
 PUBLIC HEALTH THEN AND NOW 

August 2007, Vol 97, No. 8 | American Journal of Public Health Ibrahim and Glantz | Public Health Then and Now | 1383

national antismoking media
campaign.5

These early media campaigns
paved the way for subsequent
campaigns and provided lessons
that were incorporated into the
Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention’s Best Practices for
Comprehensive Tobacco Control
Programs, which recommended
that each state spend between $1
and $3 per capita to counter the
pro-tobacco influences and to ed-
ucate the public.6 More specifi-
cally, the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention recom-
mended that a comprehensive
tobacco control program include
components on community;
chronic disease; school-based ed-
ucation to prevent tobacco use
and addiction; enforcement of to-
bacco control laws, including mi-
nors’ access to tobacco products
and smoking in public places;
statewide coordination with local
communities; countermarketing
media campaigns; tobacco cessa-
tion programs; surveillance and
evaluation of tobacco-related be-
haviors, attitudes, and health out-
comes; and administration and

The tobacco industry first en-
countered antismoking media
messages in significant volume
in 1967 when Action on Smok-
ing and Health filed a complaint
with the Federal Communica-
tions Commission under its fair-
ness doctrine1 that television
and radio stations should pro-
vide free time for antismoking
advertising when they aired paid
cigarette advertising. As a result,
antismoking messages received
about $75 million ($378 million
in 2005 dollars) in free airtime
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Extensive research has demonstrated that public education through media cam-
paigns is an effective means to reduce smoking prevalence and tobacco consump-
tion. Aggressive media campaigns that confront the tobacco industry’s deceptive
practices are most effective and are therefore a prime target for attack. The tobacco
industry has attacked public tobacco control media campaigns since 1967, when
the first public tobacco control media advertisements ran. 

Through studying tobacco control media campaigns in Arizona, California, Florida,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Oregon, and of the American Legacy Foundation,
we identified industry strategies to prevent a campaign’s creation, limit the target
audience and the content of the messages, limit or eliminate the campaign’s fund-
ing, and pursue litigation against the campaigns. 

Tobacco control advocates must learn from the past and continue to confront the
tobacco industry and its third-party allies to defend antitobacco media campaigns
or, despite evidence of their effectiveness, they will be eliminated. (Am J Public
Health. 2007;97:1383–1396. doi:10.2105/AJPH.2006.097006)

between 1967 and 1970,2 lead-
ing to an immediate drop in cig-
arette consumption despite con-
tinued aggressive tobacco
advertising (Figures 1 and 2;
Table 1).2,3 The tobacco industry
recognized the need to stop anti-
smoking ads and approached
Congress with a proposal to re-
move all cigarette advertising on
television and radio effective
January 1970; this action was
followed by an increase in ciga-
rette consumption2,3 and a de-
crease in the tobacco industry’s
advertising costs.4

The tobacco industry elimi-
nated tobacco control advertise-
ments at the national level in
1970. There was no large-scale
tobacco control advertising until
1984, when Minnesota began
the first state-funded, paid anti-
smoking media campaign. Several
states, including Arizona, Califor-
nia, Florida, Massachusetts, and
Oregon, created statewide to-
bacco control media campaigns
(Table 2), and in February 2000,
the American Legacy Foundation
launched its “truth” campaign,
which represented the return of a

of Tobacco Control Media Campaigns, 1967–2006
TheRiseandFall
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management.6 The tobacco in-
dustry has historically used cam-
paign contributions7–10 and lob-
bying, through front groups and
third-party allies,11–14 to influence
the development of, voting on,
and implementation of tobacco-

related legislation and tobacco
control programs. Tobacco con-
trol media campaigns are often
the most visible and wide-
reaching component of a compre-
hensive program, and the tobacco

industry has long recognized the
threat they pose and has worked
to prevent, weaken, or destroy
these campaigns. Despite evi-
dence of effectiveness,5,15–23 to-
bacco control media campaigns
have proven difficult to sustain.

THE RISE OF TOBACCO
CONTROL MEDIA 
CAMPAIGNS

As of June 2006, there was no
comprehensive database of state

tobacco control media cam-
paigns. Therefore, although there
are several other tobacco control
media campaigns that may have
similar experiences, we have se-
lected Minnesota, California,
Massachusetts, Arizona, Florida,
Oregon, and the American
Legacy Foundation to illustrate
the rise and fall of tobacco con-
trol media campaigns in the
United States. In considering
these cases, it is important to
keep in mind the chronology of
the creation of the media cam-
paigns. Whereas the Minnesota
campaign initially focused on
health messages explaining the
dangers of smoking,24 subse-
quent campaigns shifted mes-
sages to focus on the actions of
the tobacco industry.5,23,25

Minnesota
The first statewide tobacco

control media campaign was

”
“These early media campaigns paved the way for subsequent

campaigns and provided lessons that were incorporated 
in the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s Best
Practices for Comprehensive Tobacco Control Programs,

which recommended that each state spend between 
$1 and $3 per capita to counter the pro-tobacco 

influences and to educate the public.

Source. Orzechowski and Walker.3

Note. ALF=American Legacy Foundation.

FIGURE 1—Per capita cigarette consumption in the United States: 1963–2004.
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Massachusetts
In November 1992, Massachu-

setts’ Tobacco Control Program
was created with the passage of
Question 1,30 a statewide ballot
initiative that raised the excise
tax on cigarettes by $0.25 a pack
and on smokeless tobacco prod-
ucts by 25% of its wholesale
price and dedicated the revenue
to tobacco education and preven-
tion programs.31–34 The media
component of the Massachusetts
program emphasized the hazards
of tobacco use and environmen-
tal tobacco smoke and prevent-
ing youths from starting to
smoke.33 The campaign began in
October 1993 with ads on televi-
sion, radio, newspaper, and bill-
boards, financed with a budget of
$14 million ($18.9 million in
2005 dollars).35

Arizona
On November 8, 1994, voters

in Arizona passed Proposition

200, thereby increasing the ciga-
rette excise tax by $0.40 a pack;
23% of the new revenues were
dedicated to tobacco prevention
and education programs.36 The
media campaign focused on
preadolescents and adolescents,
pregnant women, and the part-
ners of pregnant women with
messages focused on preventing
tobacco use in any form.36–38

Arizona’s media campaign began
in December 1995 with a
budget of $5.5 million ($7.05
million in 2005 dollars).36

Oregon
In 1996, Oregon passed Mea-

sure 44, a voter initiative that in-
creased the state’s tobacco tax
from $0.30 to $0.68 per pack
and dedicated 10% of the rev-
enues to tobacco control educa-
tion.39,40 The messages of the
media campaign, which included
radio and television ads, bill-
boards, and public events, focused

developed in Minnesota.14,26

Beginning in 1982, Minnesota’s
commissioner of health convened
a committee to recommend
strategies to promote nonsmok-
ing. In 1984, the committee pro-
duced the Minnesota Plan for
Nonsmoking and Health, which
proposed a statewide program
to prevent youth smoking, en-
courage cessation, and promote
clean indoor air. The plan in-
cluded a youth smoking-preven-
tion media campaign. The cam-
paign started out exclusively with
television ads focused on promot-
ing a tobacco-free lifestyle, but it
expanded to include billboards
and radio spots.24 Minnesota im-
plemented the media campaign
in May 1986, with a total operat-
ing budget of $176 000 ($313
620 in 2005 dollars).14,26

California
California’s Tobacco Control

Program was created in 1988,

following the passage of Proposi-
tion 99, a voter initiative that in-
creased the state excise tax on
cigarettes by $0.25 a pack and
allocated 20% of the revenues to
a health education account to re-
duce smoking.25,27 Administered
by the Department of Health Ser-
vices, the media campaign was
designed to promote “a social
norm of not accepting to-
bacco”28(p1) and included
television, radio, print, billboards,
and transit, with messages on the
tobacco industry, environmental
tobacco smoke, addiction, cessa-
tion, cigarette additives, smoke-
less tobacco, general health,
pregnancy, and prevention
among youths.29 In April 1990,
the media campaign first aired
with an annual budget of $14.4
million ($21.52 million in 2005
dollars; C.M. Stevens, MSW, Cal-
ifornia Department of Health
Services, oral communication,
October 15, 2002).

Source. Federal Trade Commission.4

Note. ALF=American Legacy Foundation. With the implementation of the Fairness Doctrine in 1970, the tobacco industry steadily increased its expenditures for advertising and
promotions throughout the 1970s and 1980s; however, such expenditures began to climb quickly with the introduction of state tobacco control media campaigns in the 1990s.

FIGURE 2—Billions of 2005 dollars spent by the tobacco industry on advertising and promotions in the United States: 1963-2003.
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TABLE 1—Tobacco Industry Expenditures on Advertising and Promotions in the United States, 1963-2003

Tobacco Industry Tobacco Industry
Advertising Advertising

and Promotion and Promotion Packs of
Expenditure, Expenditure, 2005 Cigarettes Sold, Per Capita Smoking

Decade $ in Millions $ in billions millions US Population Packs Prevalence

1963 1.88 22 746 189 241 798 120

1964 1.65 22 378 191 888 791 117

1965 1.63 23 400 194 302 963 120 42.4

1966 1.79 23 268 196 560 338 118 42.6

1967 1.82 23 910 198 712 056 120

1968 1.74 23 588 200 706 052 118

1969 1.63 23 592 202 676 946 116

1970 1.58 23 894 205 052 174 117 37.4

1971 1.21 24 842 207 660 677 120

1972 1.20 25 716 209 896 021 123

1973 1.09 26 303 211 908 788 124

1974 1.15 27 260 213 853 928 127 37.1

1975 491 1.78 27 665 215 973 199 128

1976 639 2.19 28 378 218 035 164 130

1977 779 2.51 28 669 220 239 425 130

1978 875 2.62 28 943 222 584 545 130 34.1

1979 1083 2.91 28 775 225 055 487 128 33.5

1980 1242 2.94 29 184 227 224 681 128 33.2

1981 1548 3.33 29 980 229 465 714 131

1982 1794 3.63 29 978 231 664 458 129

1983 1901 3.73 29 243 233 791 994 125 32.1

1984 2095 3.94 28 462 235 824 902 121

1985 2476 4.49 28 464 237 923 795 120 30.1

1986 2382 4.25 28 044 240 132 887 117

1987 2581 4.44 27 547 242 288 918 114 28.8

1988 3275 5.41 27 027 244 498 982 111 28.1

1989 3617 5.70 26 166 246 819 230 106

1990 3992 5.97 24 994 249 464 396 100 25.5

1991 4650 6.67 24 221 252 153 092 96 25.7

1992 5232 7.28 23 783 255 029 699 93 26.5

1993 6035 8.16 23 369 257 782 608 91 25

1994 4834 6.37 22 996 260 327 021 88 25.5

1995 4895 6.27 23 245 262 803 276 88 24.7

1996 5108 6.36 22 973 265 228 572 87

1997 5660 6.89 23 046 267 783 607 86 24.7

1998 6733 8.07 22 756 270 248 003 84 24.1

1999 8238 9.66 21 973 272 690 813 81 23.5

2000 9593 10.88 21 405 282 193 477 76 23.3

2001 11216 12.37 20 727 285 107 923 73 22.8

2002 12466 13.53 20 435 287 984 799 71 22.5

2003 15146 16.08 19 336 290 850 005 66 21.6

2004 0.00 18 922 293 656 842 64 20.9

Source. Data are from the Federal Trade Commision.4

Note. Blank cells indicate data not available.
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TABLE 2—Overview of Selected Tobacco Control Media Campaigns in the United States  

Program Origins Purpose Funding Oversight Messages Restrictions

Minnesota

California

Arizona

Oregon

Florida

American
Legacy
Foundation

Plan for Smoking and
Health, 1984

Proposition 99 and
Assembly Bill 75,
1989

Question 1, 1992

Proposition 200 and
HB 2275 in 1995

Measure 44 in 1996

Florida’s tobacco
lawsuit settlement
in 1997

Master Settlement
Agreement in
1998

To reduce youth smoking
by 30% between
1986 and 1990

To reduce tobacco use in
California by
promoting a social
norm of not
accepting tobacco

To help current smokers
to quit, prevent
young people from
starting, and to
protect nonsmokers
from environmental
tobacco smoke

To prevent tobacco use
in any form

To decrease youth tobacco
use and exposure to
environmental
tobacco smoke; to
treat tobacco
dependence; and
implement state and
local prevention and
education programs

To discredit tobacco use
as well as the
tobacco industry
and its allies

To support and study
reducing youth
tobacco product
usage

$0.01 of the $0.07 per
pack increase in
tobacco tax

Proposition 99 ($0.25
per pack tax
increase)

Question 1 ($0.25 per
pack tax increase)

Proposition 200 ($0.40
per pack tax
increase)

10% of revenues from
$0.30 tax increase
from Measure 44

Tobacco lawsuit
settlement dollars

Master Settlement
Agreement 

Minnesota’s Technical
Advisory Committee
on Nonsmoking and
Health

California governor's
office and the
Tobacco Education
and Research
Oversight
Committee

Massachusetts
Department of
Public Health

Arizona’s Tobacco Use
Prevention Advisory
Committee

Oregon Health
Department

Florida governor’s
administration

American Legacy
Foundation board of
directors

Promote a tobacco-free
lifestyle for all
Minnesotans

To reduce tobacco use in
California by
promoting a social
norm of not
accepting tobacco

Hazards of tobacco use
and environmental
tobacco smoke and
preventing youth
from starting to
smoke

Preventing tobacco use
in any form 

Importance of tobacco
prevention efforts,
the dangers of
tobacco use, the
effects of environ-
mental tobacco
smoke, and the
benefits of quitting

Tobacco-free youth, risks
of environmental
tobacco smoke,
addictive nature of
tobacco,
demonstrating that
peer pressure to
use tobacco can be
countered

Addictiveness, health
effects, and social
costs related to the
use of tobacco
products

None

Initially, there were no restrictions.
In 1996, restrictions were set
in place by Governor Wilson’s
administration to prevent the
use of the terms “tobacco
industry,” “profit,” “nicotine
addiction,” and “lies.”

None

Target only youth and pregnant
women; send messages other
than those exposing the
tobacco industry, the dangers
of addiction, and
environmental tobacco smoke

None

Under the initial settlement, no
direct attacks on the tobacco
industry. This was revised upon
further state settlements with
the tobacco industry under the
“most favored nation” clause.

Funds may only be used for public
education and advertising on
the addictiveness, health
effects, and social costs of
tobacco use. The use of funds
for political activities or
lobbying, as well as personal
attack or vilification of any
form not allowed.
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on the importance of tobacco pre-
vention efforts, the dangers of to-
bacco use, the effects of environ-
mental tobacco smoke, and the
benefits of quitting. Oregon’s
media component began in
March 1998 with a budget of
$4.56 million ($5.55 million in
2005 dollars).39

Florida
Florida’s tobacco control pro-

gram was the first program cre-
ated as part of a legal settlement
with the tobacco industry.41,42

Florida’s lawsuit against the to-
bacco industry for smoking costs
imposed on the state was settled
on August 25, 1997 (before the
Master Settlement Agreement,
discussed below). The tobacco
industry agreed to pay $11.3 bil-
lion to the state of Florida over
the first 25 years and to provide
$200 million ($243.4 million in
2005 dollars) for a 2-year to-
bacco pilot program designed to
reduce youth tobacco use.43

Florida’s media campaign fo-
cused on maintaining tobacco-
free youths, informing youths of
the risks of environmental to-
bacco smoke and the addictive
nature of tobacco, and demon-
strating that peer pressure to use
tobacco can be overcome.42,44

The “truth” campaign began in
April 1998 with print and broad-
cast advertisements and ex-
panded in June 1998 with bill-
board advertisements. Florida’s
media campaign was initially
funded at $26 million ($31.15
million in 2005 dollars).42

The American Legacy
Foundation

On November 23, 1998,
46 states’ attorneys general
signed the Master Settlement
Agreement (MSA) with the
tobacco industry that resolved
most state litigation against the

tobacco industry. The settlement
included the creation of a na-
tional public health foundation
(later named the American
Legacy Foundation), which was
established with $250 million
paid over the course of 10 years,
and a national public education
campaign, established with $1.45
billion over the next 5 years. The
American Legacy Foundation
was designed to reduce tobacco
use and support tobacco educa-
tion programs. The funds from
the education account could only
be used for “public education
and advertising regarding the ad-
dictiveness, health effects, and
social costs related to the use of
tobacco products and shall not
be used for any personal attack
on, or vilification of, any person
(whether by name or business af-
filiation), company, or govern-
mental agency, whether individu-
ally or collectively.”45(p37–38)

TOBACCO INDUSTRY
TACTICS AGAINST MEDIA
CAMPAIGNS

Tobacco control media cam-
paigns, particularly those that in-
clude messages that denormalize
the tobacco industry, pose a
major threat to the tobacco in-
dustry1,15,46–48 and are therefore
a major target for attack. As
health advocates modified their
approaches to educating the pub-
lic about the dangers of smoking,
environmental tobacco smoke,
and the practices of the tobacco
industry, the tobacco industry
also intensified its efforts to stop
or reduce the effectiveness of
these campaigns.14,25,26,49,50 Al-
though all of the major media
campaigns have encountered at
least 1 of the strategies outlined,
Minnesota served as a testing site
for the tobacco industry’s strate-
gies because it was the first state

(in 1984) to develop a statewide
tobacco control media
campaign.14,26

Prevent the Creation of
Media Campaigns

Whenever possible, the to-
bacco industry works to prevent
the creation of media
campaigns.25,26,36 In Minnesota,
the tobacco industry used politi-
cal connections to monitor the
development of the state’s media
campaign, seeing the 1984 Min-
nesota Plan for Nonsmoking and
Health24 as “a revolutionary at-
tack on our industry.”51(p1) These
connections included informal
contacts with members of the
technical advisory committee re-
sponsible for the implementation
of the plan. The tobacco industry
hoped that by monitoring the de-
velopment of the Minnesota plan,
they would be able to reverse
any progress that could occur.26

After monitoring the program,
the tobacco industry realized that
there was enough support for the
Minnesota plan that they needed
to take additional steps. There-
fore, they created their own,
competing campaign and then
argued that the state campaign
was a waste of taxpayer funds.

The tobacco industry also at-
tempted to prevent the creation
of California’s tobacco control
media campaign in 1989 while
the California legislature was
creating the implementing legis-
lation for Proposition 99.25,49

According to the political editor
of the California Journal in
1989, the media campaign “was
the main issue because it was
that component that bothered
them [the tobacco industry] the
most. I mean the tax was the
tax, there was nothing they
could do about it, but the notion
that Californians would be edu-
cated and that there would be a



 PUBLIC HEALTH THEN AND NOW 

August 2007, Vol 97, No. 8 | American Journal of Public Health Ibrahim and Glantz | Peer Reviewed | Public Health Then and Now | 1389

specific media component to it
was what terrified them.”25(p113)

Despite winning support from
some powerful legislators, in-
cluding the Speaker of the
Assembly, who questioned the
use of this new stream of rev-
enue for a large and untested
media campaign,52 public health
advocates mobilized to protect
the media campaign.25,49,50

Allege Waste of Limited
State Resources

A second way to defeat media
campaigns is for the tobacco in-
dustry to create similar programs
and claim that a state-run pro-
gram is a waste of taxpayers’ dol-
lars. The tobacco industry used
its youth smoking prevention
programs to argue against public
funding for youth smoking pre-
vention programs,26 improve re-
lations with government enti-
ties,53 and shift the blame for
youth smoking away from the in-
dustry.54 In 1984, the tobacco in-
dustry recognized the potential
of Minnesota’s media cam-
paign55–57 and introduced its
own youth education campaign,
Helping Youth Decide, in an at-
tempt to delegitimize the signifi-
cance of the Minnesota Plan for
Nonsmoking and Health.56,58

Whereas the Minnesota plan fo-
cused on educating youth in the
school system, Helping Youth De-
cide targeted parents about how
to talk with youths about not
smoking.59 Helping Youth Decide
allowed the tobacco industry to
compete with the state’s youth
smoking prevention messages
and to claim that Minnesota’s
media campaign was duplicative
and a waste of limited
resources.55 During the develop-
ment and implementation of
Helping Youth Decide, the to-
bacco industry intensified its
campaign contributions and

lobbying26 to gain favor with
elected officials.9,27

Similarly, Philip Morris intro-
duced “Think. Don’t Smoke” in
December 1998,60 1 month after
the execution of the MSA, which
included a national public educa-
tion component and required the
tobacco companies to implement
youth smoking prevention pro-
grams.45 Philip Morris’s program
stressed the notion of responsible
parenting. “Think. Don’t Smoke”
was discontinued in 2002,
2 years after the start of the
American Legacy Foundation’s
successful “truth” campaign.60

In 1999, Lorillard also
launched a youth smoking pre-
vention program called “tobacco
is whacko if you’re a teen.”60 Ac-
cording to minutes from a Sep-
tember 29, 1998, youth smok-
ing prevention meeting among
Lorillard, RJ Reynolds, Philip
Morris, and Brown and
Williamson executives, there
were ongoing discussions about
the creation of tobacco indus-
try–controlled youth smoking
prevention programs: an indus-
try-sponsored program should
“be comprehensive . . . (access,
peer pressure, parental influ-
ence) . . . be ongoing . . . be
industry owned—i.e., in light of
various problems presented if a
third party’s program is funded,
the Industry should create and
implement its own program . . .
be candid . . . be provable . . .
be beneficial to the industry—i.e.,
there is nothing wrong with the
Industry receiving some credit
for doing a ‘good thing’ and it
ought to receive some.”61(p2–3)

Previous studies have reviewed
the impact of industry-adminis-
tered youth tobacco prevention
programs and have determined
that these programs are not ef-
fective in preventing or reducing
youth smoking.5,56,60

The tobacco industry also
worked to divert states’ MSA
funds to ineffective programs.62

Philip Morris and Brown and
Williamson endorsed prevention
programs that focused on “posi-
tive youth development” instead
of the deceptive practices of the
tobacco industry.63(p3) In particu-
lar, the tobacco companies were
working to secure states’ commit-
ment of MSA dollars to the life
skills training program, which
used a broad school-based drug
prevention approach despite the
fact that extensive research
funded by the industry indicated
that the program was not effec-
tive in preventing youth
smoking.62

Claim Fiscal Crises and Use
Political Allies

A third approach to destroy-
ing media campaigns is through
claims of a fiscal crisis, regard-
less of the claim’s validity. The
combination of necessary shifts
in funding to balance state budg-
ets and shifts in funding on the
basis of a lack of efficacy are
2 prime tactics the tobacco in-
dustry and its political allies use
to eliminate media campaigns.
Although the tobacco industry
pursues cuts to comprehensive
tobacco control programs, media
campaigns are most visible and
are therefore a threat and prime
target. Furthermore, the tobacco
industry is particularly aggres-
sive and consistent in opposing
effective media campaigns be-
cause, unlike tax increases,
which are one-time legislative
battles that are won or lost,
fights over the funding levels
and content of media campaigns
are an ongoing battle.

Minnesota provides a good ex-
ample of the way the tobacco in-
dustry implemented the use of
fiscal crisis as a means to stop
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media campaigns. The tobacco
industry spent an average of 
$63000 per year for lobbying in
Minnesota between 1980 and
1985, but it spent an average of
$230000 per year while the
first media campaign was fully
operational (1987–1992).26

Health advocates did not
act,14,26,50 and these investments
paid off for the tobacco industry
when the Minnesota legislature
cut the tobacco control program’s
budget by one third, from $1.5
million to $1 million in 1990.64

Although Governor Arne Carlson
(R), known to have ties with the
tobacco industry,26,65,66 claimed
that cuts to the media campaign
were because of fiscal crisis,
the Minneapolis Star Tribune

reported, “even by the Carlson
administration’s own calculations,
the state will be sitting in a siz-
able nest egg at the end of the
two-year budget cycle that runs
until June 1995.”67

Regardless of the true pres-
ence of a budget crisis, the fact
remains that there are always
more demands on a state budget
than there are funds available, so
encouraging other interest
groups to go after tobacco con-
trol dollars became a well-estab-
lished strategy for the tobacco in-
dustry. California provided the
first example of this tobacco in-
dustry tactic. In a 1990 memo,
Terry Eagan from the govern-
ment affairs division of Philip
Morris USA wrote to Roger

These billboards illustrate the wide
range of messages possible in to-
bacco control media campaigns. The
top billboard, from California in
2001, illustrates the strategy of “in-
dustry manipulation,” which high-
lights the tobacco industry’s behav-
ior. The bottom billboard, from
2002, was part of a weak media
campaign in Michigan after
Governor John Engler’s (R) political
staff took control of the campaign,
excluding the state health depart-
ment’s staff from any involvement. 
Source. Photo courtesy of Ronald
Davis.

Mozingo in the state government
relations division of RJ Reynolds:

The tobacco industry has de-
cided that the timing is excel-
lent for an attempt to divert
money from the antismoking
media campaign into other pro-
grams that are doomed to suf-
fer because of the current fiscal
crisis . . . . Strategy sessions on
this issue resulted in the con-
clusion that it is important that
the tobacco industry not be
identified as an instigator of
any attempt to encourage spe-
cial interests to seek re-direc-
tion of the media money to
other programs.46(p2–3)

In an April 1990 memo from
Kurt Malmgren, senior vice presi-
dent of state activities for the To-
bacco Institute, to Samuel
Chilcote, president of the Tobacco
Institute, Malmgren spells out a
list of strategies to “meet our goal
of eliminating Prop 99 media
money,” including to:

encourage the California legis-
lature to intervene; cooperate
with minority, business, and
other groups in developing
their opposition to the advertis-
ing program; convince Health
Services Director Kizer to pull
or modify the current adver-
tisements; encourage the
Governor to intercede against
the campaign.68(p1)

The tobacco industry was hop-
ing to win influence over elected
officials, bureaucrats, and the
business community. In Califor-
nia, it was the overt pressure on
legislators in the form of tobacco
industry campaign contributions
that drew public attention to
threats to the media campaign’s
funding, which in turn pressured
legislators to leave the funding
intact.25

Massachusetts provides an-
other example of the strategy of
using budget cuts to eliminate a
media campaign. The campaign
first used variations of the no-
tion of truth and outrage, featur-
ing startling statistics on the
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morbidity and mortality caused
by tobacco use and depicting
the manipulation and cynicism
of the tobacco industry to re-
cruit young smokers, messages
that contributed to reduced
smoking in Massachusetts.35,69

Funding for Massachusetts’s to-
bacco control program quickly
dwindled from $54 million in
2000 to $44 million in 2001.
Although funding increased to
$48 million in 2002, it was
quickly reduced midyear to $34
million70 and finally cut to $5.7
million in 2003.71 Within the
tobacco control program, the
media campaign took the hard-
est hit of all the cuts, receiving
nothing in 2003 after receiving
$20 million in 2000.70,71 The
tobacco industry has worked
since the inception of Massachu-
setts’ tobacco control program to
divert resources away from the
program,72 and funds for the
program continued to decline as
tobacco industry lobbying ex-
penditures in Massachusetts con-
tinued at the same rate through
2001.73 In Arizona, the tobacco
industry used its political allies
to advance claims of fiscal crisis
through the tobacco control pro-
gram’s oversight committee and
in the legislature.

The Arizona state legislature
used HB 2275,74 the implement-
ing legislation for Proposition
200, to restrict funding for the
Arizona Tobacco Education and
Prevention Program from the
$27 million and $29 million esti-
mated from the tobacco tax for
fiscal years 1996 and 1997, re-
spectively, to $10 million for fis-
cal year 1996 and $15 million
for fiscal year 1997; the remain-
ing $37 million intended for anti-
tobacco education remained in a
reserve account that could be
used after July 1, 1997.37 HB
2275 included language that

would cap expenditures for the
tobacco control program for the
first 2 years of the programs’ ex-
istence with excess funds being
placed into a reserve account;
after 2 years, the reserve funds
could be used for tobacco con-
trol efforts and the full 23% allo-
cation as mandated from Propo-
sition 200 would be available.
During this time, Senate Presi-
dent John Greene (R, Phoenix)
had accepted political contribu-
tions from the tobacco industry.
The funds available for the
media campaign were reduced
because of the caps on tobacco
control spending and a larger
number of programs seeking
funding.37

A representative who was a
public health ally introduced
several pieces of legislation to
remove the caps and was suc-
cessful in April 1997. Not only
were the caps removed but the
missing funds were backfilled
for fiscal years 1996 and 1997.
It was also in 1997 that Gover-
nor Fife Symington (R), who
had accepted tobacco industry
contributions, waged a cam-
paign to divert $34.7 million
from the tobacco control pro-
gram to build a state hospital;
the tobacco control media cam-
paign drew the most attention
from the public and tobacco
control interests.37 As a result
of a swift response from to-
bacco control advocates,50

Governor Symington’s efforts
were unsuccessful.

In Florida, major cuts were
made to the tobacco control
media campaign in 1999. De-
spite the program’s success at re-
ducing tobacco use and popular-
ity,16,20,21 the Florida house
appropriations chair, who had
accepted campaign contributions
from the tobacco industry,42

called for reduced funding of

the program.75 This sentiment
was echoed by other members
of the legislature.76–78 In April
1999, the house and the senate
agreed to give the tobacco pro-
gram $45.2 million for
1999–2000, representing a
36% reduction in funds from
the previous year, in which the
program received $70.5 million.
In May 1999, Governor Jeb
Bush (R) cut the program fur-
ther, providing only $38.7 mil-
lion,41 without any opposition
from health advocates.50 Follow-
ing the cuts in funding, Gover-
nor Bush’s administration dis-
mantled the program by laying
off staff members and youth
workers and reorganizing its ad-
ministration across several de-
partments. Although cuts were
made to the overall program,
the media campaign by far drew
the greatest attention from the
tobacco industry and its allies.42

Oregon legislators also used a
budget crisis as the justification
for defunding the state’s to-
bacco control program.39 Begin-
ning in 2001, legislators, led by
Senator Jackie Winters (R,
Salem), who was also vice presi-
dent of tobacco-industry ally
Oregon Restaurant Association,
cut funding for the tobacco con-
trol program from the budget
and put the appropriation into a
bill that would preempt local to-
bacco control laws, in essence
forcing legislators who wished
to fund tobacco control efforts
to also allow preemption to
pass.79 Although this effort
(House Bill 3953) was unsuc-
cessful, Senator Winters was
closely involved with successful
cuts to tobacco control funding
in 2003.80

Impose Funding Time Limits
In addition to working to elim-

inate existing funding for other
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groups’ media campaigns, the to-
bacco industry also places restric-
tions on the period for their own
campaigns, as was seen in
Florida’s and the American
Legacy Foundation’s campaigns.
In Florida, the settlement with
the tobacco industry explicitly
stated “the Pilot Program will
commence upon Final Approval
of this Settlement Agreement and
last for a 24-month period fol-
lowing such date.”43 Similarly, in
the 1998 Master Settlement
Agreement, the national public
education funding was limited to
5 years.45 Hence, once these
campaigns were up and running,
funding would cease.

It is also important to recog-
nize the impact of inflation on 
tobacco control funding. Even if
states maintain funding levels for
media campaigns at a portion of
cigarette taxes, the effect of infla-
tion slowly erodes the value of a
dollar, limiting the scope and
reach of such educational cam-
paigns. Therefore, as states
budget for media campaigns, it is
important for them to compen-
sate for inflation.

Limit the Audience of the
Media Campaign

When the tobacco industry
cannot destroy a campaign, it
works to weaken the program by
watering down the message or
limiting the audience so that the
population reached is minimal or
even transitional, as is the case
with pregnant women. To accom-
plish this goal, the tobacco indus-
try has incorporated restrictive
language in settlements, specifi-
cally with the state of Florida
and the American Legacy Foun-
dation, attempting to control the
content of the campaigns, as well
as working with elected officials
during the design phase of the
media campaigns to create small

target audiences, which was the
case in Arizona.

Florida’s Tobacco Pilot Pro-
gram provides an example of the
industry restricting the message of
the media campaign. By including
language in the settlement stating
that the money be used for
“media, educational and other
programs directed to the under-
age users or potential underage
users of tobacco products,”43 the
tobacco industry sought to limit
the scope of the campaign to chil-
dren and adolescents.

The target audience and mes-
sage of the media campaign were
severely limited in Arizona as
well. The governor and senate
president, both recipients of to-
bacco industry contributions,36

worked to weaken Arizona’s To-
bacco Education and Prevention
Program through the composi-
tion of the Tobacco Use Preven-
tion Advisory Committee, which
provided oversight for the to-
bacco control program. The im-
plementing legislation for Propo-
sition 20074 required that the
advisory committee be composed
of the director of the Arizona
Department of Health Services
and other individuals appointed
by the governor, the president of
the senate, and the speaker of
the house. The governor’s ap-
pointees were from the Arizona
Retailers Association and the
Golden Eagle Distributors Asso-
ciation, both tobacco allies,37 and
the senate president appointed 2
senators who had accepted to-
bacco industry contributions.36

As a result of the tobacco-related
interests on the committee, the
audience of the campaign was
limited to “pre-adolescents and
adolescents, pregnant women
and their partners.”38

Given limited resources, this
was not the most efficient use
of funds, because only a small

fraction of the US population is
pregnant at any given time
(about 104 women per 1000
women, about 5% of the popula-
tion81) and children form a much
smaller group than adolescents.
A media campaign targeted at
adults can also appeal to youths,
and the fact that adults serve as
role models for youths means
that an adult-focused media cam-
paign would indirectly target
youths. Limiting tobacco control
programs specifically to children
and adolescents is a common to-
bacco industry approach when
complete destruction of the pro-
gram is not possible, because it
reduces the size of the target
audience.36

Restrict the Message of the
Media Campaign

California’s tobacco control
media campaign was the first ex-
ample of the tobacco industry at-
tempting to limit the content of
the campaign by working
through political allies. In 1996,
the Department of Health Ser-
vices, under tobacco-friendly
Governor Peter B. Wilson (R), in-
formed the administrators of the
media campaign that the follow-
ing 4 terms were no longer al-
lowed in the content of the cam-
paign: “tobacco industry,”
“profit,” “nicotine addiction,” and
“lies.”25 The restriction on the
campaign’s messages, coupled
with a new advertising agency,
resulted in the production of
only 1 ad in 1996, focused on
youths’ access to tobacco (C.M.
Stevens, MSW, California De-
partment of Health Services, oral
communication, October 15,
2002).82 The experience with
California provided the tobacco
industry with an opportunity to
see the damaging effects of a
media campaign focused on to-
bacco industry practices and
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therefore to develop strategies
to prevent or combat these
messages.

The tobacco industry sought
to formalize restrictions on
media campaign content in
Florida through the inclusion of a
“vilification clause” in its 1997
settlement with the state of
Florida.83 The settlement stated
that the funds provided in the
settlement could only be used
“for general enforcement, media,
educational and other programs
directed to the underage users or
potential underage users of To-
bacco Products, but shall not be
directed against the tobacco compa-
nies or any particular tobacco com-
pany or companies or any particu-
lar brand of Tobacco Products”43

(emphasis added). Within the
first year of the campaign, the
vilification clause in Florida was
removed when, in September
1998, the state of Texas settled
its lawsuit against the tobacco in-
dustry83 without a vilification
clause.84 The Florida settlement’s
“most favored nation” clause re-
quired that it would benefit from
subsequent settlements that were
more favorable than its own.43

Rather than learning from the
Florida experience, the attor-
neys general who negotiated
the MSA agreed to include a vil-
ification clause83 in the MSA
stating that the educational pro-
gram created by the MSA “shall
be used only for public educa-
tion and advertising regarding
the addictiveness, health effects,
and social costs related to the
use of tobacco products and
shall not be used for any per-
sonal attack on, or vilification
of, any person (whether by
name or business affiliation),
company, or governmental
agency, whether individually or
collectively.”45(p37–38) Although
the vilification clause did not

restrict the messages of the
American Legacy Foundation’s
media campaign, it did result in
significant legal battles.83

Freedom of Information
Requests to Media Units

The tobacco industry has his-
torically used information re-
quests to bombard tobacco con-
trol efforts and delay or diffuse
progress on reducing tobacco
consumption.11,85 The tobacco
industry used this tactic during
the 1990s in its assault on the
ASSIST program, a large-scale
intervention trial funded by the
National Cancer Institute, in
several states.85,86 Similarly,
progress in making new ads in
California was virtually halted
for months in 2002 while staff
members worked to produce evi-
dence requested by the tobacco
companies in an unrelated law-
suit (C.M. Stevens, MSW, To-
bacco Control Section, California
Department of Health Services,
oral communication, October 15,
2002).83

Pursue Litigation to Halt
Media Campaigns

Since the beginning of the to-
bacco control media campaign in
California, the tobacco industry
has entertained using legal
means to halt media cam-
paigns.83 A few days after the
California media campaign
launched in 1990, Kurt Malm-
gren, senior vice president of
state activities for the Tobacco
Institute, wrote to Samuel
Chilcote, Jr, president of the To-
bacco Institute (emphasis added):

Covington and Burling [one of
the tobacco industry’s law firms,
based in Washington, DC] and
California legal counsel have
been reviewing possible grounds
for a legal attack on the ad pro-
gram. Among the possible bases
for suit that have been reviewed

are that the ad campaign is an
improper expenditure of funds
under Prop 99 and AB 75, that
it is defamatory, that it is decep-
tive advertising, and presents
First Amendment concerns.
Aside from tactical questions as
to the desirability of pursuing
any legal action, the considered
judgment of counsel here and on
the ground in California is that
there is no basis for suit which
would have a realistic chance of
success.87(p3)

The industry did not pursue a
legal strategy at that time. In
2001, however, Lorillard at-
tacked the American Legacy
Foundation’s truth campaign,88

claiming that it had used MSA
funds to “publish or broadcast a
number of advertisements that
do not address the ‘addictiveness,
health effects or social costs’ of
tobacco use” and had “included
personal attacks on companies
and individuals and the vilifica-
tion of Plaintiff, its employees and
tobacco companies collectively,”
which violates the vilification
clause of the MSA.89 The pri-
mary ad in question involved a
dog walker calling a tobacco
company to inquire if the com-
pany is interested in purchasing
his dog urine because urea is one
of the chemicals added to ciga-
rettes. However, other ads in
question included suggesting that
Philip Morris advertise its product
on hearses and that it produce
gas-flavored cigarettes because
the company adds ammonia to its
products.90

On August 22, 2005, the
Delaware Court of Chancery
ruled that the American Legacy
Foundation’s truth advertise-
ments did not violate the terms of
the MSA.83,91 In the fall of 2005,
Lorillard appealed the decision in
the Court of Chancery and was
denied relief90; Lorillard then ap-
pealed to the Delaware Supreme
Court, where it was once again
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denied relief.92 On the media
campaign, a significant limitation
of the MSA was a lack of defini-
tion for the terms “vilification”
and “personal attack.” The signifi-
cance of the appeals process was
that the Delaware Supreme Court
defined “vilification” and “per-
sonal attack”; the court’s exam-
ples to illustrate its definitions are
particularly instructive:

With the boundaries established
by Section VI of the MSA in
mind, we turn to whether the
advertisements before us violate
that provision. They do not. The
advertisements are not invidi-
ous, disparaging, offensive, bel-
ligerent, nor fiercely or severely
critical. Nor are they denounce-
ments that are both unfounded
and abusive or slanderous. The
tone of the youth in the adver-
tisements is usually expressly
friendly or helpful, even if im-
plicitly drawing attention to un-
flattering facts about past ac-
tions of tobacco companies or
their employees. The youth’s
messages, and thus the adver-
tisements themselves, do not
qualify as personal attacks or
vilifications. To illustrate the
basis for our conclusions, we
will use the same four advertise-
ments that Lorillard has pre-
sented as examples of breaches
of contract by ALF [American
Legacy Foundation].

While the MSA creates real
restrictions on ALF’s advertise-
ments, we conclude that the ad-
vertisements presented to us
from ALF’s truth campaign fall
within the MSA’s restrictions,
and do not exceed them. Merely
drawing attention to the past
conduct of tobacco companies
through innocuous and even
helpful-sounding offers such as
those heard in “Shredder,”
“Hypnosis,” “Lie Detector,” and
“Dog walker,” is not a personal
attack or vilification prohibited
by the MSA.92(p742–743)

The fact that the court clearly
defined these 2 terms was a sig-
nificant victory for tobacco con-
trol media campaigns because it
provided a clear standard that
can be cited in the event of fu-
ture attacks against them.

In 2002, RJ Reynolds at-
tacked California’s media cam-
paign, claiming that the cam-
paign was polluting potential
jury members for a variety of in-
dividual tobacco-related lawsuits
pending in California courts and
that the tobacco industry was
owed the right to a fair trial. RJ
Reynolds went on to plead that
“94% of jury-eligible adults re-
called seeing state-sponsored
ads. Of those, 79% reported that
the ads made them feel less fa-
vorable to the tobacco compa-
nies.”93 The court disagreed with
Reynolds, stating that the media
campaign is doing what it is sup-
posed to do—educate the public
about the industry’s manipula-
tive tactics. The judge went on to
say that although a majority of
the public may have been influ-
enced by the campaign, there
still existed a reasonable portion
of the population that had not
been influenced, thereby still
making it possible to seat an im-
partial jury.94

In 2003, this time in conjunc-
tion with Lorillard, RJ Reynolds
once more attacked the Califor-
nia media campaign, claiming
that tobacco companies are enti-
tled to a right to free speech, and
part of that right is “the right not
to be compelled to pay for
speech that one would not vol-
untarily fund.”95 In July 2003,
the US District Court dismissed
the lawsuit, stating that Califor-
nia’s media campaign was “sim-
ply the cost of living in a democ-
racy.”95,96,97(pA-11) Because the
media campaign is financed by
tobacco excise taxes (Proposi-
tion 99) and the messages are
not compelled speech by taxpay-
ers but rather a representative of
the state government, the judge
ruled that the tobacco compa-
nies do not have the authority
to control government speech

(D. Eckhart, JD, California Attor-
ney General’s Office, written
communication, February 15,
2005). Although costs associ-
ated with legal challenges are a
normal cost of business for the
tobacco industry, it can be a
major financial burden for to-
bacco control media campaigns,
reducing the time and funds
available to produce ads.83

CONCLUSION

During the past 4 decades,
the evolution of the messages
conveyed to the public through
tobacco control media cam-
paigns to focus less on the
health dangers of smoking and
more on revealing the deceptive
practices of the tobacco industry
was matched with more aggres-
sive tactics by the tobacco indus-
try to weaken or eliminate these
campaigns. There have been 2
significant changes over time.
First, the tobacco industry has
become more experienced and
sophisticated in its efforts to stop
these campaigns or, failing that,
push them into providing inef-
fective messages. Second, there
is strong empirical evidence that
these media campaigns can sub-
stantially contribute to a reduc-
tion in smoking rates.98 Media
campaigns that are aggressive
and directly confront the lies
and deceptive practices of the
tobacco industry are effective;
however, that which makes
them effective also makes them
a target for the tobacco
industry.49 The efforts put forth
by California and the American
Legacy Foundation as they pur-
sued legal battles with the to-
bacco companies provide a good
example of the tenacity needed
to successfully defend and pro-
mote tobacco control media
campaigns. ■

About the Authors
Jennifer K. Ibrahim is with the Depart-

ment of Public Health at Temple Univer-
sity, Philadelphia, Pa. Stanton A. Glantz is
with the School of Medicine and the Center
for Tobacco Control Research and Educa-
tion at the University of California, San
Francisco.

Requests for reprints should be sent to
Jennifer K. Ibrahim, PhD, Temple University,
1700 N Broad St, Rm 304D, Philadelphia,
PA 19122 (e-mail: jibrahim@temple.edu).

This article was accepted September 4,
2006.

Contributors
J. K. Ibrahim collected the data, con-
ducted the analysis, and drafted the
article. S.A. Glantz supervised the
data collection and edited and revised
the article. Both authors revised the
article in response to the reviewers’
comments.

Acknowledgments
Our research was funded by the Na-
tional Cancer Institute (grant CA-
61021). 

Note. The funding agency had no
role in the conduct of the research or
the preparation and revision of the arti-
cle. Portions of the research were origi-
nally prepared for a forthcoming Na-
tional Cancer Institute monograph, “The
Role of the Media in Promoting and Dis-
couraging Tobacco Use.”

References

1. Action on Smoking and Health.
How Banzhaf’s successful antismoking
crusade began. Available at:
http://www.no-smoking.org/nov99/11-
18-99-1.html. Accessed June 22, 2004.

2. Hamilton JL. The demand for ciga-
rettes: advertising, the health scare, and
the cigarette advertising ban. Rev Econ
Stat. 1972;54:401–411.

3. Orzechowski W, Walker RC. The
Tax Burden on Tobacco: Historical Com-
pilation. Vol 39. Arlington, Va: Orze-
chowski and Walker Inc; 2004.

4. Federal Trade Commission. Federal
Trade Commission Cigarette Report for
2003. Available at: http://www.ftc.gov/
reports/cigarette05/050809cigrpt.pdf.
Accessed May 24, 2007.

5. Farrelly MC, Healton CG, Davis
KC, Messeri P, Hershey JC, Haviland
ML. Getting to the truth: evaluation na-
tional tobacco countermarketing cam-
paigns. Am J Public Health. 2002;92:
901–907 [published correction appears
in Am J Public Health. 2003;93:703].

6. Best Practices for Comprehensive To-
bacco Control Programs—August 1999.



 PUBLIC HEALTH THEN AND NOW 

August 2007, Vol 97, No. 8 | American Journal of Public Health Ibrahim and Glantz | Peer Reviewed | Public Health Then and Now | 1395

Atlanta, Ga: Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention; 1999.

7. Givel MS, Glantz SA. Tobacco
lobby political influence on US state leg-
islatures in the 1990s. Tob Control.
2001;10:124–134.

8. Glantz SA, Begay ME. Tobacco
industry campaign contributions are
affecting tobacco control policymaking
in California. JAMA. 1994;272:
1176–1182.

9. Monardi F, Glantz SA. Are tobacco
industry campaign contributions influ-
encing state legislative behavior? Am J
Public Health. 1998;88:918–923.

10. Moore S, Wolfe SM, Lindes D,
Douglas CE. Epidemiology of failed to-
bacco control legislation. JAMA. 1994;
272:1171–1175.

11. Aguinaga S, Glantz SA. The use of
public records acts to interfere with to-
bacco control. Tob Control. 1995;4:
222–230.

12. Dearlove JV, Bialous SA, Glantz
SA. Tobacco industry manipulation of
the hospitality industry to maintain
smoking in public places. Tob Control.
2002;11:94–104.

13. Dearlove JV, Glantz SA. Boards of
Health as venues for clean indoor air
policy making. Am J Public Health.
2002;92:257–265.

14. Tsoukalas TH, Glantz SA. Develop-
ment and destruction of the first state
funded anti-smoking campaign in the
USA. Tob Control. 2003;12:214–220.

15. Goldman LK, Glantz SA. Evalua-
tion of antismoking advertising cam-
paigns. JAMA. 1998;279:772–777.

16. Sly DF, Trapido E, Ray S. Evi-
dence of the dose effects of an anti-
tobacco counteradvertising campaign.
Prev Med. 2002;35:511–518.

17. Designing and Implementing an Ef-
fective Tobacco Counter-Marketing Cam-
paign. Atlanta, Ga: Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention; 2003.

18. Bauer U, Johnson T, Hopkins R,
Brooks R. Changes in youth cigarette
use and intentions following implemen-
tation of a tobacco control program.
JAMA. 2000;284:723–728.

19. Intersurvey. The truth behind the
American Legacy Foundation’s advertis-
ing campaign: a quantitative look at the
impact and messages of three ALF ads.
June 2000. Philip Morris. Bates no.
2085188809/8814. Available at:
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/zwq12
c00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

20. Niedereppe J, Farrelly MC, Havi-
land ML. Confirming “truth”: more evi-
dence of a successful tobacco counter-
marketing campaign in Florida. Am J
Public Health. 2004;94:255–257.

21. Sly DF, Heald GR, Ray S. The
Florida “truth” anti-tobacco media eval-
uation: design, first year results, and im-
plications for planning future state
media campaigns. Tob Control. 2001;10:
9–15.

22. Independent Evaluation Consor-
tium. Interim Report. Final Report of the
Independent Evaluation of the California
Tobacco Prevention and Education Pro-
gram: Wave 2 Data, 1998; Wave 1 and
Wave 2 Data Comparisons, 1996–1998.
Rockville, Md: Gallup Organization;
1998.

23. Farrelly M, Davis KC, Haviland
ML, Messeri P, Healton CG. Evidence of
a dose–response relationship between
“truth” antismoking ads and youth
smoking prevalence. Am J Public Health.
2005;95:425–431.

24. Minnesota Department of Health.
The Minnesota Plan for Nonsmoking
and Health: Report and Recommenda-
tions of the Technical Advisory Commit-
tee on Nonsmoking and Health. Min-
neapolis: Minnesota Department of
Health; 1984. Bates no.
TIMN0144163/4332. Available at:
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/nwb92
f00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

25. Glantz SA, Balbach ED. Tobacco
War: Inside the California Battles. Berke-
ley: University of California Press;
2000.

26. Tsoukalas TH, Ibrahim JK, Glantz
SA. Shifting tides: Minnesota tobacco
politics. Available at: http://reposito-
ries.cdlib.org/ctcre/tcpmus/MN2003.
Accessed June 20, 2004.

27. Begay ME, Glantz SA. Political Ex-
penditures by the Tobacco Industry in Cal-
ifornia State Politics. San Francisco: Uni-
versity of California; 1991.

28. California Department of Health
Services. California’s tobacco education
media campaign. Available at: http://
www.dhs.ca.gov/tobacco/documents/
pubs/FSMediaCamp.pdf. Accessed May
17, 2007.

29. Tobacco education media cam-
paign scripts. Sacramento: Tobacco Con-
trol Section, California Department of
Health Services; 2002.

30. Mass General Law ch 254, Acts of
1992 ed.

31. Begay ME, Glantz SA. Question 1
expenditures in Massachusetts, USA.
Tob Control. 1997;6:213–218.

32. Koh HK. An analysis of the suc-
cessful 1992 Massachusetts tobacco
tax initiative. Tob Control. 1996;5:
220–225.

33. Begay ME, Glantz SA. Question 1
tobacco education outlays: from the
1994 fiscal year to the 1996 fiscal year.
Available at: http://repositories.cdlib.org/

ctcre/tcpmus/MA1995. Accessed Febru-
ary 20, 2005.

34. Connolly G, Robbins H. Massachu-
setts Tobacco Control Program. Available
at: http://modelprograms.samhsa.gov/
pdfs/promising/massachusetts-tobacco-
control-program.pdf. Accessed May 17,
2007. 

35. Robbins H, Krakow M. Evolution
of a comprehensive tobacco control pro-
gramme: building system capacity and
strategic partnerships—lessons from
Massachusetts. Tob Control. 2000;9:
423–430.

36. Aguinaga Bialous S, Glantz SA. To-
bacco control in Arizona, 1973–1997.
Available at: http://repositories.cdlib.org/
ctcre/tcpmus/AZ1997. Accessed March
25, 2004

37. Aguinaga Bialous S, Glantz SA.
Arizona’s tobacco control initiative illus-
trates the need for continuing oversight
by tobacco control advocates. Tob Con-
trol. 1999;8:141–151.

38. Administrative and Financial Ser-
vices, Procurement Office. Solicitation
Number H6-001: Media Services.
Phoenix: Arizona Department of Health
Services; 1995.

39. Goldman LK, Glantz SA. Tobacco
Industry Political Expenditures and Tobacco
Policy Making in Oregon: 1985–1997.
San Francisco: University of California;
1998.

40. Goldman LK, Glantz SA. The pas-
sage and initial implementation of Ore-
gon’s Measure 44. Tob Control. 1999;8:
311–322.

41. Givel MS, Glantz SA. Failure to de-
fend a successful state tobacco control
program: policy lessons from Florida.
Am J Public Health. 2000;90:762–767.

42. Givel MS, Glantz SA. Tobacco In-
dustry Political Power and Influence in
Florida From 1979 to 1999. San Fran-
cisco: University of California; 1999.

43. The State of Florida v The American
Tobacco Company, no. 95-1466 AH
(15th Cir 1997). Available at: http://
stic.neu.edu/Fl/flsettle.htm. Accessed
May 17, 2007.

44. Hicks JJ. The strategy behind
Florida’s “truth” campaign. Tob Control.
2001;10:3–5.

45. National Association of Attorneys
General. Multistate settlement with the
tobacco industry. Available at: http://
www.naag.org/upload/1109185724_
1032468605_cigmsa.pdf. Accessed
July 14, 2003.

46. Eagan J. Prop 99 anti-smoking
media campaign. May 30, 1998. RJ
Reynolds. Bates no. 507640367-
507640370. Available at: http://legacy.
library.ucsf.edu/tid/qxd24d00. Accessed
May 1, 2007.

47. Lavack AM. Tobacco Industry De-
normalization Campaigns: A Review and
Evaluation. Winnipeg, Manitoba: Univer-
sity of Winnipeg; 2001.

48. Mahood G. Tobacco Industry De-
normalization: Telling the Truth About
the Tobacco Industry’s Role in the To-
bacco Epidemic. Toronto, Ontario: Non-
Smokers’ Rights Association; 2000.

49. Balbach ED, Glantz SA. Tobacco
control advocates must demand high-
quality media campaigns: the California
experience. Tob Control. 1998;7:
397–408.

50. Ibrahim J, Glantz SA. Tobacco in-
dustry efforts to influence media inter-
ventions for tobacco control: lessons
learned. In: Davis RM, ed. Use of the
Media to Promote and Discourage To-
bacco Use. Monograph no. 18. Bethesda,
Md: National Cancer Institute. In press.

51. Brozek M. [Memorandum to Roger
Mozingo regarding Minnesota legislative
status.] April 11, 1985. Tobacco Institute.
Bates no. TIMN0457950/7958. Avail-
able at: http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/
tid/xzs42f00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

52. Williams J, Isenberg P. Case study
on Proposition 99 (the cigarette tax).
Sacramento: California State University;
1995.

53. Assunta M, Chapman S. Industry
sponsored youth smoking prevention
programme in Malaysia: a case study
in duplicity. Tob Control. 2004;
13(suppl 2):ii37–ii42.

54. Carter SM. From legitimate con-
sumers to public relations pawns: the
tobacco industry and young Australians.
Tob Control. 2003;12:iii71–iii78.

55. Public relations strategies to ad-
dress the Minnesota plan for nonsmok-
ing and health. September 1984. To-
bacco Institute. Bates no.
TIMN0140510/0525. Available at:
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/nia92f
00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

56. Landman A, Ling P, Glantz SA. To-
bacco industry youth smoking preven-
tion programs protect the tobacco in-
dustry and hurt tobacco control. Am J
Public Health. 2002;92:917–930.

57. Brozek M. [Memorandum to
Michael Kerrigan regarding the Min-
nesota Technical Advisory Committee on
Nonsmoking and Health.] Tobacco Insti-
tute. Bates no. TNJB0000249/0252.
Available at: http://legacy.library.ucsf.
edu/tid/gzx96d00. Accessed May 1,
2007.

58. Mozingo R. Confidential informa-
tion on new TI program. August 13,
1984. Tobacco Institute. Bates no.
TIMN0150840. Available at: http://
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/poy82f00.
Accessed May 1, 2007.



 PUBLIC HEALTH THEN AND NOW 

American Journal of Public Health | August 2007, Vol 97, No. 81396 | Public Health Then and Now | Peer Reviewed | Ibrahim and Glantz

59. Helping youth decide. Tobacco Insti-
tute. Bates no. TIMN0013764/3789.
Available at: http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/
tid/llo03f00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

60. Farrelly M, Niederdeppe J, Yarse-
vich J. Youth tobacco prevention mass
media campaigns: past, present, and fu-
ture directions. Tob Control. 12(suppl 1):
i35–i47, 2003.

61. Bell HH. Youth smoking preven-
tion meeting. October 13, 1998.
Lorillard Tobacco Co. Bates no.
80305972/5974. Available at: http://
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hjz13c00.
Accessed May 1, 2007.

62. Mandel LL, Bialous SA, Glantz SA.
Avoiding “truth”: tobacco industry pro-
motion of life skills training. J Adolesc
Health. 2006;39:868–879.

63. Develop and implement a YSP com-
munication platform and strategy key ini-
tiative update. April 1999. Philip Morris.
Bates no. 2078044246/4255. Available
at: http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/ tid/
dfw75c00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

64. Minnesota Tobacco-Use Prevention
Initiative, 1989–1990: A Report to the
1991 Legislature. St Paul: Minnesota De-
partment of Health; 1991.

65. Ragsdale J. Fund-raiser has foes
fuming: tobacco lobbyists among spon-
sors of Carlson event. St Paul Pioneer
Press. October 4, 1994:1C, 4C.

66. 1994 proposed budget. November
12, 1993. Lorillard Tobacco Co. Bates
no. 91082882/2938. Available at:
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hhx90
e00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

67. McGrath DJ. Behind the budget
fight: politics and prudence. Minneapolis
Star-Tribune. May 23, 1993:1B.

68. Malmgren K. California’s anti-
tobacco advertising campaign. April 18,
1990. American Tobacco. Bates no.
980124334/4337. Available at: http://
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/aes90c00.
Accessed May 1, 2007.

69. Biener L. Anti-tobacco advertise-
ments by Massachusetts and Philip Mor-
ris: what teenagers think. Tob Control.
2002;11(suppl II):ii43–ii46.

70. Hamilton WL, Rodger CN, Chen
X, Njobe TK, Kling R, Norton GD. Inde-
pendent Evaluation of the Massachusetts
Tobacco Control Program. Eighth Annual
Report: January 1994–June 2001. Cam-
bridge, Mass: Abt Associates; 2003.

71. Kempthorne J. Massachusetts: Cam-
paign Contributions and Lobbying Ex-
penses of the Tobacco Industry and Its
Allies. Washington, DC: Common Cause
Education Fund; 2003.

72. KLM. KLM Remarks for the 12-10
Exec Cmte Mtg, The Massachusetts Plan
Draft #3. December 2, 1992. Bates no.

TI11580024/0041. Available at:
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/vxj40c
00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

73. Begay ME. Undermining the Man-
date: How Massachusetts Spent Tobacco
Education and Prevention Funds,
1994–2001 Fiscal Years. Amherst:
School of Public Health and Health Sci-
ences, University of Massachusetts; 2000.

74. Ariz Rev Stat. Laws of 1995, Chap-
ter 275: Tobacco Tax Arizona Health
Care Cost Containment System (House
Bill 2275); 1995.

75. McKinnon J. Lawmaker questions
the effectiveness of antismoking ads. Wall
Street Journal. November 11, 1998:F4.

76. Florida’s key legislative issues for
1999. Tallahassee Democrat. February
28, 1999:A9.

77. Kennedy J. “Truth” drive director is
kicked out: Peter Mitchell was fired a day
after teens protested the anti-smoking
campaign’s possible elimination. Orlando
Sentinel. March 18, 1999:D1.

78. Kennedy J, Perez R. State house
may pull plug on “truth.” Forthcoming
in the Legacy Library.

79. Steves D. Oregon lawmakers strip
anti-smoking funds; panel plans to move
money into bill. (Eugene, Ore) Register-
Guard. June 21, 2001. Available at:
http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2
/summary_0286-8347802_ITM (re-
stricted access). Accessed May 17,
2007.

80. Lopez L. Tobacco prevention pro-
gram relaunched. The Oregonian. De-
cember 17, 2003:2.

81. Ventura SJ, Mosher WD, Curtin
SC, Abma JC, Henshaw S. Trends in
pregnancy rates for the United States,
1976–1997: an update. Natl Vital Stat
Rep. 2001;49:1–9.

82. Ibrahim J, Glantz S. Tobacco Control
Policymaking in California, 2001–2003:
No Longer Finishing First. San Francisco:
Center for Tobacco Control Research
and Education, University of California;
2003.

83. Ibrahim J, Glantz SA. Tobacco in-
dustry litigation strategies to oppose to-
bacco control media campaigns. Tob
Control. 2006;15:50–58.

84. The State of Texas v The American
Tobacco Company LEXIS 17235 (ED
Texas 1998). Available at: http://stic.
neu.edu/Tx/1STAMD.htm. Accessed
May 19, 2007.

85. White J, Bero L. Public health
under attack: The American Stop Smok-
ing Intervention Study (ASSIST) and
the tobacco industry. Am J Public Health.
2003;94:240–250.

86. Bialous SA, Fox BJ, Glantz SA.

Tobacco industry allegations of “illegal
lobbying” and state tobacco control. Am
J Public Health. 2001;91:62–67.

87. Malmgren KL. Memorandum to
Samuel D. Chilcote, Jr. April 18, 1990.
Bates no. 980124334/4337. Available
at: http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
aes90c00. Accessed May 1, 2007.

88. Philips JW Jr. Letter from Jim W
Philips, Jr, of Brooks, Pierce, McLendon,
Humphrey & Leonard, LLP, to John A.
Payton, Esq, of Wilmer, Cutler & Pick-
ering. 2001. Available at: http://legacy.
library.ucsf.edu (forthcoming).

89. Lorillard Tobacco Company v Amer-
ican Legacy Foundation (“Lorillard V.
Legacy, N. Car.”), Complaint 02 CVS
02170, (General Court of Justice, Supe-
rior Court Division, Wake County, NC,
February 19, 2002).

90. American Legacy Foundation v Lo-
rillard Tobacco Company, 895 A2d 874
LEXIS 150 (Del Ch 2005).

91. American Legacy Foundation v Lo-
rillard Tobacco Company, 886 A2d 1
LEXIS 124 (Del Ch 2005).

92. Lorillard Tobacco Company v Amer-
ican Legacy Foundation 903 A2d 728
LEXIS 400 (Del 2006)

93. Memo in support of R.J. Reynolds
Tobacco Company’s Motion Challenging
Pollution of Jury Pool and Extrajudicial
Communications with Jurors (re: Lau-
rence Lucier and Laurie Lucier v Philip
Morris Incorporated (Calif Super Ct
2002). Available at: http://legacy.
library.ucsf.edu (forthcoming).

94. Reply to Memo in support of R.J.
Reynolds Tobacco Company’s Motion
Challenging Pollution of Jury Pool and
Extrajudicial Communications with Ju-
rors (re: Laurence Lucier and Laurie
Lucier v Philip Morris Incorporated (Calif
Super Ct 2002). Available at: http://
legacy.library.ucsf.edu (forthcoming).

95. R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company v
Bonta, 272 F Supp 2d 1085 at 1103
LEXIS 12570 (ED Calif 2003), aff’d
384 F3d 1126 (9th Cir Calif 2004). 

96. Lazarus D. Courts blow off to-
bacco. San Francisco Chronicle. July 27,
2003:I-1.

97. Martin M. Court snuffs complaint
on cigarette tax spending; tobacco firms
objected to state’s anti-smoking ads. San
Francisco Chronicle. July 23, 2003:A-11.

98. Kuiper NM, Nelson DE, Schooley
M. Evidence of Effectiveness: A Summary
of State Tobacco Control Program Evalua-
tion Literature. Atlanta, Ga: Office on
Smoking and Health, Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention.


