that could de- 
iiver. . : . ‘i-1 FIestated that the effort began last summer. . . . 
nine’days ago. {heir Prime Minister called saying that they 
were taking steps to release one. . . . “We are dealing with 

“the most ra’dical ilements . . . this is good because we’ve 
learned they can deliver and the moderates can’t.” 

The date of this meeting, witnessed by Fuller, was July 29, 
1986. Insother words, before Reagan uttered the first lie 
qcpted atthe opening of this chronology, George Bush had 
already’ had the conversation that contained all the essential 
facts. Furthermore, he had this meeting-at which heavy 
-arms, militant factions, trading for hostages and all the rest 
Lof it were calmly discussed-at the request of Nir’s “White 
,House contacts.” So the question is not, Did North and 
Poindexter tell Reagan? It is, Can Reagan claim to know less 
than his Vice President did? 

.The question has never been put. Bush has lied about the 
date on which he first “heard” of the bargaining, in order to 
make it seem that he too was.driven awry by sheer compas- 
sion. The Fuller memo shows that-the process was already 
familiar enough to be discussed with a foreign government, 
and that this process had begun the previous summer, The 
whole memo can be read in the Tower commission report. It 
represents rather a blow to the compassion faction. It also 
raises the question, If compassion was not the explanation 
for a covert military understanding with Iran, then what 
was? It may be too late to do anything about Reagan, but it 
is not too late to do something about George Bush. 




