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The Campaign to Raise the T- 
Tobacco Tax in Massachusetts 
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In 1992,MaYachusMs vMus passed 
Qucgion I . '  I ballol initiative that niwd 
the stale tobacco lax to fund +- 
education programs. A coalition of over 
203 pro-hcallb groups called thc Massa- 
chusem Coalition fm a Hudthy Future, 
lcd by the Mas~achuseth Division of the 
American Cancer Socidy. ~umrsfully 
usod the initiative poecss in response to 
i n d  adoksant smoking rak.su and 
a lack of adion by the legislahlrc. 
Question 1 designaltd tha( UK new 
m e n u s  bc used for t o b m  ducation. 
subjca to the approval d the IegislaNte. 
A@on of the new revenues mbliished 
the M a s r a e h u ~  Tobm Cnnhol Pm 
gram! which set upr numbcrof inrewen- 
tiom a i d  at reducing Mbnm consump 
tion by 50% by 1999.' Tobacco con- 
sumption declined by 12.5% the year* 
Question 1 went inm cffcd in 1993.' 

The use of ballot initiatives rn ~ L U I ~  

tobarn eduerbn has grow in plpular- 
iry $inn the parsag. of California's 
s d n l  Ropmition 59 in 1988." In 
the past 5 yws. Arizm and Massachu- 
 car have pwd balbt initiatives while 
Colorado, Montana, and Arkmas have 
~luwxcSsfuLInitiaci~cs m policy- 
making out of the legislative MI% whcrc 
the tobacco indusby has hadit idly ban  
stmng. into l c  public arena, where 

menu. letters, ncwsleners, advulisemen& 
and news and press releasss. We l o  
gathehered information on the Qwtion I 
campaign from newspaper articles pub 
lished in the Bosfon Globe. Polling data 
were gathered from the Amaim Cancer 
Society and Marttila & Kilcy. Using 
iWmal Amerimn Canccr S6ciety and 
oxlition documents, we identified indi- 
viduals, such as represcnlstivrs of the 
coalition steering commin&, involved in 
the development and passage of Question 
1. Data about campaign contributions 
w c n  obtained from rhe MsssschusetIs 
Ch?iceof Campaign and Political Finance. 

7k  Origin ofthe Initiative 

The drive for Question I began in 
early 1990 when Ule American Canov 
Society began planning a statewide Can- 
cer Awareness Campaign "to reduce 
smoking related deaths in Massachusdfs 
by developingaco@ensivt and highly 
visible campaign m tobacco preventim 
and control." using education. legislation, 
media, and pbl i i  policy.' The Amnicsn 
Cancu Saciery tboughl that a comprehen- 
sive lobaccducation and prevention 
propam could dramatically ndrrqc the 
number of cancer deaths in Massrchusdts 
since 85% of all lung caneerr and 3% of 
all c ~ f a s  in the s m  wen linked to 
tobaeeo use? 
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TO help publirh~alth xtivists to berter nc lulhmsrrwithIhe -,(Ifammu- 
~ n d e d  the politics tohX&m nily HalL Stud i i  Schml of hlic H d t h  md 
bid101 initiatives, this p a p  describes and H t d h  SFinrta. Unlvrrsity of ~mlchurau. 
d y ~ s  the dcvcl~pnent and passage of A h 6  Mm. 

Question 1. R e p w  fw ~pdm h l d  k XIII u, 
Michael E Bemy, PIID. Schml d Public H d t h  

I 
8 "  

.. - -  ~-.. . w  

Methods Uniwairy a1 Mugchwa. am hen^ MA Q 
Ola330i33, 01 

We gained m s  to Americm Can- 1996. 
This pper wur ~creW od~cpcembcr 3, CI 

cu h h y  and m l i i n  internal mcm* . edlt,~, N O ~  see M I X ~  &it&.l by e 
&a, d n g  minutes, internal docll- Wamer(p g05) in Ulis issue. OI 

L, 
W 

June 1997, Val. 87. No. 6 



Document [J0705971 Page ( 2 )  

Although the American Canar Sod- 
uy expreswd a numbw of concerns-- 
such M the public's antitax mood, battling 
a powerful industry, and reising enough 
funds to lun an effsdive campaign-its 
b o d  of dimm voted unanimausly9 to 
qualify a ballor iniwve for the 1992 
WM if thRe conditions urac met: (1) a 
majaity of thc 42 local units of h e  
Amuican Ca~er  Saw had to appmvc 
the idea; (2) a coalition had to bc f d  
with a&quatc f i m i a l  resnuecs; and (3) 
in a public opinion poll, at lcsst 60% of 
volm had to appmve a mbaw-tax 
in- 

Meeting the nree Condifwns 

By Mach 1991, 40 units votcd in 
favor of chc tdxcco-tax ballot initiative 
and2units votcd against iI.'""Thus, with 
eventual c d t i o n  partna Blue 
Blue Shid conhibrting $10 500 tocover 
half the cost, the A& C~nea k i -  
q appoved funding fora plblic opinion 
PO". 

Drafiing the Initiative 

The ballot initiative was filed with 
the ~ n n e y  g c n d  and given h d c s i i  
tido Initia!ive Petition 91-18. M o m  
abwrthes izeof thetaxandthe~  
to bc funded were daanincd pimarily 
by l h e A m a i ~ C l a a r S o c i ~ ~  
intaview, May 11, 1995, with Pctcr 
ENiCh,alawyainm~inmitingrhc 
inilialive @tion). % ballot initiative 
proposed an in- of 25 ants FU pack 
of cigarettes and 25% d the wholesale 
price of unolreles tabacco. The new 
revenues wwld bc p l d  into the newly 
aeatcd Health Protection Fund and be 
spcnt fa the following purposes: (1) for 
comprthcnsive school h c a l k d d o n  
programs, which wwldinmpwPtc infor- 
mationdatingothehaza~I~dtobacco 
use; (2) f a  workplaec-W d aunmu- 
nity smoting-pvmtion sld smoking- 
-tion progr~ms, for t c k o n l a t c d  
pblic scnia advdshg, and for h g  
education prognms'; (3) f a  tbe Sugparr of 
c~nmunity M b  c h q x  aad lbeii p 
gwas of pl"d and matanal me. 
which incorpatc s m o k i o g ~ o n  as- 
sistancc and guidance qadngthe h ~ n -  
hrl dfm of smoking on feral develop 
mcnt; d (4) for ongoing activili~~ 
relating to the moniMing of rwrbidity 
a c d m ~ t y f m m c a m r a n d o t h a  
r o b a m l a a d  illnarscs in  state.' 

'Ihc Health Rotection b i d  was 
cnaM to show that the funds w m  
intended for t d x a  dueation ~d nOt 

pan of thc m e  genaal fund (personal 
interview. May 11,1995, with P. Enrich). 
H m ,  the ate constitution prohibits 
balM iniliativex fram earmarking rev- 
enues for any spscific purposes." Tk 
petitioo hadtok wadcdcardully sothat 
it would wimstand any rmslilulional 
chalknggcs.h. t h e ~ w a s ~  
s0 dlat the m rcvenuw would bc 
"aubjccr ro qopropn'afion" (emphasis 
added) by the kgislabm! 

In mid-August 1991, the d h n  
ga in fua challenge from the tobacco 
industry. Anomeys from the Bastan Law 
bno Fcrdtcr, Scobba Sim carus0 8t 
R W e ,  P$ nprcscnting thcTob=o 
InstiMk issued a memadurn to thc 
Utomcy gaud opposing the Oatificalion 
of Initiative M t i m  91-18, elaiming it 
w u w t  i n p m p a f m ~ ~ ~ i t v i d I ( e d  
the mrc coortih~hm, making s p d c  
awmpiatioos frcm thc g d  bra- 
sury.13 In Scptmbcr, over tobacm indus- 
try objcdjnrr, the.aaomey gtnd cud-. 
ficd thc'malitiw'sbalIot initiati~~." 

2 7 ~  First Signatw Drive 

h &@ember 1991, thc d t i o n  
began its fost drive f a  pclition s ignam.  
InMaswhwminadatommcbtfcpt 
the kgislhtun, a @(ion accb to bavc 
catihcd s i m  toraling PI  ledst 3% of 
the n u m k  of mm cast in Lhe prCVim 
sw gubcnuwial clecrion. nus ,  thc 
d i o n  n e e d  to obtain at IcaEt 70 286 
cadRcd rignatuno 01 ngishrrd vdm.  
And sirrce no more than 25% of the 
signalum wid come from any one 
cwnly, the &rt had to be statmidc.'' 

Thc coslition's umpaign wosulml, 
who was familiar with tobaca, indus(ry 
tactics, IdViSCd the Mplition to b3llCCl 
twice u many signature ar it aesded. a 
mghly 1% 000, h u r e  one of the 
lo& industry's most e W v e  shale 
3u f a  defwing such ballcd W m  is 
lo d i q d i i  *tion s igmtm (hsl do 
Mt oaclform to strid election IrWs.'6'9 
Thus, campaign wganizw rcplized Iht 
aM ollly wm the n m b x  d s i g n a m  
impomnf but the signahlrcs also had to 
mnfgm t o d n  legal ~ ~ ~ i r e m n t s . ~  

By the November Mi. the 
coalition had galhered ova  145 WO signs- 
~ 3 1  Meanwhile. the t o h  industry 
b m u s h l i n s i ~ u p n r l o h y t o  
dirpl\lify s~~ but could not ehal- 
l e ap  enough signalum @asmal intcr- 
~ e w ,  Rbruaq 22. 1995. with Dr Blake 
Cady, romVr president of the hkwchu- 
seas Division of rhe Amuican Canrr 
Sofiay ud coalition campaign chairper- 

son). A total of 122 525 signatures were 
cmtified."." 

Amrdiig to starc law, any ballot 
initiative that gains the reguired number 
of signalms must come before the 
legislature. which can either appmve it 
with no furthz revisiow, in which sosc it 
becomrs law, or reject i~ in which clsc it 
 OM before voters at the next state 
election aRr a d gmup of signatures 
is gathued.ls The' ballot initiative was 
refened to thc Joint Commiltce on Taxa- 
tion. Final IegisIati've action had to be 
taka by d y  May 1952 

By the May desdline, rhe committee 
had not voted on he measureP4 It also had 
n d  vMed on anDlher tax Mh initiative 
dated for he November ballor The 
oppMlents of this ballot initiative filed a 
li&uit against the ssretaiy of sktc to 
k c q  it off tbe ballol arguing (hat he sW 
constitution allows only petitions reported 
on by the appropriate cammiuse to be 
mbmimd to tbe waxsM Since any 
ruling would also extend to the tobacm 
tax balld initiative, the Ameriedn hem 
.kitty filed a hiendsf-rhe-court brief in 
support of h e  sccrctlry of state, claiming 
that a committee report was not a 
prerequisite to placing the balld initiative 
on rhc ballot 

The Supnmc Judicial Court m- 
vmcd in mid-May to bcgii hcariog this 
lawsuit M well as Momcr easc involving 
the American Cawcr S o c i i .  Back in 
early January 1992, aftu failing to dis- 
qualify petition sigmtms, the opposition 
fled a lawsuit against the attorney genual 
ehallaging his endtication of the to- 
tax ballot-.-initiative petition, l~guing lhe 
petition v i o W  rn law by making a 
Jpecihc sppropri3tion d moiy  from-& 
state beasury.nP The American Cancer 
Soday Ned 8 friud-of-thecoun brief in, 
suppon of the attocney gemal. insisting' 
the petition was cnnsistent with state law 
becsusc it made allocations subject to 
kgislstive appropriation. 

The Second Signamit Drive 

In May 1992, a second signature- 
collcctim campaign was necessary to 
placa the ballot initiative on the Novcm- 
ber ballot since it wsm not nppwed by the 
kgidature. By law, this meant gathering 
an additional 11 715 signah4ts (0.5% of 
thc total number of vMS cas~ in thC 
panious gubanatorial raicc) from Egis- 
t e d  v ~ e n  who had MI signed BeJrsf 
prririon As in thc h t  signam drive, no 
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TABLE 1-Tobacco lndustly Contrlbutlons lo Oppoto Q U W S U O ~  1 
In the 1892 Election* 

Arm 1991 Tolal. $ 1992 Total, S TOW, $ % 

Arnwkun Tobacco 12 019.00 527 587.03 539 586.00 7.69 
Bmwn 6 W d l i  18 039.00 119 618.78 137657.78 1.94 
LorYlsrd 12990.00 524 281.00 537271.00 7.56 
Phaip MOMS 75320.03 316851063 3243830.53 45.63 
RJ. Reydch 51 632.00 2 278684.20 2 330 516.20 3278 
Smokeless Tobarn, CoundI 0.W 214 389.00 214 388.00 3.02 
~obacw lm(itule 5 575.72 103 704.65 106 280.57 1.43 

Tots1 7 109 531,08 

m w n t  fmm mala d a a r  statements ol hs h i n m  AgaLM UnYr T a m  and lc4aaa 
Rnna I M  IhB ME=3&WeitS MRU) 01 C a m  .nd P D l W  RMntk 19P1192 
m c y d d .  

mne than 25% fwld wme from any 
single county. Since the coalition was 
prepared for a "no" vote, signature 
canpigo plans weto already in place, 
including a signature "blik" scheduled 
for the Inst weekend in May." Again, 
the god was to e d l e ~ t  MiFe as many 
signnium as M oseded. Thh initiative 
p m s s  pmvidee che legislalure with 
oversight mr initiatives. 

Dvring the .-d signature dive. 
the tobacco industry hied to disrupt the 
p rocu~  by f i r i n g  two compromises. 
F i ,  a t o h m  industry representative 
OW to supprt a 1Seent tobacco r ~ x  
inaraae, with 5% of the revenus going 

; townrd tobncwmtt~l  p m g m  (pa- 
ronal interview. April 26. 1995. with 
Candaee Pitrce-Lavin, a rnemba of the 
Amuiean Canca Socidy Tobacco-Tax 
Taskforce). In its second auempt, an&r . 
tobarm industry repmenmtivc o f f d  an 
IB-cent tobsceo tax inam=, with 5% 
going toward tobaoco-cimtrol pmgrams 
(interview with C Picnc-Lavin). The 
awlition i g n d  both offers, viewing thc 
tactic as an atmpt 10 divert aucntion 
sway from qualifying IIIC ballot initiative 
on the twlla (intmiew with C. Pi- 
Lavin). 

By thc Junc deadline for dclivuing 
pctirions for ffirtificatim, the coslition 
had more than twice the required nvmba 
of signatures, of which 25390 wuo 
ultimately dfied31-'1 

Supnme Judicial Court Rulings 

In July 1992, (hc Supreme Judicial 
Court bsndcd down mlings in the two key 
lawsuitr? In the first case, the coud ~ l d  
that n wmmittsc report was not a 

Hd th  Fwmion Fund did not consti- 
lute an appmpMtiw of monies from the 
genaal (naulry" 

Thecourtdsodismi~awmplaint 
by the tabacw industry that Ik anwney 
genarl's naunlry did not a h l  Mtm lo 
the posdbility (hst wcoucs could bc 
d i v e d  to Mhn ppms, noting that the 
summary containd tbc wordg "subject to 
appqniatimm by the legislatun. Al- 
though UIC tobacu, industry l w  this 
lawsuif in the e~~ppign, it w a r d  v m  
that the legislam worn d i m  &funds. 

me Campaign 

lh tobaeeo industry s~rmcg)r Dur- 
ing the initial sigimm drive in the fall of 
1991. the Cornmiltee Againrt Unfair 
Taxeb a political mion cammiUea funded 
cnrirdy by tobacco inlucsfs W I e  I)." 
was fomrd to oppcse thc tobaaman 
Mlot initiative?) The majar rhrmQ used 
by the mmmim or thc tobacco indus- 
hyY W C ~ C  thC f M n &  (I) thc cigarcne 
au is &vc, Jfcctingpimarily lowcr- 
income smokas; (2) Ulc w w M  hurt 
the stvc konomy kcausc pcoplc living 
in border UIWIIS will noss ova  into 
bwcr-tax rtatm m buy cigarctta; Md (3) 
the legislature would w the tax money 
for other puiposa, 41 as bslancing the 
M g c r  By mking taxcs the fccus of the 
campsign, the Committee Against Unfair 
Taxes hopal to eapiu l i  on the v m '  
P n t i t a x d .  

' l l E l h e c o m n l i l K Y p ~ t o ~  
a major lclevirion and radio campaign." 
By September, the lobacco indusy 
launehsd i@ media campaign by liring a 
series of televidon rpats.w lk ltobafco 
industry d m  nliicd on a mardve direct- 

& Kiley helped shapc the coalitionq$ 
campaign stmtegv?' This poll showd 
that even though v o m  were wary of 
sdditional taxes, the majnity would sup  
port a new tax if the revenueis wen 
earmarked for pmgnms they thought 
were worthwhile. In addtion, 70% said 
they would suppat'a toba~fotax increw 
to fund health m W  programs to 
prevent tobacco use. The most popular 
item was funding pmgrams in W:hools to 
prevent smoking. 

7he pall also rhowed that the Amwi- 
a n  Cancer Society was trusted by over 
lhrcc f01llths (77%) of vwrs on 1- 
policy matters while only 7% husted the 
tobacco indusy. When Ule issue was 
redefined as h e  American CanmSociety 
vermr the lobacm indushy. the American 
C a m  Swicty was favored 85% to 9%." 
Thus, the Foalition framed che campaign 
as the M e a n  Canar Society versus 
the tcbcco industry. 'b slogan 'Help 
thc American Csnan S o c i  fight the 
Tobacco Industry" bsamc a pomincnt 
part of the campaign W n g  the 
tobacco industry. wt smkm, also al- 
lowed the foalition to ease public aaitudcs 
that antismoking aclivistr wae elitists 
unfairly imposing their own Etanduds on 
o~hen." an opinion that 46% of thorn 
polled shared.= 

The pimary focus of thc campaign 
wac on thc hcalth prob1em caused by 
tobacco and the deaths d by 
related dkam. Thc hcath of children 
w i v e d  paniculu mention. 'Ihc Mamila 
& Kiley poll rhowed that onc of the 
slmngest arguments in favor of the 
t o b m t a x  balla initiative was that it 
would result in fewer teenagos' bmm- 
ing smokns. 'Ihus, lhe mmo '"Tax 
Tobacco, Rotst  Kids" b e  mother 
campaign bm. One bmcbw w d  
v m c h a l a t  nvreMsmnkingI.les,ova 
120 000 childru, dive today would c v m  
tually die fmm lob-Id & 

Anothci part of the d t i o r i s  sm- 
egy highlighted Califamia's RDgositim 
99, which led to a drop in smoking by 
twice the natiolial avmge since its 
25eenr cigarclte tax had gone into effect 
in 1989. A similar drop in Massachum 
was projected to result in 80MX) fewer 
s~nokus in the fint yesr,don.* F d l y .  
lhe coalition argued that redwed #making 
would nsult in lower uatr to taxpayers vl 

Iv since tobacwrelntal illnesses cnst thc 
state $1.5 billion a year in medical c a n  ol 

and in lost workcrpr0auctivity. P 

prquisi te  to plafing a ballot-initinive mail~Xnlpaipn ThcComminaeAgainslUnfairTaxes 6, 

Mition on che ballotn In the smond case. The m l h h  sfmlra~ Thc 1991 and the coalition entered the camDoim 
~~ ~ ~~~~ W 

che corn ruled thal crediting revtnuw m public opinion poU wnduncd by Mamila wilh decidedly different app& ;o v, 

970 A m r i m  Journ~l dPubl'if Health June 1997. Vol. 87. No. 6 
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communicating their messages to the 
public. The coalition tmk ndvananrsgc d 
free media. including tclcvision snd news- 
paper editorial support, grassnmts lobby- 
ing to build public suppat, press confer- 
ences designed lo gencratc publicity, 
debates with lht? opposition, endorse- 
ments, and well-publicizcd campaign 
wcnts. 

National American Cnneer kiery 
Campaign Contribrr~ion 

The tobauw, industry's campaign 
against Question 1 was effuxive. Mantila 
& Kiley's saond tracking poll unOLwbcr 
15 and 16 showed that public suppat for 
thc ballac initiative had dwindled from 
68% to 59% in the 12 days since the first 
tracking poll (Table 2):' This M i n e  
coincided with an increase, from 15% to 
4096, in the pFFcentagc of mpndcnls 
who had san thc Committa Against 
Unfair Taxcs' t e l ev i i  ad&mcnts. 
Among those who had srm the tobacco 
indushy's advertis'ing, suppon was a 
shaky 51% to44%.Among lhose who had 
not $tea the advutising. s u p p  war a 
maesolid 65% to 31%. 

Campaign mnsultanu Mamila & 
Kiley thought it was necessay for the 
coalition to buy television time and 
newspaper space. Howevcl. then was 
Litlle money available for paid adwrtising. 
primarily becaw fund-raising fmm pri- 
vate dorm m not going wdl. Accud- 
ing to thc malition's fund-raising director, 
=ring donatiom liw~ private individu- 
als was difficult b a u s e  ma t  charitable 
givm prefer to stay away from political 
issues @ersonal interview, February 28. 
1995. with M a  Smullm. coalition direc- 
tor of fund-raising). 

DcapcrstctortundiP&thcMoss8thu- 
seas Amaican Cancer Socie(y appcalcd 
to the National Amaican Canaa Saiety 
for Mp. b mum, the national A d c a n  
Canca Society pkdged $250 WO to the 
campaign @ e r s d  interview, April 26, 
1995, with Candaa P i m b v i n ,  mm- 
ber of the Amaim Cancer Society 
Tdmx k Tasldorce). Thc adions of 
the national AmaicPn .Canen Society 
~ a e  not mnmvmhl. 'lhe national 
A d c a n  Canm Scciety had suppor(od 
the signatucegathuing pms~ for a 
similar ballot initintivecampign in Mon- 
rana earlier. m IIBW Amaican Can- 
ar Scci i  had known about polls rhaw- 
ing that the roc@ was popular in Bc 
campaign. The national American Canar 
Society Board of Dimton gave ils 
approval bccause'its munbas thought 
this was a naronable thing to do and 

h - 

TABLE Z-Lwola of puMlc Support for Quesllon 1 from Aprllln91 
to November 1982. 

6-a Tracking Tracking Tracking Tracung 
Survey, Poll 1. Pdl2. Pdl3. Poll 4. 

4191 10/2/92 1W18192 10/28192 11/1/92 

Yeslean yes 70% 66% 59% M).x 56% 
M e a n  no 28% BOX 38% 38% 41% 

S m .  ForbendMaR m y ,  rslaanca 38; fu trsddno pd I. mferenca 57: f01 IracklmJ pol 
2, referunce~1:rorUsddqpd13, ~nnca42;for(raddngpol4,reberarrx,47. 

~Pc4ugmndWbyMmUa 6 w. m. mon. MM. ~ c ~ w s b n g s l r e d o f  feSpdenB: 
"more may be a refrondurn on Gw NovOmber 1992 b l l M  prbpwhg an kcreo*a in nate 
tpxesondpanaatdBmntspw~.TNIMUdWCLl ly~ethB~ed~afem 
LawIrm26cantrloS1cdntlprprc*.~lundogono~bomthlo~llnw~aoowuldbe 
B d ~ f w c c n a i n ~ m c a r s ~ p m p m l p ~ l o W m w e . n l h r n r w r s m  
~ k n w l i t t a r o m m , n r o u l d y o u b e ~ m K U ~ ~ ~ U l d y W b ~ W i l e a W v O ~ ~  
on this pmposaP" (Pamlrolm grarled by Ma* 6 Kley. 1887.) 

hoped to en-, motivalc, and i q i i  
the ballot iniliativela pmponents. The 
Ihcn-new chief executive dficer consid- 
endthidreqwtobeapattofcunomer 
service (kg., nrppoctingrsquests fmm the 
field) f p m a l  interview, August 14 
1995, with Alan IWmn, of the natianal 
oftice of thc A d u n  b r  Soci i ) .  

A significant potion of the nnv 
funds was used to tape n television 
adveaisement and puchnss commercial 
air time. In the paid advutiKment, ova  a 
display ofpzskqesofwell-known brands 
of cigarettes armngcd liketambstoncs in a 
graveyard. a n m ~ r  asked mtm whom 
they hustcd lnm-the  tobscco i n d m y  
or the American Camcr Society. 'Ibc 
advwtiscmcnt effeciivcly juxtaposed the 
 can Cancer Society's pm-hdth. 
pro-childm stana wilh the tobaca, 
industry's in-. The n d v a t i m t  
emphasized this point by claiming that tbe 
tobacco industry would not be spcading 
millions of dollars a o p p  Question I if 
c i p u c  smoking in C~ifania had oa 
fallen by twice the national average 
v ~ c r r  thuc approved hopit ion 99. 

The malition's commsrcjal ad utir 
ing appeared to havc had an impact On 
Cktober 27, 1992. Maittila & Kiley 
conducted Taeking Survey #3 (lkble 
2)?u3 Support for the ballot initiativehad 
stabilized at about 60%. up I percentage 
point from the pnviws poll. Ewn though 
k pemtage of voters v h  had seen the 
opposition's ads had inxa td  fmm 40% 
to 61%. Ihc coalition's ad was seen by 
42% of voters. In f ~ t ,  among t h m  who 
had seen h e  ads of the CornmittccAp.inst 
Unfair 'lbxcs, suppon for Quation 1 had 
gmm fmm 51% to 58%. Inaddition. the 
propoltion of vnwr who belicvcd Qucr- 
tim I would duce  smoking had p n  

from 41% to 48% sine the saxmd 
tracking poll. 

% t o b m  indushy countered the 
American Cancer Society's new ads by 
launching a new televisian campaign 
against -ion I. lhese advenisements 
portrayed smokns as a minority gmup 
that was in danger of loaing its civil rights 
and urgcd poplc to show tolerance 
toward smokwr. The chairperson of the 
coalition commented, "How dare the 
tobacco industry p m d  to k a defender 
of tolerana. What could be more intoler- 
ant than thc lymny of an industry that 
hooh kids bdac hey  can make a 
nasoollblc chlel"' 

ll~cualition's campaign also gained 
momentum fmm the eodorsement by the 
popular former US mator fmm Massa- 
chusetts PaulTsonga~'~ and fmm a study 
showing that the kham indusby war 
responsible for a h s t  half of the i n a w e  
in the pice of cigarettes since 1980.4 
'Ihar study appcarcd C have undamined 
the tobacco indatry's argument that the 
tax would hurt lower-income smokers. 

The Final Days 
1 

On October 31. 19% Marttila & 
Kiky ran the last of its tmchng polls (fee 
Table 2)." Support had dmpped tmm the 
pvim poll. Rfty-three percent said 
they would &6nildy vole ym an Ques- 
tion 1. and 3% indicaled that they were 
leaning toward voting yes. 

In the days Mae the election. the 
coalition bought full-page advwlisements 
in the Boston Globe. The national Arncri- 
can Clncu Scciay's campaign mntribu. 
tion had givcn thc coalition thc m s  to 
launch a paid newspaper advmisi i  effort 
aday or two before ~e l ce t i on .  These a& 
mtated the themes of health, pmncting 
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TABLE 3-Contrlbutlons dths Irlaroachurob CoallUm lor0 Healthy 
Future In Favard QuestIan 1 In the 1902 WectiOnm 

Orpatizalbn Total. S % 

Amencan cancer WQ, MasUlchmMs Division 367 400.44 3B.M 
American Camr Sociely, N a W  250 500.00 24.57 
Amerlcan H~nlt&SlX!dtian 20 000.00 1.96 
A m e r i ~ ~  Medlcsl Scdety 8 75Q.M) 0.86 
We CmssBlue Weld 85 W . 6 2  9.33 
Massachuselts Asscdalion d HMOs 21 1 9 9 . ~  2.08 
MaseschuoenP Mecbl Sodely 169888.05 16.68 
WHOH-N (free alr Ume) 15100.00 . 1.48 
Dmer (indiddual and wder $sat 81 721.1 8.01 

Tom 1 019 €49.84 

@Amwnts trom majot donor slamento d ths Mapachusells Conifion fot a Healthy Future 
fled whh the Messaehuhens Uke of QUI!&Wgn and Pdibll F l m .  199lM eclackm 
w. 

children, and Ihe success of California's 
tobaocwonlrd progrwL as well as m 
endmmmt From fwmer US Surgeon 
Gcned C. EvexeU Koop. Blue W 
Blue Shield p l d  its own full-page 
advertistments spotrighting the ecwomic 
imp% of smoking'MP 

By the cmpign's end, the tobacco 
indusuy had s p t  a total of $1 103 530 to 
oppose Question 1, compared with 
$I 019 649 flablc 3) spent by the coali- 
tion in favor of the ballot initiaaivc?' Four 
yeors earlia in Cnlifomia. the tobacco 
indusny had spcnt $21 360 000 lo &frat 

i Fmwition 99.w Although t d  tobacco 

As the scope of d i u  widens, 
however. the inlluena of the lobacw 
industry can be limired. "Private mnflicts 
are taken into Ihe public m a  ptuiscly 
bocause sommnc wants to makc m a i n  
that the powu nth among the privaIe 
inmrats most i m m e d i y  involved shall 
not prevail."w) As the conflict be- 
urns public and a greater number of 
ptkipantp kwme involved, pressure 
groups a h  as chc ~ d m m  indusy 
cannot exen thc same influence as they 
muld in private, As a mull, groups such 
as dic coalition can prevail. 

Assembling a coalition alsa 
industry cxpcnditum in California ex- helped health ktivists b u i  public sup 
ccedcd CxWnditurcs in k b d 1 ~ ~ 1 1 6  by pnt for the ballot initiative. 'Ik coalition 
over Sl4~millior1, thc tobacw industry 
spent the ramc amovnl ($2.56, in 1992 
dollam) per aaual voter in Massachusetts 
as in California. TlIc Coalition for a 
Healthy California however, spmt nbwt 
$1.6 million in favor of Proposition 99, 
sbwt $590 WO mon than the b h u -  
sells coaliti'nl spent to pass Quenion 1 in 
M d u s e m .  Howcvu, (he M d u -  
wts ooplition spent 95% m m  ($037 vs 
$0.16, in 1992 dollan) pa a?Xual Voter 
than the California coalition. On election 
day, November 3, 1992 MlssnchusMs 
v o m  approved Question 1 by 545% to 
46%:' 

Discussion 
Moving policymaking out of the 

legislature into the pblic a m a  led to 
what E E Schatlschneidcr m e d  a 
widening of the SCCQC of mnflic~?~ 
Aomrding to Schanschneider. bn out- 
come of any conflict is dctumined by its 
=PC. 

id widespread s u p p ~ t  for thc ballot 
initiative, mobilird g r a s ~ h  mppW 
and allowed dvh to mitrdh the 
influence of the tobacm indusPy. 

Ihc policy mvLMuaent was nlso 
favorable f a  passing Question 1. Public 
Bpprnvsl fw raising tobam faxes to fund 
tdmcoamml popam in Massachu- 
seus was high (el., 1985 and 1991 voter 
swty~)."'~The pwing wial unaccep- 
abiityof smoking. no doubtinflu~ced by 
!he inaessing rvidena on the adverse 
health effects of tobacco and the 
unpopularity of the tobacco industry 
helped I& malition to pau Q u ~ ~ t i w  1. 
Another imoatanl factor was dic tend 
role p~a$ by the American Cancu 
Socirky. 

Tlx coalition also won by minimiz- 
ing the lobacco indusuy's ugumenl lhat 
the legislature could mt be kustcd to 
appopriatc fun& to - d o n  
prc@rns. ?hc coalition pornid voters 
it would stay logdhcr &efthe election to 
lobby the kgislatm far full funding of 

there yogram. However, the legislature 
has diverted Quatiin I funds for non- 
tobxw-educalion programs. and ooly 
little more than 25% of the rcvenws are 
being spcnt on tobacco ed~cotion?~(More 
m m h  is noedad to &ermine if llu 
tobacco indusby played r role in Ihe 
diversioos.)This appcors to verify the 
robgeeo industry'r claim that Ihe Icgisla- 
mrr would u a  Ihe tax m y  for Mher 
purposes and represents a major slum- 
bling block for caditions in other stares. 
Opponents may a t  Massachuseus as a 
reason not to voce fa similar balla 
initiativs. 

Although using rhc initiative process 
was ~ t i a l  for tobaoco control in 
Massachwns, there are instances where 
it may not be desiiblc. A ballot m u r e  
may m lend itself to ready mrnprchm- 
$ion by a public "edueataPrncrely by Iht 
media campaigns funded by its 6psors. 
In thwc caxs. lk i~tiativc prmss 
may undermine representative 
my.% 0 

Acknowledgments 
fhis resurch was s m  by y o n  [:I 

Schmls of Public HaldvTmcn fa D I ~  
h l m l  a d  RevcntWAgtrcy fa Toxic 
Subsuneu ud Discav R c g i  mopMtivc 
apcmcnl grant S129-14/14, Univsraily of 
M u c s c h w ~ ~ p t 1 0 3 2 3 8 .  
and A m c h  Curer Socisly gmt PBR- 
84783. Opinions sqwcsyxJ reRed Ihc view of 
the aulhm and do m nscrurily n p ~ e n t  the 
~pawringlgsocia~IkSchml0fPuMi~ 
Health d Healrh Scicnccr. 

References 
I. Houw No. UX)5 Inih'afiw Peh'Ih of 

Ulllom C. Alluni nnd ndm Boaon. 
M u :  lk Commonwcslth of hksachu. 
urn. office of thc Sennry; lrmuary 3. 
195'2. Alm. Koh HK. ~n'malysis of Lie 
swfcssrUl1992 MarduseiIa Lobacmllx 
iniliarive. Tchm Guuml 19%$2%- 
22.5. 

2. Ma~saehusens Tobacco C m m l  Pmgrom 
Swnmon: Bmmh Mat:  Maruclnrum 
Depurmenl of Public Health: Novumbcr 
1993. 

3. Tobacm luniwn in IIU Unid Stats In: 
Lynch BS. h n i e  Rl. ak. Gming Up 
Tobocco Fme: Pmrnfing Nioorinr Add&- 
rion in Qildnn Washinplan. DC: lnstilulc 
of Medicine Wmll Audcrny of Sci- 
c n c c s b ,  19PI:ITI-1%. 

4. 1nd~ndu11 Ebnhm'on oj Ihe M m -  
chirenr Tobnrco Comd P m g m  Finr 
Aniurol R e w .  RNlI Ynrr 1991. Cm- 
bridge.Mw: Abc Amiatcr Ine: 195'5. Cn 

5. The Fun~rr oJTobomr Conrml. California " 
sweg* Summil Conlemre Rcpon. Dc- Q 

~ m b a  15-16. 1593. BukeIcy. Qlif: 2 Wcltnear FoundYion, 1994. 
6. P i m  P, Evans N. hks Al. u al. Q 

Tobnrro Use in Cidipm,ia: An Evaluelicn 01 
01 fhc Thmw Cm~rml P m ~ m m  198e 2 

972 American Journal of Public Hcrllh June IW7.Val. 81. No. 6 

, . - 



Document [J070597] Page (6) MassnchuPeUE mbam Tax 

1993. San Diego. Cnlit Univrniry of 
California Ssn Diego, C a w  Rsvcntim 
rud Conval h g r a m  1994. Repa( to thc 
California Lkpurmnt of Health Servim 

7. TobaccoContmlTask ForaMiarion Smte- 
m n ~  B o ~ a n .  Maw Armicm C w r  
scqay,Ml+rachwcraDivis~m; 19%. 

B. T&mo h a d  T& Wrce d g  min. 
u r ~ b   BOY^ Mms: Amaiesn b r  
Sociay, ManDachwrtlr Division; Much 
29. IWO. - . . . . . . . 

9. Ibard of Dkm mcaing minurca. h- 
IM. Ma: Amnitan &nca SaciM). Mas- 

u r n  Barun. Mas: Amaiun Cmccr 
Saiuy, Maru~husePr Divirion; Janurry 
30.I59l. 

11. Raiting rhc Tokco Tat; 7hc Gqmign 
fw plrnian ON in M n ~ h d w n s .  PX- 
pMd f a  tk ArCeric~ crne~r &Xkly by 
MlruilsB Kiky. Bauon. Mw. 1993. 

12 Ths chmzmawlLh ol hksachum. 
Edward B. O'NciU. Ckrt of thc SeMle. 
mdRQknE.M*aul;ofcbc 
H w .  A Mnnual fir rhc Use qf the 
~ ~ N I Z I ~  COUn for 1991-/m BWCi& 
Mass: Caurcuay Print; 1991. 

13. Mcmmndurn in Opposilim lo Cedficl 
6m ol Initiative F'ditian 91-18. To: The 
lbncde  L Smt k s h b q a  A i l m y  
GsdOfmcCommarxultholMaru- 
c h u w .  Fmm: The TPbaeeo Inrriunc. by 
is an- Robcn P. Rodophdc ud 
Gerald I. Csnrro d M m .  ScnMm. 

h r p u m ~ o f h c ~ m r w l  
M i i  1. Connolly. Rc. Mativc Pa ik  
No. 91-18: An Act Fwlainlng lo HuIth and 
Tobacco. l3osm Mw s e p l k r  4, 
IWI 

16 /drddF/ r ldPh Bmrm.Mur Marrachu- 
rcnsCoalioon f a a  Healthy Fuwc. 1991 

17 Tobacco TIX Rcfcnadum Cdm~11en 
mmorandum. Borlm. Mu: hi&&- 
ens Coalition for4 Hrallhy Fulun: 1991. 

18. Initiative challolgcd hcrinm M c d i d  
Nwr. Oclokr26,19kZ36. 

19. CMyrW m u x  c4TbaIloc k g i h  
tionmoKcrnnskvyklbil l .hwc~~ 
k n e  Odoba22, I m I A .  

20. Memorandum fmm Sue k u  and On- 
dm P i L a v i n  to fiskl dimton. Sub 
jecl: ~obrroo % ~ n i t i u i ~ .  AW n. 
1991. 

21. We did it: we b v c  mon lhpn 120,LW 
certified s ignam.  7 l e  Hmlthy Fvhur 
Rcprf. Daunl!cr 16 1991. 

22. Help collect s i g n a m  during May 33-31 
'blib' Thc Heolrhy Fiuun Repon, Mush 
31,1992. 

23. b l c r  fmn lohn P. Charm. d i i o r  of 
elrnions, Offm of ths Secrslvy of Srslc. 
lo Oryl CrmLLBoach Mass, asember 
5.1991. 

24. W T u  Equity Alliuloc f a M d u -  
re&. SIC H m  BuTiIvu UIol1e.w lo 
E d h f  Quwianr: T .  and CLT E8hr 
Inwulr. May 20.1992. 

25. Cilharr p p  Rlu suk [new ~*lceI]. 
W o n .  Mars: C i h  for a CmWtivc 

&Olhcnvs.Sca&yof~hsCanmon- 
m l h .  Frm q r i c l l  OpWm Jm hc 
SWM JYdiclat C a a  cjM-r. 
413 Man pp 21-32 lrwc 663; 1992, lurr 
IZ 1'9?%Ny6.I992. 

27. Complaint 6M in Suprcmc ludicid Court 
for Suffdk County. No. 92-9. Suun ' 
Gillipn ard Robul Slow vr Atlonry 
Oarnl and M i i l  I. Conmlly. l m w y  
a, 1592 

28. S u w  P. O i l l i p  & mthz vr. A m y  
ocpcnl& &. Ram OjploI opwm 
fmm the SwnnuluMd CounofMann- 
cluutm. 413 h k  pp 14-20. lrsw 663; 
I5%Mav5.199tJulvC11992 

29. Phinips 6 A&nolri& &up aim lgin 
for Mia .9oshm G l o k  hby 7.199291. 

30. Adion llln 6om CMdm F i ( ~ ~ b b v k  

15% 
31. L a t c r h l d m R C l ~ ~ . ~ d  

el&~s.MficedcbcklUUjofSllLC . 
lo Amaiun h r  Way. Am: O q l  
b i n .  BoarqMxh July 1,1992 

32. U t ' r c Q u a c i o o I : J ~ n m e L u r d  
to ploa qucnian m tdh lk Hmhb 
FurvnRcpon July 10,1992. 

33. -lhw,nujmdaasli*unmsd 
lhc Cornmiare AgainuUnlrirTuud 
lobacco Turn, ud Muwhursm Codidon 
for a Healthy P u b  filed vilh lhc h h a -  
chU6dla (Xrm of Cmnpign md Pdilieal 
Fin- 1991192cleclimcrck. 

34. ~emcnndum. Re: .4rg-!s used by the 
toblao indmy-rehnal infaMlicn 
UasarhureUs M i l i ~  fa I Huhhy 
Mure. Boslon. M u s  1991. 

35. Tc4a-a fim pry MJm m fighl tar. 
BostmClobe. ScplcmbaS, 1992:124. 

36. Phillips F. Tobacm M y  raLu ma-hike 
fight m n ucn BOSIO~' GI&. sepmn- 
bw 30. I99Z:M. 

Yl. T&xm lrdmy fights mli-groking lu 
pl~.NnvY'IinuaOctobcr25,IW1:ll. 

38. A Survcy of lbur Anindcr In M~~~mchu- 
rrtts: &nchmarl S u m  Bow. Moss: 

ammig W e n  in Mmsachureas. Bwlcm, 
Mass: Mamila&KikyInc;Apil 1991. 

10. hhwhurmr  Carlilrm fa r Huhhy 

Fuhm. Table I: lmpaa of r 2.5 cent 
Mauschuulm cipmtlc lax hike on snmk- 
ingcesration. Brmon. Maa: 1992. 

41. A f u m y  of b fer  Anirudcr in Mormchu- 
r rns  T d  #2. Baston. Mur: Mamila & 
Kiley Inc: Octoba 15-16.1992. 

42, A Suwy o/Wcr Artitdes in Mn~mchu- 
JOU Tmr* Y3. Boston. Mass: M d l a  & 
~ i k y  Inc: mobs 2627.1992. 

43. M c d u m  fmmMuPllr& Kiley LRC m 
Musnchuuce Coalition for a Heallhv 
Mule Rc: Tmking Sumy 113. ~atoi ,  
M~Oclober27.1992 

44. Phillii F. Tabaao indusw ads tout 
k B o r n  Glob & 24. 
1992:13,17. 

45. Phillip E lbngas calls m Weld to OK 
cigamtc tar. Boston GI& Ssplcmbw 24, 
1991329,M. 

46. Phillips F. Study d i s m  cignnltc prices: 
mmtofhikrincc'B0islaidtommppnisr. 
hnon Cbbc Odobcr ?O, 1992:33A0. 

47. A Sufvcy o j  Wcr An- in Muaachu. 
rm Rack M. W.00, sloe,; Mnmila & 
Kiley l~.:Mobcr31,1991. 

48. Help~AmaicanCanmSaictyDdclt 
bQ -0 WHF newspapn ad& 
mmt]. Boslon Cbbe. November?, 1992. 

49. Stein C Blue Cmr.~ advdsing m suFpm 
Qx6tion 1. Bosm GI& Oftoba 31, 
1992:2933. 

SO. l h y m  MP. O l m  SA. Califair's @ 
bcco tax initiative: ths &vCbpmULL ~d 
msssec of Pnuni~ion 99. J HaLh Pdil 
) O I & ~ .  ~ & : z ~ : x r s e .  

51. RiUips ' h t i o n  I waup irnvs vnm 
ing. BO#M Glob. Nwcmbtu M 199226. 

52. Scbluctnejhr E!Z & k r m h n f g n  
P@I: A R&r> Ww q f k m c y  in 
her im Hindrk. UI: Ibc Llrydcn Press, 
1960. 

53. MsnwrandumhwnC.ndwePie@x-~vin, 
m c m b s r A ( S T o b x m C o n l m I T u k ~  
to all ACS Subjert: CituElC Bcke  
Tux Incrux Pailion. Boaon, h4a.a. Au- 
gust3I,1990. 

W. 7he Health Consequences of lnvohvlrnry 
Smd&. A Regon 0 j I k  Surgeon (irmra!. 
Washinpal, DC: Public Hulth Sm'icc: 

1986. DHHS publicslim W87-8398. 
55. Liegay ME Ohne S h  Question 1 70 

hraco Educaf(on Outhys fmm fhr 1994 
Flscal Y ' r  lo the 15% Fiml P a r  
Amhast, Mass: Univmity d Mrzrshu- 
suq Amhasl; 1995. Schml of Public/ 
Hulh ud H u l h  S c ' h w  Maagnph 
W s .  

56. Cmnim E. Dimcf D c w q :  7h Poli- 
rim o/lniriatiw. Rejemndwn, md W L  
Camkidgc. Mas: H d  URimity 
h r  1989. 

57. A Sumy oJ Wcr AfriIIrdes in M-hu- 
mu Trnck XI. Boslcm. Maw M d l a  Q 
Kilcy Inc: Oclober 14.1992. 

June 1997. Vol. 87. No. 6 Amcricsn Journalof Public Hcdlh 973 


