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Proposition P: anatomy of a nonsmokers’ rights ordinance

PETER HANAUER, ESQ

On November 8, 1983, voters in' San Francisco passedi
“Proposition P,” a referendum on the city's workplace
smoking ordinance which hadibeenienacted by the Board!
of Supervisors {the squivalent of a ity council) six months
carlier. The vote marked. the first time that the tobacco
industry, which has consistently opposed all laws regulating
public smoking; had' been defeated: in such an. clection
contest, and it meant that San, Franciscans had approved
what was thenithe strongest workplace smoking law.in the
country. Theiordinance requires that all public and private
offficc: workplaces: have palicies onismoking that scek to
accommodate the nceds: of smokers and nonsmokers. [t
reguires:that notice of the policies be given toiemployces and
that appropriate signs: be:posted. The law is-enforced by the
city's hicalth department, and civil penalties are imposed on
employers who fail to establish reasonable policies.

WINNING OVER BUSINESS LEADERS

Tounderstand why-the ordinance reached the ballot in
the formof a referendum, it is:helpfullto review the process
by which it: became law: When: first introduced before a
three-member committee of the: Board of Supervisors, in
January 1983, the ordinance was:strongly supported by
Californians for. Nonsmakers' Righits:(a non-profit orga-
nization devcloping legislative, legal, and educational ap-
proaches tocurtail smoking in public places and the work-
site) and By the health.community in general. It drew vir-
tually no opposition. But by the end of the second hearing,
the sympathetic committes had reservations about the
specific language, partly due to aletter from Robert Beck,,
a Bank of America. vice-president and a leader in the:
American Cancer Society. Although he expressed strong;
support for thie concept of the ordinance, Beck was con-
cerned that the rigid conditions of certain provisions would
adversely. affect businesses. The committee: asked for a
one-month continuance to see:if the problems: could: be:
ironed out. On the day before the next scheduled hearing,
the Chamber of Commerce asked for 2 meeting with Cal-
iforrians:for Nonsmokers' Rights to discuss an alternative
proposal by the Bank of America. The bank presented the
idea that became the cornerstone of the ordinance and the
center of! contraversy: that every employer be required/to
establish. a smoking policy to satisfy the needs of both
smoking and nonsmoking office workers; butif an accom-
modation satisfactory to:the nonsmokers, whatever their
number, could not be made, then smoking would be pro-
hibited in that work area. This proposal would give busi-
nesses flexibility insolving a probiem, buti would give em-
ployees a statutory right t0 2 smoke-{ree environment.

In cxchange for accepting; the propesed compromise
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language, the Chamber of Commerce agreed not to oppose:

the ordinance. The precise language was hammered out at
one further meeting, attended By Supervisor Wendy Nelder,
the author of the ordinance; and representatives of Cali-
fornians for Nonsmokers' Rights. the Chamber of Com-

merce, the Small Businessmen's: Associativn, Bank of

America, and two other banks. The ordinance was passed
unanimously by the supervisors’ committee in'early. May.
In two required ivotes by the full Board| the measure passed
by 9 t0:2.and 10 to 1. It was signed into law. by Mayor
Dianne Feinstein on June 3. This happened despite intensive
lobbying against the law. by the DeliMonte Corporation, a
subsidiary of RJ. Reynolds since 1979, the localatiorney for
thc Tobacco Institute, and even some members of the na-
tional Democratic Party who tried to persuade the Mayor.
to veto the law. In support of the measure were hundreds
of telephonc calls:and letters from San Franciscans. The
Mayor later reported that she had received more than 100
letters from peoplie-around the country who urged herto
sign the ordinance so that their local governing bodies would
be encouraged to enact similar legisiation,

Shortly before the first. vote by the full Board, the
Chamber of Commerce broke the agreement not to oppose
the ordinance. Since its promised neutral stance had never
been publicized, the Chamber of Commerce did not appear
to have changed its position. On June 15, six people held a

press conference to announce a campaign for a referendum:

to repeal the ordinance. Having confronted! the tobacco
industry in two statewide initiative campaigns in' 1978 and
1980, proponents of the ordinance Knew the real signifi-
cance of the announcement and were prepared for what
followed. Each tobacco industry campaign: has certain
predictable elements, and the Proposition P campaign fol-
lowed the usual pattern:

o The major cigarette companies, throughitheir public rela-
tions arm, the Tobacco Ihstitute; hire a, campaign manager,
whose firstitask is to otganize a local organizationiof “concerned:
citizens,” whichthen becomes the nominal campaign organiza-
tion. In a normal political campaign, a'group of: peaple forms a
steering committes ;10 act . as' a policysmaking body. and it, in:
turn, hires a campaign manager. The tobacco industry does ex~
actly the opposite, because no grassroots or locally. financed or-
ganizations opposed to nonsmokers’ rights: legislation have ever
been formed. Moreaver. the industry sceks total controliover pol-
icy matters; and the way-to:accomplish that is to hire its own
campaign manager.

 The tobacco companies contribute to the campaign in di-
rect: proportion to:their: respective market shares. This is.a'key
indication that the campaign is actually being run by the indus-
try.itseif—as a single entity—and not'by the local'organization..

» The tobacco companics go togreat lengths to: downplay.
both the extent and nature of their involvement. They deny that:
they are doing:anything other thani making financialcontribu-
tions o 2 local campaign organization andithey grossly underes-
timate the: amounts of ‘money- they are:contributing. They also
delay in making. the largesti contributions unti the end! of the

369

6EIV895202




|
|

campaign s as o minimize any adverse publicity.

o The tobacco companies studiously. aveid the subject oflthe
health hazards of second-hand smoke and: attempt to steer the:
debate (o suchiissucs as government regulition.and the costs to:
taxpayers of enacting the law. They do'this in a manner designed
to convince the voters that extremely hanmful consequences will
nceessarily Now from the law, For example. it is usually predict-
cd that:smokers will ibe arrested while:rapists and robbers goun-
detected, thati people will be driven out'of business, and that vital
sucial services will beshortchanged in ordér 1o ipay for the law.

« Two important sccondary themes are always: present to.
back up the printary.arguments: (1) thelaw represeatsan attack
on civil liberties and denics smokers the: freedom of choice: (2)
the industry. will admit there is a problem but'claim the proposcd
law is not the rightisolution. Thus the slogan that appeared a1 the
cnd of TV advertisements:against Proposition'P; “Proposition P
is simply not:the answer.”™ The industry. position is that to the cx-
tent second-hand smoke might:be a minor annoyance t0:a few
particularly sensitive people, “common: sense™ andi “common
courtesy"—not. povernment: regulation—will' sulfice:. This has
the double advantage. of sceming: to be understanding of ‘the
problém:and at the same time depicting proponcats of the law as
wellimeaning but sadly misguidéed:

o When the subject of the cffects of second-hand smoke can-
not be avoided, such as during live debates and press interviews,
the tobacco industry representatives: will deny there are any
health hazards,. often misquoting and quoting out of: context
medical authoritics:in the process. They will claim that even if
some studics show second‘hand smoke:to be harmful, others do
not, and thus the jury.is still out. In other words, they imply, vir-
tual unanimity in'the: medical community. is necded before any
laws should be passed that would limit smoking.

« Theindustry uscsiiis economic and political power to securs
endorsements from both individuals and organizations.

* On a general level, theindustry’s best weapon is confusion.
As any-politicallanalyst will attest, when voting'on ballot issues,

a confused voter. will invariably vote “No.” Thus, a common:
thread running through all the industry’s campaign advertising:
and debating is the attempt (o confuse the public.

All of these factors.came into play during the Proposi-
tion P campaign. The first public move was:the press con-
ference to.announce that “Citizens Against Government
Intrusion™ (later changed to “San. Franciscans Against
Government Intrusion™ doubtiess when it was:realized that
the:acronym for the name would have been CAGI) would
place a refcrenduum on:the:ballot to repeal the workplace
smoking ordinance.. The group announcedthat Jim Foster,
the fiounder of one of the city's gay Democratic clubs (San
Francisco has the:largest gay community: in the: United
States), would manage: the campaign and that. at the
group’s request. the: tobacco industry would. contribute
$40,000 to fund their petition drive because of “insufTicient
time to raisc funds locally.”

SLEIGHT oF Hanp

None of the people atithe news conference had ever tes-
tificd aguinst the.ordinance, and cxceptifor Foster. none of
them: was. heard! from againiduring;the campaign. A few
days later. Foster stated in ainewspaper interview that he had
been recruited for the campaign By, the Tobacco [nstitute's
attorney: Another person who lost out on the job later re-
vealtd that he had been interviewed by.a vice-president of
the Tobacco Institute. The $40,000 figure, which: was:re-

peated in every interview on the subject over the next two:
weeks, was untrue. The:industry had pledged more than.

$100.000. and, in fact. $97,000 was spent to put the measure
onithe ballot. The tobacco industry, however, denied any

involvement in: the campaign other than as a financial
supporterand at one point stated that subsequent:funding:
by. the industry. would be contingent on a.demonstration of
local suppuort, The industry ended up:putting $1,250,000
into the: campaign; the:local contributions amounted 1o
$3.300.

The money spent by thie “Noon P** campaign set a new
national record for a local’ballot measure (surpassing the
$1.1 million'the tobacco industry spent in Miami in 1979
to-defeat a similar ordinance): To find out firsthand why
the tobacco:companics were contributing so much money
to overturn:a local health regulation, Supervisor Nelder hield!
aipress conference early.in the campaign to announce that
shie Had sent telegrams to the:presidents of four cigarette
companics challenging them todcbate her onithe merits of
the law, None replied!

The petition drive itselfl was a travesty of the democratic
process. Since the tobacco industry was:not likely. to find!
volunteer signature gatherers, it hired a professional peti-
tioning;company. from Los Angeles:and paid'petition cir-
culators as-much as $0.70 per signature. One:method used
1o collect signatures was for the paid/circulators to explain
that they were merely. trying to: put the measure on' the
ballot for.a public vote—rather than torepeal a law that had
already been enacted. At:lcast two of the paid circulators
(who Had obtained several thousand signatures: between
them) were not bona fide registered'voters of San Francisco,
as required by the clection laws. lronically, when the de-
ceptive practices of the tobacco industry were brought to
the attention of the press, they were so confused by the
referendum procedure (they could not understand that the
tobacco industry put the measure-on the ballot in order to
repeal an existing law), that they made it appear that the
supporters of the ordinance had committed the improper
practices.

OBJECTIVE: HOME RULE.

The campaign organization in favor.of Proposition P'was
formed ini August under the same "San Franciscans for
Local Control.” The decision was to make the central issue
of the campaign the attempt by ailarge out-of-state special
interest group to overturnia local health ordinance. The
organization included representatives from Californians
for Nonsmokers' Rights, the San Francisco Chapter of the
American/Cancer Society. the San Francisco Lung Asso-
ciation, the:Sierra Club, and Common Causc; as. well as
several political activists. The proposition was soon endorsed
and supported by'a number of prominent individuals and
organizations, including the San.Francisco Police: Officers
Association.

Early in the campaign, a local attorney appeared.on a
television debate:with Supervisor Nelder and cluimed that
imposing restrictions on smoking in the workplace wouldd\)
set a precedent: for denying employment to gays oni the™
grounds that they. might have AIDS, This was perceived as
a'crass attempt by tHe tobacco industry-to scare the largeg
gay community, and several gay leaders denounced. the,
tactic: The argument was not raised again, and theattorneypg,
never appearced’ againi on behalfl of the “No.on P cwm-p‘
paign. ‘

The tobacco industry’s cfiforts:settled on the: following
allbgations: thuti the law constitutes:government intrusion

oy
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into the private warkphice; that the lw. is unnecessary and
the matter ofismoking should be worked out privately; and
that the faw. fosters “one-man rule™ by giving « single
noasmoker the:pawer todictate personal behavior by ull the
other people in the office: One of the first picees of literature
by the tebacco industry taold citizens that they stiould be

angry that they were being forced to vote tn an unnecessary-

clection, thereby heaping scorn on propunents of the ordi-
nunce for what the tobaceo industry. itsell had engincered.
They. claimed that the law is discriminatory. because it

applies to:all private employees but, only. 20% of public.

cmployees— in other words, city as opposed! to-state and
federaliemployees. Actually, the City Attorney had deter-
mined that the eity did not have the power toenforce the law
in stute and federal officesiand, in any event, all'state:ems
ployees were alrcady. protected by a state tuw. The most
vutlandishiallegation came inresponse 1o the growing public
awareness that the “No on P™ campaigni was receiving
99.7% ofl ity money fram out-of-state tobaces companics.
One*No on P representative churged during.a débate that
proponents were getting:94% of their money from outside
San Francisco; and this absurd claim was. continued
throughout. the campaign.

Probably the mostimportant endorsement would be that

of the San Francisco Democratic Central Commuttee: The
Comnmittee had solidly supported the two statewide initia-
tives for nonsmokers’ rights in 1978.and 1980, and there

statewide initiative and once of the few.to support the: 1980
initiative, announced its opposition to Proposition.P: Neither
the publisher nor his.support for nunsmokers’ rights. had.
changed, but the perccived threat of the loss of cigarctie
advertising evidently became overwhelming.

UNDERSTANDING: MAsS Mebia

Proponcents.of the ordinance developed three key com-
ponents.of their campaign. First, Edgar Spizel, a media.
consultantiand produccr of thousands of radioand television
commercials,. voluntcered his services. The “Yes on P
television commercial he created featured atough-looking
cowboy. riding a horse: on 2 San Francisco street and
decrying the fact that the tobacco companics were spending
99%% of the money to overturn the new smoking ordinance,
Atithe end he repeats the campaign slogan: “Tell'the to-
baceo companics tobuttiout!” (The advertising.community
named it the best television commercial in Northern Cali-
fornia for 1983.)

The seeond Key clement:was to foree the tobacco industry
tochunge the taglines:at the end of the “No vn P radio and
TV advertisements to'say “paid for by tic tobacco industry™
rather tHan “puid for by Sun Franciscans Against. Gov-
crnment Inteusion.” The Federal Communications Actiof
1934 requires:broadcast stations to identify. the true sponsor
of all politicalladvertisements. Using all-volunteer attorneys,
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AUDIO (western music up and under)
You know, we San Franciscan's are a
proud bunch. We like toidd things

OUr Own way.

So when some folks, like the four.
leading tobacco companies from out:
of state, put w 39.5% of the doltars

W iovertun our: new sMoKking ordinance,.
watl, that justimakes me mad.

It 'you're as mad as:l.am, why not joint.
me in teiling these tobacco companies
10 butt owut.

Vote Yeson P

(Music up and iout)

Wiiio

scemed to be no reason why they would/not endorse the
ordinance, particularly since iti had. the backing of the

Mayor.. But no one reckoned on just How much pressurc:
wauld be brought to bear, andithe committee endorsed “No:

on P by a vote of 15 to 14! Just how much thatiendorse-
ment meant was brought home the day-afier the election,
when'the contact person for the “Yeson P campaign in the
Mayor’s office said that her ownihusband was so confiised
Upon receiving the voting. recommendations (rom the
Democratic Central Committee that he: almost voted
against'the proposition.

Perhaps the saddest moment in the campaign came when
The Bay Guardian, a liberal biweckly newspaper. which
had been the only newspaper in the state to:support the 1978

headed by Paul' Loveday, who had led! the two statewide
initiative campaigns, proponents: put together a 30+page

-memorandum (and more than 100 pages of supporting:

documents), which was then presented (o all the:stations
broadcasting “*Noon P" commercials. Within two days of
reccipt of this material, KRON-TYV, the NBC affiliate and
the station with the larpest amount of “No on P" campaign
advertising, informed San Franciscans Against Government
Intrusion that if they didi not modily. the tagline, the ad-
vertisements: would be taken off the air. KNBR (NBC
radio) followed suit. The tobacco industry then changed!thie
tagline for KRON to:read: “paid for by San Franciscans
Against Government' Intrusion, which is funded by com-
panies in the tobuacco industry.” They reluctantly agreed
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to:this because the wording was visual only and in relatively
small type, but they refused to doit for ridiv and thereby,
lust thein largest radio buy for the last three weeks of the
clection. Thiswas the first time that any radioior tclevision
station:in the:country had acted to require such a tagline
change without having been:ordered 10 do so by the Federal
Communications Commission. Hlowever, none of the other
stations acceded to the reguest.

The third major componeat of the campaign, a voter,
contact mailing program, was where much of the moncy.
was spent. While free radio anditelevision time was obtained

-

under the Fairness Doctrine, $50,000 was put into a mailing:
program. Three hundhed thousand picces of mail iniscven

versions were targeted to particular groupswithin a lurger

population of probuble voters. The two most important:

mailings were one featuring picturesiof six celebritics who

had died of cancer and suggesting that they would all vote:
for. Proposition P if they were alive, and one entitled, “The:

flig Tobacco:Companics Have Licd To You 10 Times." in.
which 10 lics of the tubaceo industry were: documented.
Asthe campaipn drew to a close one humorous and tell-
ing incident stood out. A week before the eleetion the tocal
public broadeasting station telecast a program focusing on
the campaigns for two ballot measures—Proposition Pand
onc aimed at imposing a moratorium on high-risc devel

opment. One of the stuf people whom the tobaccoindustry.

hircd for its *No on P ¢ffort: was also the cumpaign maa-
agerof the anti-high-rise propusition. It had been assumed!
that he tuok the tobacco industry job so lic could'defray the
management expenses: for the other proposition, which had
a.very low budget. Indeed, he spent very little time cam-
paigning against Proposition P, and it is doubt(u! the to-
bacco industry was:getling itssmaney’s worth. As the:tele-
vision show focused on the antihigh-rise proposition, it
showed this individual sitting behind o Battered old desk,

in a spartan room, bemoaning how his barebones campaign

e

IsSUES CERTAIN TO ARISE

Heaith. The deleterious effects. of
secondhand tobacco smoke are the raison
d'dtre for any law limiting smoking.
- Proponents of the law shiould have a firm
-grasp.of all the relevant evidencs, par-
iticularly the most reliable studies
:showing' a: link between secondhand

-1| smoke and serious diseases, as well as

 ather studics that may be less conclusive.
. Evenithough the health issuz is the one
in. whichl the proponents stand on the
most solid ground, the tobacco industry.
can confuse voters (as it has even on the
issue of smoking's role in lung cancerand
heart disease) by claiming that*proof™
is lacking and that more “research” is
needed.!™? '
Coats, The tobacco industry. will'
claim that any law that restricts smoking:
will be t00:expensive both to government
and privateindustry. The purported cost

the law will force some businesses to
| close or relocate. Proponents can safely
| rely on the experience in communiticsin
| which such laws have already been in
 effect to demonstrate that any costs are
negligible.

Enforcement, Whether the law is to
be:enforced by the: police or 2 health
authority, the: industry’ will. raise’ the
spectre of important criminal or heaith
matters beingignored while smokers are

1 heing hauled ofl to jail, The fact is that
the law is intended solcly as a recourse in
the event ofia.dispute over the right to

factors will include the posting of signs,.
enforcement, and disruption of business.
operations. The industry will claim that.

smoke in'the presence of others who may
be adversely affected, In al! places where
such laws:have beenienacted. they have

proven largely self-enforcing, and {ew

fines or citations have been issued.*

Government regulation. The tobaceo
industry’s argument that nonsmokers'
righits legislation represents government
intrusion into essentially private matters
has proven to.be an effective weapon.
The counter argument must begin with
the fact thati the law- is' a measure to
protect public health, whichis one ofithe
most important {unctions of govern-
ment..

Clvil iberties. The tobacco industry
maintains that any infringement on the
right to smoke is: a violation of civil

liberties: (In the biack community ad-

vertising by the.industry. suggests that
restrictions on smoking are a first stepin
bringing back segregation.s To Miami's
Jewish community the tobacco industry
warned “Don't let it kappen here.™) The
industry also compares.clean indoor air
laws to Prohibition. Such a comparison
is not difficult to rebut, for there are
numerous governmental restrictions on
the use of alcohial to protect public health:
and i safety that have: almost universail
support.

Scope of law.. No matter how limited!
ot comprehensive the proposed law may:
be, the tobacco industry will oppaose all
restrictions.on smoking that may.cut inte.
cigarette sales. The industry will claim
cither that the law is discriminatory. bes
cause it applies to:some busincsses:and
not to others or will claim that it is'too
sweeping and repressive:
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The basics of beating the tobacco industry

Campaign financing. The: sudden
infusion of enormous funds from the to-
baceo industry to defeat clean indoor air
laws will become a major issue in the
campaign, The industry. never enters a

campaign. halffieartedly' and always.
provides nearly every penny of the op-:

position campaign. The proponents of
the law must exploit:this from the be-
ginning of the campaign:and must make
the public.and press realize that the op-
position campaign:and the tobacco in+
dustry are one-and the same: Many of
the local contributors 1o the opposition
campaign are also likely to Have direct
financial ties to: the sale of tobacco
products:

Esdorsements. Closely. connected!
with the issue of campaign financing is-
the question of who supports and who
apposes the law. Apart from the to-

bacco-growing and manufacturing states.

of Conpecticut, Florida, Georgia, Ken-
tucky, Maryland, North Carolina, South
Carolina, and Virginia, or New York
(where three of the six United States
cigarette.companics are headquartered)®
voters will be intercsted to learn that the
opposition is led by out-of-state interests.
Morcaover, as such legistation gains in
popularity, local public figures are in-
creasingly eager to lend!their namesto
the campaign. The contrast between the:
quulity and quantity of locali support
versus:that of the outsidt tobaccanter-
ests is striking,

CAMPAIGN. STRATEGY,
Build a:coalition. Esscntial to the
passage of clean indowr air measures:is
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was being stcamsollened by the highly financed oppositiony
backed by developers and major corparations.. Momens
later the same individuad was; phulul_r. phed.in the clegantly
furnished.*No on P headguarters in front of o sophisti-
cited o.umpulw which wats putting out informationionvoter
support by neiglborhoods.

Despitee the Huge expenditures and deceitful tactics of the:

cigaretie companies, they were beaten in: this campaign
because they. envountered. o resourceful group: of non-
siokers’ rights advecates who had been through the
wringertwice before and who Knew whirt to expect andiwhat
had 10.be dune to win. It.is hoped that their experience will
be ol hielp to people i ather communities who might syuire
of {agaanst the tobagcew industry-inthe (uture. Tlie accom-
panyingarticle onissues to be ficed and campaign stratiegy.
iy designed to provide the basics of running a campaign:
The final wlly in theclection was 80,740 1o 79,481 —a
remarkable victory in light of the overwhelming odds. As

a result| Culifornians for Nonsmokers' Rights: has suc-
ceeded in lobbying othier communities ttiroughout Cali-
fornia o pass similar laws, the most recertof which is LLos:
Anggles, whose strict andinaace was signe - by Mayor Tom,
Hradley exactly one yeur after the vote va Proposition P,
Perhaps:with the possibility of it chiinsreaction in mind, the:
tobaceo industry tricd'one last: desperate: reasure alter the:
clection: On the following Sunday the industry, ran a full
page newspaper advertisement complaining that the close:
vote was. noli sufficicnt to warrant imposition of such a
controversial faw.and asking people to urge their legistuors.
to:amend| Proposition P. The:cigarette companics should
have saved their money. for by placing the referendum oa
the ballot they had insured, under the terms of the City
Charter. that the Taw could not be touched for e yeur. By
that time, i news story in the anti-regulators Wall Streer
Journal (August 15, 1984) would be pronouncing the law.
a:suceess,

a. broad base of support among. con-
stituencicsisuch as health agencies, en-
vironmental orpanizations, and public
interest: groups. Environmentalists ap-
preciate learming or being reminded that
tobacca smoke is the largest contributor
10 indoor air pollution. Getting as many:
people from different organizations in-
volved as-carly.as possible gives them the
fecling that they are part of the decision:
making process and gives their organi-
zations a stake in the campaign.
" Campaignstaff. With the exception:
of a close-knit community where itiis still
passible for local values to prevail against.

bacco industry without' a. competent

people who are committed to the issue.

Fund-raising.  Although it is not
passible 1o compete dollar-for-dollar
with the tobacco industry for campaign
money, there may be noneed to. The
tobacco: industry can be: beaten, even
when it outspends the opposition by 10
to one. On the other hand, a minimum
amount of money, must be raised'in order.
to run a creditable campaign.. This
means mounting a fuil-scale fund raising
elfort using both direct mail and per-
son:1o-person contact.

Campaign focus.. The most effective
issue. for proponents of a local or state
nonsmokers’ rights: law is the involve-
ment and virtually. complete financing of
the opposition by the tobacco companies:

e proponents’ campaign should never
focus on. the tobacco industry’s theme
song of costs, enforcement, and govern-
Menti intrusion. A campaign that can
focus the voters' attention on'its issues (in

commercial pressures (rom outsiders. a.
campaign cannot be run against the to--

full-time: staff. It is important 1o hire:

this' case, Hiealth: and! tobacco industry
money) willl stand’' a good chance: of
winning; a campaign that spends its time
answering charges by the other side willl
inevitably lose.

Endorsements, [tisimportant tose.:
cure key locallendorsements early. Many:
subsequent. endorsements will depend on.

who hasalready endorsed the initiative.,
Some individuals who: may have no:
strong opinion on the issue may give their'

endorsement to.the first person who ap-
proaches them with 2 reasonable pre-
sentation.. Police; sherills’, and fire-
fighters’ organizations have been prime
early targets of the tobacco industry. For
the proponents, enlisting the full com-
mitmentof the local medicaliassociation
andispecific physician-spokespersons and
other heaith professionals for hearings,
press conferences, and other public ac+
tivities is imperative. Regrettably, there
are too few physicians with sufficient
political and media experience..
Fairness time. The tobacco industry
will flood the airwaves withi advertising,
Nevertheless, the law requires that ail
radio and television stations must give

each side of a ballot: measure fair time:

(but not equal time) to present its views,
Some stations attempt to fulfill this ob-
ligation by. giving the “poor™ side of 2
campaign a chance:to present;its views
on an off-hours public affaics program,
but others will give between one-fourth
and one-third of the advertising time
purchased by the tobaccoindustry, The
effort to obtain this time should begin
carly,, and' legal advice should be ob-
tained' on how to pursue it most effec-
tively,

Radio znd television taglines.. By law

every radio.andtelevision advertisement:
must identify the source that paid for it
In secking to defeat clean indoor air
measures, the tobacco industry. invari-
ably organizes under amisleading name
of an apparent local group (for example,
“FAIR, Floridians Against' Increased:
Regulation™). A challenge can be made
to the use of sych a name:as the true
sponsor. of the advertiseruents. Even if
the effort does not succeed in forcing a
change in tagline, it can generatea great
deal of journalistic scrutiny. which will!

further highlight the issue of tobacco

industry involvement.

Investigation of tobacco industry
claims; Claims by the tobacco industry
concerning the: costs of implementing:
andienforcing the legisiation as well as.

the “evidence of medical experts” should
be fully investigated and exposed for
whatever fraud is present. For example,

tobacco industry. claims relating to.

medical evidence often involve either a
misquote or a quote out of context, It is
important that the press and public be
made aware of any such fraud as nrly
and often as possibie..
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