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“Scientific review of data sponsored by the tobacco industry campaign against advertising  




bans in the 1980s.”

It is not intended in this paper to review all the evidence for and against the role of advertising in  promoting tobacco use (whether by initiation, reinforcement or maintenance of the habit), except to say that the preponderant weight of the evidence developed over the past two decades increasingly implicates advertising and promotion, in all its forms, as a major element.  The studies of the association now include prospective tracking to demonstrate the effect.   Advertising and promotion are not solely responsible for initiating addiction to tobacco; family and peer examples also have an effect.  It must be asked, however, what influenced the peers and families?  If each group was also partially affected by advertising and promotion we would see a cumulative effect over generations of beginning smokers (each generation measured in under a decade for peers and sibs, and about two decades for parents).  The implication is, therefore, that advertising and promotion are the principal causes of creating tobacco addiction.


Evidence from “natural experiments” over time, where advertising and promotion are in fact severely restricted, also tell us that truly total and effective bans have an effect on decreasing long-term consumption of tobacco and reducing the prevalence of regular smoking by youth. (That other elements of a comprehensive tobacco control program may also be in place does  not gainsay the conclusion as the strategies are meant to be complementary and mutually reinforcing.)


The tobacco industry fights restrictions on promotion and advertising ferociously, even while denying that advertising has much at all to do with tobacco use.  In this fight industry has repeatedly used certain data and paid experts.  Briefing paper no. 1 in this series has documented from the tobacco industries`own files that there existed doubt about the credibility of these data and experts even as they were being used.


The studies of J.J. Boddewyn (Professor of Marketing, City University of New York) and Glen Smith (Children`s Research Unit) in over 30 countries - paid for by the tobacco industry - purported to show that advertising bans had little to do with total adult tobacco consumption or trying that first cigarette by children.  None of the studies has been published in any peer-reviewed journal, but thousands  of copies of the summary data have been distributed world-wide to decision makers, journalists,  business people and other influentials, and may continue to be used even to this day.  Critical analysis of the studies, however useful, have only appeared in specialty academic journals - such as the British Journal of Addiction, the Scandinavian Journal of Social Medicine - or in limited circulation WHO documents.  In this briefing paper and its appendices, I will point out some other  major flaws in the event that they continue to be promulgated by the industry.


Glen Smith`s studies in sixteen countries all claim to show the same outcome: advertising accounts for only 1-2% of initiation of smoking by children - or at least this is the facile conclusion brought forward by Smith`s editor, J.J. Boddewyn in various testimony at national legislatures considering advertising restrictions.  Smith claimed that previous studies showing the definite role of advertising were biased because they used anonymous questionnaires, usually filled up at school - somehow this produced skewed information.  What Smith did was this: he hired local contractors in each country, who then interviewed children, ages 7-15, face to face in their homes, using a prompt list of reasons for having tried that first cigarette, usually at about age nine in those who ever tried.  Then Smith gave the percentages of first mentions to come up with the 1-2% figure.  Such a study would not even be acceptable as a high-school project.  Surely the contractors using the prompt list knew whom for they were working and his bias if not his sponsor; surely recall over several years by the majority of  the children interviewed who admitted to smoking (were their parents present at the interview?) could not give credible results; surely the method of presenting the data  was singularly biased to a preconceived outcome.  What is remarkable in the Smith data is the very high percentage of children quite familiar with tobacco advertising, over 60- 70% in the various studies. 


Boddewyn`s data are more difficult to work through.  His thesis, based on eight communist countries and eight “free market” countries,  has been that total per capita consumption of tobacco has been uncorrelated with advertising bans, whether strict or not.  A principal weakness of the argument is that it did not take differential pricing into account - cheap cigarettes in a monopolistic setting and no control program in place may be more prevalently  used without need of advertising.


But the assumption that advertising bans have been effective or total is seriously undermined, as shown in Appendix 1.  In most countries Boddewyn considered having effective  bans, these were either poorly implemented, or remarkably inventive promotional methods circumvented the bans on traditional advertising.  Finland is an excellent case study in this regard.

Despite the unevenness of implementation of advertising bans and restrictions, those nations with  the strongest laws have, over time, effected the most reduction in tobacco consumption (Finland,  Iceland Singapore, Norway
 in particular, see appendix 3).


Boddewyn used tobacco consumption per adult as the major dependant variable in coming to his conclusion; in various presentations he made cross-national comparisons of consumption over time and in relation to when a ban was enacted, the main thrust being that tobacco consumption has tended to rise regardless.  I find that there has been a systematic bias in the tobacco consumption data, comparing Boddewyn to WHO`s 1997 report, and also to the study of Laugesen and Meads - see appendices 2 and 4.  By presenting lower per capita consumption at  a 1970 base year Boddewyn`s data imply a much greater increase in use by 1986.  (Whose data are biased? may be fairly asked.  It is probable that the variable  “Per capita pounds of tobacco,” taken and modified from various industry and governmental sources, is simply too crude a measure of tobacco use over a short period of time, especially in adults with a low quitting rate; and is further confounded by smuggling, falsification, waste, stockage and hoarding, etc.  A keener measure, I suggest, is prevalence of uptake and continued use by children,  by each birth year and by gender.)  Appendix 2 also shows some important misstatements of consumption data by Boddewyn.  

�	See in particular, Matti K. Rimpela, Leif Edward Aaro, Arja H. Rimpela. “The effects of tobacco sales promotion on initiation of smoking - experiences from Finland and Norway.” Scandinavian Journal of Social Medicine 1993; Suppl. 49: pp. 13-16.


�	An excellent rejoinder to Boddewyn`s and the tobacco industry`s conclusions about Norway is given by Kjell Bjartveit, “Fifteen years of comprehensive legislation: Results and conclusions.” Paper presented at the Seventh World Conference on Tobacco & Health. Perth, Western Australia. 3 April 1990.





