SOSAS RESEARCH IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING SIX

ISSUE AREAS AS BEING THE MAJOR DETERMINENTS

OF PUBLIC OPINION TOWARDS THE SOCIAL ACCEPT-

ABILITY OF SMOKING:

1.

PASSIVE SMOKING ISSUE

ANNOYANCE/COURTESY ISSUE

SOCIAL COST ISSUE

GOVERNMENT INTRUSION/COST ISSUB'

INDUSTRY CREDIBILITY

IMAGE OF SMOKER/SMOKING.
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PASSIVE SMOKING ISSUE

FINDINGS | ‘ - N

A majority of both smokers and nonsmokers

believe that passive smoking is harmful .

to the nonsmoker (51% smokers, 71% non- _ ‘ .
smokers) . B :

A sizable minority believe passive‘smoking
will actually cause lung cancer or heart
disease (20% smokers, 43% nonsmokers)

Belief in the negative aspects of passive - -
smoking is as high among government legis- -
lators/regulators as among the general . “'.'
population (62% legislators/regulators, 67% 7
general populatlon) : R : ]

oy g o

it g ;

A decreasing number of federal legislators - A
believe passive smoking is harmful; the - . R
opposite trend exists among state and local o
leglslators. ' :

In 1aboratory tests, copy ‘was effectlve 1n ‘ .
changing negatlve att1tudes about p3551ve, T?f';";
SITDklngo LA i ,* . \.

PR :
T ) *

LT : -.'{"j-‘-f- s o " T B
‘The 'passive smoking issue has brought the.: -’ .. ™
nonsmoker into the fray -- heretofore it . .
was the smoker versus the anti—smoker.j}wv”
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PASSIVE SMOKING ISSUE

II. CONCLUSIONS

A. The continued growth of the negative passive
smoking belief among the general population . -
and the legislative/regulatory segments
could lead eventually to the suppression and
possible banning of smoking. .

B. The passive smoking issue remains the single °
most important factor concerning the social
acceptability of smoking because it invites
suppressive legislation.

277D o . _ . S
C. Passive smoking beliefs are susceptible to -
change. It is not clear that behavior (such

as voting) can be changed.

D. The anti-smoker now feels totally‘COmfortableﬁvﬁi
in speaking out against smoking -- supported
by the mlsconceptlons regardlng pa551ve smoklng.

.

E. Passive smoking beliefs often act as "rationale” ' = |
to oppose smoking, masking an underlylng factor ﬁs,f,“;-'
_‘of annoyance and 1rr1tation..,v‘<l, TSR R

F. "Passive SnORing is clearly an arena in which ?}ifﬁaii.
~ the Tobacco Industry can coupete, and perhaps . , :
preva11 TN ;ru_,uk o

G. Pub11c Relations and PUbllC Affalrs programs,
- rather than advertising, may be the most ~;2f.{

effective vehicles for waglng the campalgn on '
passive smoklng nfh- et P S

L ° A".' . -~

‘H.; "Issue" advertlslng works best when there is ﬂf}w-j”lf,ﬁh
a threat, i. e., a loss of choice. U S L E

I. The "Tobacco Family," smokers, and nonsmokers o 1
(not anti-smokers) will be the most productive
constituencies for all passive smoking efforts.
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PASSIVE SMOKING ISSUE

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

s The Tobacco'Institute

A. Continue documentation of passive smoking
- medical findings, updating and expanding
the number of endorsers. Nineteen
endorsers have been included in the Jones
Hearings findings reported in the Federal

Register. , v : o

" B. Integrate the passive smoking documentationw
) into all TAN programs addre551ng smoklng :
restrlctlons.Av _

C. DeVelopfend‘{npiementua‘public'reletions'slr-
program respondlng to responsrble reports. -
that allege pa551ve smoklng 1s harmful.

D. Work aggre551vely wrth the Counc11 of State -
Governments to prevent adoption of Mode
State restrrctlve snoklng 1aws. .
E. Gain wlde exposure of expert medrcal and SR
‘scientific testimony before local and state R
.. government forums such as the Counc11 of ;
oo 'Ma"ors and Governors Conferences.vf :

F. Conduct’'a worldwide symposium on passive - - ",
smoking in conjunction with ICOSI to =~ "~ "~ =
~ aevelop an 1nternat10na1 posture on thls L
1ssue. N e kS o kS

G. Develop‘commnniCEtion“proérams (public
relations and advertising) that will EE A
_serve to dispel the passive smok1ng myth TR i
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III.

Reco

PASSIVE SMOKING ISSUE

mmendations (cont'd.)

" H.

Develop a program for disseminating passive
smoking medical findings to the medical
community, targeting to such opinion leaders
as the AMA and the New England School of
Medicine Journal.

e The Tobacco Institute
and Companies

Conduct special Capitol Hill staff briefings

on public smoking across a broad spectrum -
of legislators, with emphasis on those -

representing tobacco, agriculture, and thoselj

on key committees 1nvolved with tobacco
1ssues.<,,;3g,, B T N

Integrate the Jones Hearings findings as lel

‘a major plank of other programs, such as .

W”Organlze and 1mp1ement pa551ve smoklng

Pride In Tobacco and The Tobacco Instltute
Spokesperson.- ‘ .

wx'_;:'\, S ’-J, L ,.'\,',.'_ .o “i»,-

presentations before national and reg10na1

‘meetings of NAM, Chambers of Commerce and{‘“’“

”,1nformed a111es.

similar business trade groups with the»fﬂ
objective of develop1ng 1nfluent1a1.m

s ,‘\"‘-

e Co@ganies¥4"

o000
AR

Initiate an In-Company communications ' * .
program on pa581ve smoklng issues for all - .

employees.,
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ANNOYANCE/COURTESY ISSUE

I. FINDINGS

v o B P ,~',~"-\:».z?' T, e

A. Both the public opinion surveys and the :
qualitative group research indicate . -~ ' .. .
that an increased public sensitivity = " - " hs '
to annoyance and irritation underlie the. @ . .
decline in the social acceptability of . o nlVLs e e e
smokrng., . o _ o R

. - . L L i, . o Lo, B C e L w
e T ,"\-,h';""‘.."t' CETOE LT NS T vy

B. A majorlty of nonsmokers and a sizable' ‘' . . ... ... oo
number of smokers find smoke to be J'”'?Y'::"j}‘f.fﬁﬁg: !

xtremelx annoying (51% nonsmoker, 208 - T
smoker) e L T",} L 4

L ,g; S
) ' il ?'; "”" I £ T, '
- C. Evrdence from the publlc oplnlon surveys P ;gf-;_
. ‘ * indicates that public tolerance of any . B T N
| .. . environmental annoyance is declinlng.,,,‘ : el
‘ o Pollutlon is harmfu1.~ TR L e
' D A copy test 1nd1cated that the Courtesy Lt g
" . ,, _ Ad tested had no measurable effect on : ey
8 ‘ 'oonsumer_attltudes or votlng intention SN
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ANNOYANCE/COURTESY ISSUE

II. CONCLUSIONS. '
A. Evidence from the Passive Smoking copy i
tests and the California Proposition 5
research suggests that annoyance is a
_major driving force behind anti-smoking o

 one-on-one confrontation over smoking - L
annoyance in public places. . . o L T

When Passive Smoking is defused as an . . ~V;a<¥

' reason to oppose smoking. . -

Courtesy has universal

nonsmokers perceive smokers as ‘non- N T
courteous. They attack the courtesy. S N
concept as utopian and thus support .

ictive king legislation.: " i

. restr

“should and should not smoke. They are
_on the defensive. ' o
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The "Age of Me" has led to increased

issue, annoyance becomes the underlying’ ~".*
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IIT.

5 :Civ Make Courtesy a permanent part of all TAN

A, Contlnue to develop and test advertisxng

§_§,‘ Develop and 1mp1ement a Courtesy

ANNOYANCE/COURTESY ISSUE

RECOMMENDATIONS R e
. . . o S 2 . ¢ ‘
In these recommendations major emphasis is . . . . S
placed on programs directed to the smoker .lf “ S
since his conduct will influence directly e T '
the attitudes and behavior of the nonsmoker.= .
“’v ' e The Tobacco Institute vf,f"‘_fgfj.:’w:;f{;ff;fﬁiQra

concepts addreSSIDQ Annoyance/Courtesy...;’ yﬂj, f_‘_;;111 

Communications program directed to smokers. ‘?F*ﬁ@"“"H"‘
~Place courtesy in its role versus rights, - R ’
_freedom of ch01ce and restrlctlve leqzs-*
latzon.:%, AT i

~

efforts opposing restr1ct1ve smoklng

leglslatlon.:; «ﬂu;- ;
1
- courtesy as a’ 'solution to employee comfort, 1
“recognizing’ that restrictive smoking 1
legislation is costly to business. It
~_ breaks up functional pattern of the offlce*
N Q and creates an antagonlstlc atmosphere.;‘ ;
Y
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ANNOYANCE/COURTESY 1SSUE '
I11. Recommendations (cpnt'd.) :
F. Gain ?Coﬁrtesy" crédibility by the - o "  : "_,

creation and implementation of programs - St
such as a "No Litter" program as a part- L A

‘of the Courtesy campaign. _ R A ; :
e The Tobacco Institute ; - ;,LQ‘H: "A#:;f 3 )“;? o

‘

and Companies =~ Loy o T

~. .
4 N . :
' B

- G. Utilize qll.approptiate programs'su¢h‘a81;f"»7"9 o ;f ;3
~ .pride In Tobacco and The Tobacco Institute . . . .- e

Spokesperson to

carry on a ﬂialog

ue.yith~%ig

’

 smokers. -~ : Sy

R . - oo N

© H.. fdiiy'ihférh £Hé Tobacco Community of.
o A;he.Cour;esy‘prpg;amswbeipgT;mplemenged; *

. .

1. Test the use of a carton insert as a’ . FiUy
. media vehicle for conveying the courtesy '~
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I. FINDINGS

A.

SOCIAL COST ISSUE

«

While no spec1f1c research addressing this

issue has been conducted, a commonly cited -

social cost estimate is 18 to 25 billion .
dollars. Broad assumptions are applied -
in arr1v1ng at thxs and other estimates.f

I..

B. Media coverage of thls issue is increasingea

"M'

Ce dramatlcally

\

H

it

o

)

s gy .x-}*;» 'Jy»m», g -r"-sw«*:u'
“The Secretary of HEW uses the Social Cost:
~argument frequently and has been widely:
quoted by other government and private

Socxal cost is a relevant 'issue to w

C.
agenc1es..-x-;<
‘ ; s ~ i _,.t.';‘;‘, Cr e
D.

3
8
Ry beare
R
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e : ; i e s e

of reduc1ng medxcal beneflt premiumst

F.

_"Social costs

'"leaders" but not to the general populatron

e i S s i A s o PR
Some bu51nesses are prov1dlng employeee S

incentives to quit’ smoklng in the interest

Insurance companles (a few)vprovide'

- reduced premlum to nonsmokers in recognltlon
of reduced soc1a1 cost m??

" is a worldwide issue.’
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SOCIAL COST ISSUE _ ' - -

II. CONCLUSIONS . T
A. The Social Cost of Smoking'appears to be
one of the next major anti-smoking efforts
that will be leveled against the Tobacco . ;- .- - . .
Industry. ... R o o BATR R

L b e =

~
Lo : . O, N
‘ : R N PO S .

B. There is broad'opinioh that the social
cost of smoking outweighs any benefits e

accruing to smoking.... ' . oo G

i e

¢
I

v ..

-
Lo ST e L TR N
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c. Thé‘opinion'Ieadéigféfgvﬁéginhing to use’ i
..., this issue, with its economic thrust, to
suppor;_antf~§moking campaigns. . ¢ +h]

p. Indu EnyiS.beQ{nniné‘td‘édpébrtpfogtams%Q S
to restrict employee smoking, thus - e
avoiding the alleged costs.: ' s
et ’ . ' N V‘ '5’}: . “ - ( " '..‘., .;‘-

[ [P I

-

Qualiiaiive*reséa}ch”suggests,that non=;
iW"ﬁsmoggrs,foncé exposed to the social cost
L "ﬁérgumehtj‘readily‘incorporate”thig;{@”“y
.7i- argument as itfprovideshthe‘frationa1e7
for opposing smoking. i At
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SOCIAL COST ISSUE
III. RECOMMENDATIONS
NOTE: While the SOSAS project identified Social Cost i
as an emerging issue, the project did not under- i
take studies/research that would identify action ‘ j
programs. The recommendations that follow, LT :
therefore, are suggestive only of avenues that - ' . ;
might be pursued P « - - ;
v‘v S . ~ L T ‘ uﬁ_»i', . ) }
e The Tobacco Institute -~ =~ .+ = 3
- » T R 4
A.. Inltiate research that will identify and R - ?
‘evaluate those reports (domestic and P '
international) that purport to quantxfy ERR t:GZ't;,~h.&
“the social cost of smoklng.-w A ;fg,‘:' P TS SO
B. WOrk closely w1th ICOSI in the development },g_wpxdiﬂh-ﬁ. e
of research prOJects, p081t10n papers *nd &
strategles.;rgx : L DR H
N Develop and arm the Tobacco Community wlth o C
i a strong position against the alleged . ; i : ”;Lil

.. .. . social cost of smoklng., Thls p051tion
- f.‘;,;could be one that.ﬁr» i

, Destroys the cred1b111ty of currently
_,c1rcu1ated costs.,d For example, the
_;istudles ‘assume ‘that the only difference,
',between smokers ‘and. nonsmo} ers isqthat

'Bu11ds on the cohcept that everythlng_
. "costs society.". This could be related -
- to dlet,-sports part1c1pat10n, drlnking.'
. iiBuxlds on. the fact that the'eause of.::
... cancer is unknown. Further, there is’ :
growing evidence that cancer is multi- * e T
¢ ... factional -- thus making a cost analysls T L
: -~ .covering a single factor almost O A Y A ;
Nt A zrnxmp0551b1e.“
w
o
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A. The majorxty of the population (75%i;‘ R ﬂ«,f<7 o
’ approves of some government control o 71'“'*.‘-’, .
' over the c1garette industry. .. - NN S o
B. A ma)orxty agrees that government N n

v product safety testing and 1 nformation R O SR 1
ion is a legltlmate government IR L

S disseminat:
pole. i i

T c. But only a bare majorxty suppor
B government art1-smok1ng,c mpaig
for, 43% agalnst)'v. >

. D And only one-thlrd sup
L government taxlng powe

The Ca11forn1a‘Ptopo
1ndxcated that Governmen

“'and Government-Cost ‘arguments,
ects on changlng voterS't




GOVERNMENT INTRUSION/COST ISSUE

II. CONCLUSIONS

B.

Social Opirion surveys indicate a
national "conservative" movement that
is explicitly opposed to further
Government Irtrusion with its attendant

costs. -

Public opposition to government ,
interference in private life and the
attendant cost of government programs
can have a favorable impact on the
public's evaluation of the social
acceptability of smoking, and the role

15

of government and law in settling smoking:‘: ;}f’if

issues.

2

There is a widespread mistrusﬁ and

disbelief in the effectiveness/

enforceability of restrictive smoking =

laws., o

t
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GOVERNMENT m'rnusrougcosr 1SSUE o _ A i
: 111. nﬁcomuomrons : . '

4

bacco Institute -

e The TO S A P %

A. Thoroughly evaluate the california Wl e

‘ proposition 5 Campaign. pevelop 23 odely, ja',a[ggg_~ oo

' , attack plan. incorporatingd "Government L BT i

' S Intrusion/Co ost® for use in op ' N

future leglslatlon_at all .l ; j%

E B B. Conduct an ‘exhaustive st f*_j

\ o smoking € perrences, such 2 ?%“%

| . ~ among restaurant in Seattle. R
! ; the impracticalxty of segrega tion. ot S

-C.' Develop a 'cost of enforcement
paper that conld be,endorsed by.

support of this effort{,
to determlne the C of
Consider the development
"real world" sxtuation ‘
and perkeley. , Revrew
research for

The Tobacco
m n1es

ral . efforts to en

1ncrease 1n ‘the excise tax or.
itax, ncorporatxng the pub ublic'

m of this iss

t

_the degree or extentkof
. restrlctrons in his pl

Take cognlzance of
thrs strategy e

.

e

IR AL 000GCS
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INDUSTRY CREDIBILITY

FINDINGS

SOSAS research, Yankelovich and the
Roper study all indicate that the
Tobacco Industry ranks low on the list
of socially responsible industries.

b A T

In spite of Industry's long-standing
claim that "the case has not been . - . .
ef tablished, " over 90% of the public

believes that smoklng is harmful. -

Unlike the general populatlon, the RJR
family displays great pride in the

Tobacco Industry and especially 1n»R38,; ol

The 1nstantaneous success of "Prxde In SR s T
Tobacco® demonstrated the latent support - " .~ =~
of the Tobacco Family and its hungery_,_’
for proactzve programs that will enhance

the Industry s credibility. et e mte
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INDUSTRY CREDIBILITY

The general population 51mp1y 1s e
“unconcerned with this issue and
finds it 1rre1evant.ﬁ e

The very strlngent legal restrictions placed’V
on this Industry makes it unlikely that any

'shift in public opinion will come quickly or

.

R

ST }vr, _‘v e [ Lot
,.,. ) R PR,

The spokespeople of the Tobacco Industry are""‘

considered significantly less reliable sources
. of data than lobbyists of other major .

industrial areas.

18

easily. SR * S g ' R L Rl :.qr'-?"' s L
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II. CONCLUSIONS
A. During the course of the SOSAS'research,
several strategies were explored as
possible methods to counter the credibility
gap, For one reason or another, the basic _
SOSAS research suggested that each would
be ineffective. These rejected strategies ‘
were: ‘ . o
l.-fPrimegy”smoking:end-health studies
are inconclusive. ' :
Over 90% of the population believe i
smoking is harmful. There is no .- . : ?
prospect of reversing this opinion ’ [
at the present ‘time, _
. 2.‘ Tobacco Indust_y Essential to EcononyL j?f'f*":%ﬁ**% i
! Taxes. i e e PR s §
T WEALIT S e oy A g
This strategy 8 effectiveness is e s
limited to the "Tobacco Family" and , B g
- does not have nationai appeal.,;._u Sy '
ey o / : ,»5 e ,‘
3. Right to Market a Legal Product.~w ' L ;
The public is perfectly willing to zf'm
. change the status of a product i
i aiingh.. . contributing to serious disease. - s ‘
: (especially 1f it occurs among non="-"¥" ? ]
iy users). - R x
R 9‘ ' uv.!' H";‘ ’ﬂ*]s’. Dyt ik {.._ i (Q ':t‘*“s“ ’V E}f,hg" 3('4(,&1‘;'!- -ﬁl’&m }.;l\z g;;w . s gn “-":".v e
4. History and Heritage of Tobacco;;_»‘ - R
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Industry Credibility . =2-
11, Conclﬁsions (cont'd.) o | REREE - R
D. Industry 8 lack of cred1bility is synerqistic
when coupled with negative public and key
leader opinions on cigarette advertising, = .. = ..
especially "image" advertising which is seen -~ "
"to glamorize smokxng. )
E.

The credibility of a given Tbbacco Industry
position can be achieved if voiced by - sl
objective, outside authorities speaking CowRT L
in unison and in force. , ot

o v eia s
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INDUSTRY CREDIBILITY

Recommendations (cont'd.)

E.

G.

Because of the Tobacco Industry's credibility
- deficiency, a base from which to speak must

be developed. The medical profession is

one such base and has been functional
vigs-a-vis the Jones Hearings findings.
Continued basic medical research support -
might provide an additional opportunity. The
American Civil Liberties Union offers another
possibility.

The preparation of a strong tobacco "Position’

20

~ Paper" by RJRI Public Relations will be ;
supportive of all programs designed to f
enhance the Industry's image. A related . _
document prepared by The Tobacco Institute, = ,
The Smoking Controversy: A Perqpective,' T ]
‘will be functionalgﬁere also._;,: g E
E N P ' S i L o :E
° Cohpanies; AR |
Capitalize on employees' willingness to |
engage in activities supportive of a. |
"socially responsible RJRT image. Such B g
programs. ‘might include greater activxty L et
~ in civic affairs, active support of = . ool L ow e
philanthropic programs, support of the S B I
! IR ‘ t*' -”“. ST j‘ - ST AL
- ; : , ilhyi~-1
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[
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INDUSTRY CREDIBILITY

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Pride‘In Tobaééd pfogram‘hai been

developed that will provide support,: ;»2,753

¢ The Tobacco Institute

DISCUS has served the beverage industry
well in maintaining credibility. The
Tobacco Industry must develop its own
*moderation,” "don't drink and drive"
campaign. One strategic thrust might (e
an educational program at the pre-adult
level.

e The Tobacco Institute - \ RS
and Companies T

SOSAS has confirmed the need for TAN as
an essential force in developing an.
improved industry image. With California

as a "pilot," the expansion of TAN to key
states must be expedited. o

successful in supporting one segment of'
the tobacco community -- the Grower/ -
Warehouse. Programs of this type must be’

education and credibility for other
segments of the tobacco commun@ty.c/vv

The Prlde In Tobacco concept must be Lo e
broadened and expanded. In North Carolina -~ '
a program is being developed that will

tie the Pride In Tobacco concept to .
colleges and universities. Expansion of

The Tobacco Institute advertising relating

tobacco to its agricultural brethren .'._-f,'u_j,ﬁlf B

should be consxdered

'{9gzo 0C00S )'




IMAGE OF SMOKER/SMOKING

I. FINDINGS

= e b b ah b S b

The image of smoking is declining.

Smokers have negati&e self-images

-concerning their smoking behavior.

S

Roughly two-thirds 6f the smoking
population say they would like to quit

smoking (approxxmately one- third are ~‘; §.*'

trying to quxt) B SRR SR -=;g§ﬁ~ff

Within the Tbbacco Fanilf. there is
positive support for smoking. :

~

., 5 . *
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IMAGE OF SMOKER/SMOKING

-——

II. CONCLUSIONS

A.

D.

. 1
3
E.

Industry, was con;idered_and rejected

Smoking is becoming a socially
unacceptable habit and is considered
harmful to the smoker and nonsmoker
alike,

"Moderation® does not appear to be a
viable solution since there are no
standards for "moderation® or "excess."

R

Civil rights poses the question of
whose rights -- and the higher civil
right of nonsmokers, A

Smokers are becoming less agqreiaiv;”ff%.ﬁ )

about their right to smoke -- and - -
more defensive and uncomfortablc.

PETIORP EANRPC L e XL LAY

w"kots Alliinéé,liuppbkted by'fhe o

because:

1. Smokers are not easily dlliedfﬂa??lai :ﬁ .
They are defensive, and many would. . o

like to quit.

2. Industry duppdrt of the alliance -
would destroy its credibility.‘ -

L]
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e } S s L )

e e
ARSI O A
FnTiepy T B

. ER LA Cra
R AT I SRR R

23

iﬁpza 0ccos

4_q--------_________..--

YT e . et tce - m——. mem—— e e .. . . -




IMAGE OF SMOKER/SMOKING ,“

II1I1. RECOMMENDATIONS

The most viable base from which to launch a
program to enhance the image of the smoker
and smoking is the Tobacco Family. And :
the core of the Tobacco Family is RJR (and - :
other tobacco manufacturer) employees. . S .

e The Tobacco Institute
and Companies

A. The self image of the smoker must be
enhanced. This can be accomplished
through programs described under .
“Passive Smoking® and "Courtesy."

B. 1In all appropriate commnications and |
programs, smoking must be positioned ' - - . o
as the pleasurable adult activity R

C. Develop programs that will promote A
positive dialogue between family and - ° - -
the general population -- smokers and ,
nonsmokers. A e e .
) ® Companies .~ L -
D. CAéitnliie on ranilj‘Stiégﬁﬁﬁi,,;. s

1. Conduct an in-depth employee education fﬁf3,i‘f;1,¢5,;f
program on all phases of smoking and‘;h;}@jaf}-“aﬁ B

health, courtesy, economic impact, . .
and{he;itgge,ﬁ;_;,ug S e e s

‘ f':-,;-‘ Pt e, Lo

2. ‘!xpind Pride ih‘Tobacéo type'pto§r§ll ’
- toall segments of the family._'- o
3. Develop and mobilize an RJRT Support ~ - .
, Sy;tu,l } s Yo e L B : ’
.“ Assure that TAN ahd'iliied:o}ganizations o
receive the same comprehensive educational
program provided the immediate fanily.,_’
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NEXT STEPS —

® TRANSFER SOSAS TO T.I.
o PRESENT FINDINGS TO COMPANY CEO's.
o PRESENT T0 T.1. STAFP.
. pnssaurviojw.x.‘E#ﬁcdﬁxvﬁ
COHMITTEE.Wi&H;RECbMMBﬁbAfléﬁ -

FOR TRANSFER.

® FEED INFORMATION/FINDINGS TO TOBACCO -

' INTERNATIONAL AT DIRECTION OF

. . . . ST T SR TR SR
P T A ket PG E Ly e e Y 1
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ADOITIONAL RESEARCH
_h‘__‘

YANKELOVICH

~= DATA BASE IS ESTABLISHED.

FAMILY

WILL SERVE TO MEASURE PROGRAN'S

PROGRESS .,

-= EXPAND BEYOND LINITED RESEARCH
| DONE ANONG WINSTON-SALEM
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