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I would appreciate yocur reviewing this dJocument,
which is a brief summary of our reflections on the
campaign. Our final report will c¢onaist of this
document as well as Individual raports from each of
the chief consultants and an analysis of the vote
statewide,

Fe would eppreciate your feedback Lky .(1:00 &.m.
®ET, Tuesday, HNovembar 29. Should you ,.~ve any
~-3ifications or questicns, plesse contact me or
"-.5a Hermocillo.

»¢ hope to mail out the final report on Thursday,
Dacenber 1,
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overview of Anslysis of Xlection Resulf

Though disappeinting, the slaction result on Prop.
99 =~ 57.8 (Y) vs. 42.2 (N) -- wam not an entirely
unexpectead one. Consistent with our tracking pelling
(up until we reworded the pell uestion in the last
waek), the final tally reflected the fact that we were
vnable to capture encugh anti-gmoking voters to pull
gupport for the measure balow 50 parcent (even though we
did move the alsctorate 37 polnts).

What were the maior obstacles facing the tobacco
industry in this cempalgn? Which onhes could not be
gvercone?

1. ©Onea obstacla we sattempted to overcome =zt <the
cutset was the visceral negative raaction to the
"tobacco industry."™ We nade sarious attempts to
reoruit leaders from <tha businass community,
government or law enforoament to sarve &8s nedila
spokespersons for the "No on $9%% campaign,

That wa could not enlist laadars fron thess fields,
nwhite hat" organizations or popular celebrities to
speak out sfrongly against Proposition 99, put us
et a serious disadvantage. o

ptate lawmakers virtually abandoned this industry.
only Assenblymen Dick Floyd, Bill Baker and Nolan
Frirzele and Sanator Quentin Xopp ¢id anything to
help in this effort,

Throughout tha campaign, Californians Againat
Unfaly Tax Increasas (CAUTI) had to use paid,
professional spokaaparsong (Raimundo, Heath,
Heffarnan, Belpehe') +o make its caza with the
nedia, Without any significant allied aupport,
CAUTI spokespersch had to sgquare off against two
organizations parceived as 'white hats," the
American ILung Association and Cancer Socisty, as
wall as the Coalition feor a Healthy California
(CRC), which was &glsp sBeen as & ‘'"good guy
organization,m

2, Arnothsr major obstacle was the pollticel press
corps itself, As early as December 1587, when
Jeff Raimunde began contacting major newspaper
raportears abecut the Cilgarette and Tobacce Tax
Initiative, it becans quite evident to ndim that
newspaper roporters had mtrong anti=tobacce himasaes.
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That CAUTI could not recrult prominant non-tobacco
spokespersons only wmade it more difficult to
present its silde of the story to the press and
cther media outlets. The CHC took every avallable
opportunity to point out that CAUTI's only
apokecpersons were paid by the tobacoo Industry.

The CAUTI spokssparsonis sencountered trezendous
skepticism about the "crime* nessags advanced by
the campaign. &tate Attorney Ganeral van de Kamp
challengad the basic preniss of ocur arquuent on
crige ~~ namely, that the proposed incresse in the
axcise tax would encourage street gangs and othar
griminals to smuggle out~of-stats cigarsttes inte
California, Van de Kamp denouncad this argument as
a scara tactic promoted by tha tobacco industry.
Whan the California Peace Officers hssociation and
the California B8tate Sheriffs Associntien changed
their ‘“oppose" position on Prop. #% to one of
"neutrality," the credikility of CAUTI's message
and meassngers with the press was further strained.

w%hen the campaign moved to "unjust enrichment® ky
the medical industry in its television and radie
advertising, the CAUTI spokespersons continued- teo
sncounter skepticlam on the part of the presa. As
a resuit, this nessege was generally viewad as
anothar political "smokescreen” being thrown up by
the tehaceco industry.

Only when CAUTI moved to the ‘"freedom® and
rprojudice" themes in its media advertilsing did its
spokespsrsons find thay were abla to articulate
the argumeats without also having to defend the
foundaticns of the memsage. Howavar, Pkecskuse
CAUTI's craedibility was Bo strained at this
juncture, these massages largely fell on deaf sars.
The CAUTI spokespareons wers able to convey thess
themes forcefully but oould not overcome tha
mounting wmedia prejudice against the tobageze
industry.

3. Decidedly, the grsatest obatacle to overcona wvas
the strong and pervasive anti-amoking attitude of
the elactorate itself. Based on the polling data,
Dr. Ryan opined that 52-54 percent of tha voters in
this state is strongly anti-smeking, and that we
could net defeat Prop. 59 unless weé pullsd ona-
fitth of thesa voters over %to our side of the
ssua.
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By mid-October, sveryone on the strategy te&m and
all of the Executive Committee members agreed that
the copbination of CAUTI's "crime" argument and thae
runjust enrichment® argument would not move encugh
of the antlesmckers to the ™o on 93" ¢olumn., In
fact, our pelling showed that our "crime" massage
had plateaued bLy early oOctcber and that our
runjust enrichuent" nmessage did not appaar to move
a new blec of votars to thea "No on §9* column,

That 5,268,983 Californians voted to support Frop.
99 suggmsts that our 0"freedom" =and "prejudice"
nassages eithar did not get through the substantial
glutter on talevision and radio or simply did not
takXe hold with the targstad. andisnce -- upscals,
anti-smoking voters.

Moat alternative courpea of action ghould have peen
exgmined more cloaaly apd perhaps sven adopted?

Clearly, thers are arsas whers fine-tuning might have
generated more No votes, but the outcoms of the election
probakly would not have been any different. In future
cl?fiign" thesa wmnodlfications nonetheless wmight have scme
utility. ¥

1. our tracking polling might have commenced soon
aftar the first media wava began., Polling does net
hava to ba conducted svery night, but could be done
frequently enough to afford a better esmplrical
pasis tor making decisions on when to zove on %o
the next wavs of mesdia advertising, It is my view
(ghared by othera on the strategy tsam) that we
stayed on the VYcrime® wave tco long.

2. Wa needed to begin our paid talevision and radio
advartising sconer than we¢ dild following tha change
in media preducers. Thie less of time forced us to

am our "unjust enrichment®™ wave o¢f advertising
nte too small a window for votars ta digast., We
did net hava sufficient tima to mzke the =pots
punchiey and nore. penetrating. 1t is somevhat
difficult to evaluate the effactivensss of the
“unjust enrichmant" theme bacause it did not get =
solid play bafore tha voters,
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3. | The direct mall component of the campaign conld

! have begun a ‘little sooner to key target groups
that typically read difect wmail and meke their:

decisicns on how to vote bafore the last two weeks

of the election. Thess -groups certainly  do fet’

comprise the majority of the slectorate but can be

R very important- in a close election. The major
. , : groups that <£all into this ocategdry Include
‘ ‘seéniors, Republicans and Independents, A .dirsct
mail program running concurrant with oux alectronic,

sdvertising campaign == documenting .our * clains

being mada  at that peint in time -- might have
strengthened our advertising effert, particularly -

on the "erime" iasue. _ )

. ~ In sunmary, tha tobagdo industry's greatest-

vulnersbility in a statewide campaign is the deartn cof
_friends and political allies outside the tobacoco strear of
COMMAras ., The industry spands vast sums- of money in
Ccalifornia to assist all types of charities and crganizations
with little net retuzn in & pitched political fight. .~

The tobaceo -indusbry must - re-gvaluate tha types and *
levslz: of commitmenr it can expect Iroa individuale and
crgarnizations to whom it lends financisal asslstance ss part
of the industry's general philanthropy. Individuals and
groups whe receive gifts from the industry must be

a~ecorized in terms of their poesible roles in a fight like
rop. 52 ~- Will they appear before TV cameras to speak out
on en iceus consismtent with the induatry's poseition? WwWill
" they astand wi{tk tha industry on a "tex" issus or a "choice®
jassue, or »oth? In’'other words, what can the industry expect
‘from am glly in -sturnm for support from the industry or a2
particulsr coppany?

~ Legiglative tfights ars certainly different from
in{tiative fighte., But if the strategles and ths use of
resources. in . both of these arensd are not more closely
integrated, an industry victory in the legisizative process
might be short-lived 1if the fight is taken directly to the
voters. In shart, “tha tobacco industry needs to cunltivate
nore alliancas with business and govarnment leadars and cther
groups it oan turn to for high-profilae help in lsgislative
and iritiative flghts.
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