
Social Acceptability  

The key to 
controlling tobacco 







Initial Responses 

 Fight all regulation 

 Modify the product 

 Failed 

 Modify marketing 

 Deemphasize the smoke 













Accommodation 

 “Reasonable” 

 Buy off hospitality 
associations 

 Financial connections 
not disclosed 











New York Response 

 





Social Unacceptability Index 
(SUI) 

 The SUI measures the attitudes of a 
state towards smokefree 
environments 

 Data from the Tobacco Use 
Supplement of the Current 
Population Survey was used to 
determine the support from smokers 
and nonsmokers for smokefree 
homes, restaurants and bars. 



Effects of the SUI 

 The SUI (elasticity of –0.37) was 
found to have similar effects on 
cigarette consumption as price 
(elasticity of –0.38). 

 The average level of the social 
unacceptability index in 1999 for all 
states was 0.84 while the level in 
California was 1.26  



Effects of the SUI (cont) 

 If, through the use of a media 
campaign, the SUI for the US was 
raised to the level in California in 
1999 (a 40% increase) there would 
be a 15% drop in consumption. 

 A tax increase of $1.17 per pack 
would need to be imposed to 
achieve the same drop in 
consumption 



Young Adults and Tobacco 
Industry 
 Outcomes 

 Current smoking 

 Among current smokers: intention to quit 

 Two studies 
 2002 California Tobacco Survey (18-29) 

 National survey (18-25) 

  Control for 
 demographics, exposure to smokers, advertising 

receptivity, depression, social group 



Supporting Action Against 
Tobacco Industry 

 Taking a stand against smoking 
is important to me 

 I want to be involved in efforts to 
get rid of cigarette smoking 

 I would like to see cigarette 
companies go out of business 



Current smoking 

 Current smoking 

 California  OR = .16 (0.13, 0.19) 

 National    OR = 0.38 (0.24, 0.60) 

 Intend to quit 

 California  OR = 4.53 (2.94, 6.99) 

 National    OR = 5.54 (2.79, 11.01) 



Taking on the Tobacco 
Industry: California 

 Secondhand smoke kills 

 Nicotine is addictive 

 The tobacco industry lies 

 Industry Spokesman 





PM’s Project Sunrise 

PM 2031599541/9584 



If status quo maintained … 

Source: PM 2044341638/1676 



Source: PM 2044341638/1676 



Source: PM 2044341638/1676 



But…with a “proactive agenda”… 

Source: PM 2044341638/1676 



Source: PM 2078018689/8800 



Source: PM 2078018689/8800 



Improved attitudes toward 
PM 

 1993: PM’s opinion research 
showed: 
Highly negative view of company 

 2000: 39% view favorably 

 18-34 age group rating grew by 26 
percentage points 

 December 2000: More young adults 
view PM favorably (45%) than 
unfavorably (34%) 

 



 I don’t think that it makes sense to compute an overall average prevalence, since you make the point that it changes over time.  If you are going to do such a pooling, you need to tell how you weighted the samples.  (I would use a random effects meta-analysis, not just a simple average.)  I don’t think that it makes sense to compute an overall average prevalence, since you make the point that it changes over time.  If you are going to do such a pooling, you need to tell how you weighted the samples.  (I would use a random effects meta-analysis, not just a simple average.) 





e-cigarettes 

 Nicotine delivery devices 

 FDA tried to regulate 

 Emit toxins 

 e-cig companies sued and got a 
court to say they were cigarettes 

 So should be covered by state and 
local cigarette laws 

 No sales to youth 

 No indoor use  



Tobacco control works 



Age Adjusted Heart 
Disease Mortality 
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Effect on Mortality 
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59,000 fewer deaths (9%) 

1,500 unnecessary deaths  



Lung cancer incidence  
in SFO California 
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Anti-tobacco 

program 

14% reduction 

In the first 10 years in SFO: 6% cases (2036 cases in SFO) 

Statewide: 11,000 cases in 10 years 

 



Annual Health Care Savings 
Attributable to Historical CA Tobacco 
Control Expenditures 
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Large Scale Tobacco Control 
Programs Work 

 Over the first 15 years the California 
program cost $1.4 billion 

 It saved $86 billion 

 These savings started appearing 
quickly and grew with time 

 By 2004, the program was saving 
$11 billion in health costs  

 7.3% of all health costs) 



Large Scale Tobacco Control 
Programs Work 

 Prevented 3.6 billion packs of 
cigarettes from being smoked 

 Worth $9.2 billion in lost sales 

 The tobacco industry is motivated to 
stop you 



Movies maintain social acceptability 



Epidemiology 
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• Strong scientific 
evidence that 
seeing smoking 
in the movies 
promotes teen 
smoking 



Smoke Free Movies Solution 

• There is a dose-response relationship 

• Lower the dose 

• Vaccinate kids against the effect 



Smoke Free Movies Solution 

• Certify no payoff 

• Run anti-smoking ads 

• End brand identification 

• R-rate smoking 



Paid Advertising 

• Trade Press 

– Variety 

– Hollywood Reporter 

• Opinion Leaders 

– New York Times 

• Other Placements 

– Health publications 

– School publications 

– Teen Advocacy 

 



New York State Department of Health 



States Subsidizing Smoking Movies 

• Movies with smoking should be 
ineligible for state rebates or tax credits 

 

 



5 years of progress 
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2011 data:  Evidence of backsliding 
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The situation in Arkansas 

 30% drop in cigarette sales in 3 
years 

 Pretty good state law 

 But some loopholes 

 No preemption 

 Opportunities for local action 



Stronger laws → Bigger effects 
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Let’s Clear the Air 



A Proactive Agenda 

 Work locally 

 Close loopholes in state smokefree law 

 Deal with e-cigarettes and flavored 
tobacco products 

 End sale of menthol cigarettes 

 The debate continues to move social 
norms 



But what about “illegal 
lobbying”? 

 Claim has been around for a long 
time 

 Since ASSIST 

 Education is fine 

 Let NGOs do the lobbying 

 Work at the local level 

 Debate changes social norms 

 Legislation embodies those norms 

 



For people who think we 
have not made progress 






