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Copyright 1998 Orange County Register
THE ORANGE COUNTY REGISTER

July 19, 1998 Sunday MORNING EDITION
SECTION: EDITORIAL; Pg. GO2
LENGTH: 593 words
HEADLINE: Reiner's script needs a rewrite
BYLINE; The Orange County Register

BODY : .
With friends like Rob Reiner, the poor in California don't need
enemies.

The Hollywood actor and director is the major force behind the
so-called California Children and Famzlzes First Initiative, which
would raise cigarette taxes by 50 cents a pack to pay for a
smorgasboard of programs aimed at kids.

We don't quibble with Mr. Reiner's intentions. Trying to help
children, especially children from low-income families, is a noble
calling. But it's hard to imagine a worse way of going about it
than the proposal Mr. Reiner and his allies have just qualified for.
the November ballot. .

This is a measure that will collect $ 700 million annually
through a tax that hits hardest on people who can afford it the
least. The initiative would create 59 new government commissions
and hand them the money with almost no accountability. And it asks
them to do a job already the responsibility of any number of
existing government programs.

State taxes now account for 37 cents of the cost of. a pack of
cigarettes, which averages about $ 2.55 cents, according to a recent
report by the state Senate Office of Research. That puts California
at about the middle among the 50 states in taxing tobacco.

Reiner's 50-cent increase would more than double the state's
levy, leaving California's tobacco tax rate third to only Hawaii
and Alaska.

Who would pay the tax? The Senate report says that poorer people
and adults with less education tend to smoke more than wealthier,
better educated people. The report estimates that below-poverty
~ households, on average, will spend an additional $ 170 .a year on. .

tobacco taxes if the initiative passes. :

Much of the money raised will be spent on things that have
nothing to do with smoking. ,

Leglslature and the governor would hlre an executlve director and
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staff give them a. budget of up to $ 7 million to run the program.

The state panel would allocate 20 percent. of the new tax revenue,
dividing the money among several priorities. ’

AS much as $ 42 million would be spent on advertising to ]
discourage smoking and encourage proéer’parenting skills. . About $ 35
million would go to parenting education programs, and about $ 21
million each to child care and research.

The rest of the money more than $ 550 million would be
distfibuted by new commissions in each of the counties. The members
of these commissions would be accountable to county board of
supervisors, but not directly to the voters. Théy could spend the
money on anything remotely related to children. ’

This is ballot box‘budgeting at its worst. It singles out a
politically unpopular product cigarettes to pay for a worthy
but unrelated goal: children's services. It creates a new
bureaucracy to duplicate programs already in existence. And it
removes discretion from the elected officials who are most
. accountable to the voters. '

It may be that children are not a high enough priority in the
current state budget. But a better way to fix that is' to lobby the
Legislature and the'governbr to change their priorities not to
create an entire new layer of government on top of those
Californians already have.

Better yet, Mr. Reiner and his allies could use their Hollywood
connections to form a private foundation that could raise money
from willing contributors and spend it as they please. Discouraging
smoking and teaching parenting skills are excellent goals worthy of
such an effort.

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE: July 22, 1998
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Copyright 1998 Pacific Press Ltd.
The Vancouver Sun

July 7, 1998, Tuesday, FINAL EDITION
SECTION: EDITORIAL; DAN WALTERS; Pg. All
LENGTH: 566 words

HEADLINE: Citizens as legislators are costly to convince: Californians will
probably be exposed to $ 100 million in media spending in the fall
ballot-measure campaigns.

BYLINE: DAN WALTERS; SCRIPPS-MCCLATCHY WESTERN SERVICE
DATELINE: SACRAMENTO, Calif.

BODY :

In this decade, Californians have been presented with any number of
ideologically charged ballot measures. They embodied the conflicts of a society
undergoing vast cultural change. They touched such issues as campaign financing,
criminal sentencing, immigration, affirmative action and, most recently,
bilingual education.

They were far-reaching moral dilemmas, too large for the normal political
processes to resolve and therefore appropriate for voters to decide.

But in the two major ballots this November, Indian gambling and utility
deregulation, the issues are much narrower, albeit much deeper in terms of
economic impact. Those involved on both sides of both measures will try to
occupy the moral high ground, but they are really squabbles about money.

Political oddsmakers are estimating that spending on these two conflicts
alone could approach $§ 100 million US and perhaps shatter the record set in
1988, when five auto insurance-related measures were on the ballot.

{The "ballot measure" or "initiative" is an exercise in direct democracy
little used in Canada. These votes bind governments and are manifestations of
"the power of the electors to propose statutes and amendments to the
constitution," in the words of California's secretary of state, who is
responsible for the conduct of elections and ballot measures in that state.)

Federal and state authorities are closing in on the Indians and their very
profitable slot machines. Courts have implied that they are illegal because
gamblers are playing against the house, contrary to state law, and federal
prosecutors have warned the tribes involved to shut down the machines or face
legal action. '

Gov. Pete Wilson has negotiated a model compact with one tribe, the Pala,
that would limit slots and authorize a new type of machine in which gamblers
playagainst each other. Pressure from other tribes, which have dumped millions
of dollars into political campaigns, have stalled a bill ratifying the pact. The
ballot measure would, in effect, undo the Pala pact by legalizing the current
slots.
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The Indians sponsoring the measure are already filling the airwaves with
television ads, the first of what is reportedly a $ 25-plus million commitment.
But they face formidable opposition from labour unions and gambling ‘interests
who like the limits in the Pala pact.

If spending on the Indian gambling measure approaches or surpasses $ 50
million, the utility deregulation measure could generate even more because the
financial stakes are even larger, somewhere in the mega-billion-dollar range.

California utilities support deregulation because it protects their financial
interests by requiring compensation for their "stranded costs," principally
nuclear power plants, while opening new markets. Consumer groups say that's
right and it's wrong because it sticks individual ratepayers with hidden
charges.

The initiative, sponsored by a consumer group coalition, would short-circuit
the "stranded costs" provisions. And utilities and their big customers are
gearing up to defeat the measure with an expensive media campaign.

And if these two measures don't hit the $ 100 million mark, one that could
help out is sponsored by movie director Rob Reiner; it would raise cigarette

taxes by $ 700 million a year to pay for early childhood programs. The tobacco
industry is already spending to defeat it.

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH

LOAD-DATE: July 8, 1998
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COPYRIGHT 1998 City News Service, Inc.
City News Service '

. June 25, 1998, Thursday
LENGTH: 321 words |
HEADLINE: Tobacco Initiative
DATELINE: LOS ANGELES

BODY :

An initiative that would raise cigarette taxes by 50 cents a pack, raising up
to $50 million a year for children's social programs
in Los Angeles County, was qualified today for the November ballot.

Supporters of the ''California Children and Families'' initiative collected
1.2 million signétures. A total of 725,000 were required by the Secretary of
State to get the measure on the Nov. 3 ballot, said Stu Mollrich, a campaign
consultant for the Newport Beach-based group behind the measure.

The sponsoring group, chaired by director Rob Reiner, is gearing up for a
fund-raising and informational drive.

''Now the campaign starts, and we're looking forward to it,'' Mollrich said.
''We've got a strong and diverse bipartisan coalition of supporters.''

If passed, initiative-funds would be used for a range of social programs
designed to benefit children, including prenatal care, child health care,
immunization and hearing and vision testing programs, Mollrich said.

The proposition's sponsor will now mobilize the 200-250 organizations and
numerous individuals who support the measure to lobby for its passage, he
said. :

Supporters include Los Angeles Mayor Richard Riordan, San Francisco Mayor
Willie Brown, Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Calif., and business leaders Ron Burkle
and Steve Soboroff, according to Mollrich.

''"We're working on raising a goal of at least $5 million more,'' he said.
''But we understand we're not going to have nearly as much as the tobacco
companies.''

A spokesman for the tobacco industry could not be reached for comment.

Mollrich said Reiner will canvass the state in the months ahead to push for
the initiative's passage.

''He's going to be devoting a lot of time to this,'' Mollrich said. ''He'll
tour the state doing speaking engagements, as will a lot of the political and

non-political figures involved. ™

LANGUAGE: ENGLISH
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Copyright 1998 Times Mirror Company
Los Angeles Times

June 25, 1998, Thursday, Home Edition
SECTION: Part A; Page 3; Metro Desk
LENGTH: 823 words

HEADLINE: CALIFORNIA AND THE WEST;
INITIATIVE ON LOWER ELECTRIC BILLS QUALIFIES FOR NOVEMBER BALLOT

BYLINE: DAN MCRAIN, TIMES STAFF WRITER
DATELINE: SACRAMENTO

BODY :

State election officials announced Wednesday that an initiative aimed at
cutting electric bills has qualified for the November ballot, setting up a major
battle between utility companies and consumer groups.

Also on Wednesday, Secretary of State Bill Jones announced that an initiative
.to raise tobacco taxes by 50 cents a pack to pay for a variety of childhood
health programs had qualified for the fall ballot. The measure 1s sponscred by
Hollywood actor and producer Rob Reiner.

- The announcements bring the number of initiatives on the state ballot this
November to seven. Other major measures include an education initiative by Gov.
Pete Wilson and a proposition to expand gambling on Indian reservations.

While tobacco companies will probably fight the proposed tax hike, an even
bigger battle may be waged over the utility initiative.

The initiative, backed by a coalition of consumer advocates, seeks to
dismantle key parts of highly complex 1996 1eglslatlon that sought to deregulate
the electric ‘industry.

The 1996 legislation, approved unanimously by the Legislature and backed by
California's major utilities, imposed a 10% cut in residents' electric bills,
starting Jan. 1 of this-year. However, backers of the initiative promise that
their proposition will slash electric bills by 20%.

"All the pundits said we couldn't do it, that getting the measure on -the
ballot was impossible,® said Nettie Hoge, of The Utility Reform Network, a San
Francisco-based consumer group. "Maybe they'll be just as surprised in the first
week in November." :

Hoge's group, along with Santa Monica attorney and consumer advocate Harvey
Rosenfield and the nonprofit Public Media Center of San Francisco, organized a
massive signature-gathering effort to obtain more than 700,000 names of
registered voters to place the initiative before voters.
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Hoge said the campaign on behalf of the utility initiative will cost "a
couple million dollars; that will be a fraction of what the utilities will
spend” to defeat the measure.

- Opponents are likely to include major utilities, including Edison
International, San Diego Gas & Electric Co., and Pacific Gas & Electric Co., and
business groups such as the California Manufacturers Assn., the state Chamber of
Commerce and the California Business Roundtable.

"We're going to lead a broad-based coalition to oppose the initiative because
we believe the initiative will eliminate the ability to have competition and
lower electric rates," said Alan Zaremberg, president of the state Chamber of
Commerce.

While Hoge and others predict that the utilities will spend tens of millions
to defeat the measure, Zaremberg said only that the budget for the campaign
against the initiative will be enocugh to make Californians "aware of the true
consequences of the initiative.® '

In an effort to derail the measure, the utilities have filed a lawsuit asking
the state Court of Appeal in Sacramento to strike the initiative from the ballot
before a vote. Such suits rarely succeed.

The initiative seeks to repeal parts of the 19%6 law that allow utilities to
charge customers for the cost of bad investments in nuclear power and fossil
fuel plants, estimated to be as much as $ 28 billion. Under the initiative, the
utilities and their shareholders would have to bear the brunt of such costs.

The initiative also would unravel a unigque financing mechanism used te lower
residential customers' utility bills. The 10% rate reduction was financed by a
new type of bond authorized by the legislation.’

Because residential customers must pay .off the bond debt over the next 10
yvears, backers of the initiative liken the financing mechanism to running up a
credit card bill to pay a debt, then stringing the debt over a long period.

When the Legislature passed the 1996 bill, it was an almost unheard of vote
on such a complex measure. At the time, backers hailed it as landmark
legislation that would create competition among utilities, and compared its
significance to the breakup of the telephone monopoly a generation ago.

In 1996, many environmentalists, organized labor groups and consumer
advocates supported the measure or were neutral on it. Even Hoge's group did not
protest the bill.

But consumer advocates' concern grew after its passage, and Rosenfield, the
author of 1988's Proposition 103, which regulates the auto insurance industry,
entered the fray to push for the ballot measure.

The 50-cent per pack tax proposed under the tobacco initiative is intended to
raise roughly $ 700 million a year to fund county programs.aimed at improving
early childhood development and health.

Tﬁéﬁpiééré&s would range from immunizations to iﬂéréased'cﬂild‘ééré for
infants and preschool children, and efforts aimed at éombating child abuse.
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Joining Reiner-in the initiative effort is former Assemblyman Mike Roos, head of
a program that supports Los Angeles public schools. '

LANGUAGE: English

LOAD-DATE: June 25, 1998
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Copyrlght 1998 The Detroit News, Inc.
The Detroit News

June 18, 1998, Thursday
SECTION: Accent; Pg. Pg. C15
LENGTH: 1365 words
HEADLINE: Rob Reiner crusades -for children and society
BYLINE: By Jill Lawrence / USA Today

BODY:

FRESNO, Calif.-- Another day, another stop, another spiel. A help center for
parents with problems. A Rotary Club lunch. A newspaper editorial board. You'd
think Rob Reiner was running for office.

Actually, he's skipping that step and proceeding straight to making a law.

The actor, director and movie executive, still known to many as All In The
Family's Meathead,.is at the crunch point of a two-year crusade to do nothing
less than save babies and toddlers from bad parenting, and society from its
conseguences.

"Not to toot my own horn, I think it is a brilliant piece of legislation. To
anyone who works with young children, this is like cavalry coming to the
rescue, " Reiner says bluntly.

All he needs is enough votes in November, when California's ballot is
expected to include his proposed amendment to the state constitution.
! .

Reiner's plan is simple: Raise the California tobacco tax 50 cents a pack and
have counties spend the windfall on education, health and social services for
pregnant women and young children. Then wait for the results, and for the
country and world to sign on.

With money from an industry regarded as public enemy No. 1 and goals such as
getting pregnant women to stop smoking, what's not to like?

Plenty, Tobacco and anti-tax interests say. But a mid-February poll found
that seven in 10 Californians support the Reiner plan, including 59 percent of
Republicans and 45 percent of smokers. '

Reiner submitted petitions bearing nearly 1.2 million signatures to the
California secretary of state's office in April. He expects formal approval
within two weeks for the initiative to be included on the ballot.

There's nothing modest about Reiner or his proposal, as he readily
acknowledges. "Every citizen has a right to insert themselves in the policy
agenda, " he says. Reminded that he isn't just any citizen, Reiner retorts, "Yes,
and isn't it great when somebody has the power base and uses it for the good of
the people?”
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Hollywood types with a taste for politics risk ridicule and worse.

"Most of the celebrities who attach themselves to issues do it in a
perfunctory way. It's a flavor-of-the month kind of thing. For that reason they
have difficulty being taken seriously," Reiner concedes.

This Hollywood type hasn't worked on a film in two years. He says he has
sacrificed more than $ 10 million in earnings by taking time out to start a
foundation, press for better child care, educate the public and chair the ballot
campaign. '

Like any producer-director, Reiner is used to taking charge. Some longtime
children's advocates privately view him less as cavalry than as a two-ton truck
crashing down their quiet side street.

"He certainly ruffled feathers," says T. Berry Brazelton, the revered
author-pediatrician who has studied child development for 40 years.

But he and others alsc say they're lucky toc have Reiner to lobby for toddlers
who can barely talk, much less vote. "It's a hard fight, and we haven't been
very successful without him," says Brazelton, who had never heard of Reiner or
Meathead until Reiner called.

Reiner, 51, has been married to photographer Michele Singer Reiner for nearly
nine years. They have three children ages 7, 4 and 6 months.

The germs of the Reiner children's crusade long predate his T-ball coach
days.

Here's a tale, not apocryphal. A guy whose marriage (to director Penny
Marshall) is on the rocks goes into analysis. He discovers that his difficulties
with women and work stem from his toddler years in a neurotic, volatile
household headed by comedian-writer-actor Carl and jazz singer Estelle.

Nearly 20 years later, Tipper Gore advises him to focus on the very young.
So: He invites brain and child development experts to his house and scaks up
their research. He realizes that by the time kids are failing school, or on
drugse, or in juvenile institutions, it's too late to repair early damage.

"I'm a communicator. I took it upon myself to get that word out," Reiner
5ays. ' '

He did it in a way most people couldn't. He produced a TV special on early
brain development, talked ABC into broadcasting it and talked Newsweek into
doing a special issue on the subject. He also0 asked President Clinton to have a
White House conference on brain develcopment. It took place last year.

These are some of the things Reiner learned: The brain completes 90 percent
of its growth between birth and age 3. Government spending on that age group
amounts to "virtually nothing.® You feed a baby's brain by touching, talking,
singing and reading. A good start leads to self-respect, compassion and
learning. A bad start can mean trouble.

Reiner played the long-haired, liberal son-in-law on the 1970s sitcom All In
The Family. His real politics are similar, and he feared Californians would
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dismiss his initiative as a liberal cause.

Then Conservative Republican Michael Huffington called. He sized up Reiner
over lunch. ’

"After we were finished talking, there wasn't even an ounce of reservation,"®
(Huffington says. He immediately signed on as co-chairman and now calls Reiner
© "my new best liberal Democrat friend.”

Reiner's road trips are an odd mix of science, show biz and politics. The
overall feel is small-town, like a campaign for local office.

One day last spring Reiner showed up at Exceptional Parents Unlimited, which
helps Fresno families cope with disabled children and parental problems such as
drug abuse. The guest of honor looked out of place in his dark banker's suit.
But he schmoozed easily amid the toys and cribs.

He fretted before making his’pitéh that he's bad at "the ask." And he was,
wimping out with generalities instead of asking his listeners to gather 100
petition signatures apiece. But he was good at the message.

"My entire life I'‘ve heard peliticians say that the children are our future,
the children are cur most important resource. When it comes down to actually
making an investment in children we do nothing," he said with obviocus passion.

For the besieged tobacco industry, the Reiner initiative is "an unfair,
punitive tax increase" on smokers, in the words of Philip Morris spokesman
Brendan McCormick. : ' )

But it's the only live political option, Reiner tells questioners. A general
tax hike would never pass, he says; the 37-cent-a-pack state tobacco tax hasn't
been raised in 10 years, and no other narrow. tax would generate as much money
(an estimated peak of $ 700 million in 1999-2000).

The $ 1.7 million petition drive was subsidized largely by real estate tycoon
Stephen Bing (§ 200,000}, boosted by $ 100,000 apféce from Los Angeles Mayor
Richard Riordan, grocery store magnate Ron Burkle and Jerry Perenchio, owner of
the Spanish-language Univision TV network. Reiner kicked in § 75,000, Huffington
$ 50,000. The fall runup to the election, assuming the initiative qualifies for
the ballot as expected, will require another $ 3 million te % & million.

A Reiner victory would make many statements -- about Hollywood and money, a
good cause and a handy villain, and a man with an almost messianic sense of
mission.

"When you hit on something you feel is an immutable truth and you also have
the wherewithal and the power to get it done, if you don't act on it you're

being negligent," Reiner says.

"It's like watching a kid run out into the street and a car is coming and you
just sit there and don't do anything. How would you live with yourself?"

The Reiner file
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Age: 51. Born March 6, 1847.

Family: Wife, Michele, and three children.

Education: Studied theater arts at the University of California at Los
1965-68. Left before graduating because his writing and acting careers

Angeles,
took off.
Career: Director, actor, writer, producer.
On the consequences of early influences: "Attachment (to a caring adult) is
the most important thing that will ever happen to a person in his life. There's
nobody in prison for murder or rape or sexual abuse that didn't have a bad
childhood. They feel empty. There's an emotional hole that needs to be filled.r®
"I'm not interested in running for office. If they

On his political future:
want to make me the president, I'd be happy to do the job."

LOAD-DATE: June 18, 1998



Antl-Tohacco

Is F Al Ited

- Study: Smoking Rates
Have Leveled Off

By Jou~ ScHWARTZ
Washington Post Staff Writer

- After early success, California’s
pmneermg attempt to curb smok:-
ing has lost its momenmm—per-
haps because of political pressure
to restrict the program, according
toanewreport.

Cigarette consumption per. per-
son m:tlally declined 52 percent
faster in California than in the rest
of the country at the beginning of
the multi-pronged attack on smok-
ing. But smoking rates leveled off
after 1994, when the program lost
s1gmﬁcant funding and beg:m run-
ning less aggressive advertise-
ments, according to a new study by"
John P. Pierce and colleagues at
the University of California at San

- Diego. :

“Pierce’s results showed it is
possible to run a SUCCCSSﬁll tobac-
co control program,” said Stanton
A, Glantz of the University of
California at San Francisco, an
anti-tobacco activist involved with
the state program. “It also shows
that it’s posmble to run it into the
ground.” Glantz blamed Gov. Pete
Wilson (R), under whose adminis-
tration the program lost funding.
Wilson “delivered for the tobacco
industry,” Glantz said.

Not so, said Donald Lyman,
chief of California’s Division of
Chronic Diseases and Injury Con-
trol, whose responsibilities include
the tobacco program. “The bottom
lineis that the program works” and
enjoys “success in excess of any
other program in the country,” he
said. The program cut its own
funding as its success in curbing
tobacco use grew, Lyman said.

The California Tobdcgo- Control
Program began in 1989 it was
formed in a voter initiative; and .
funded with a 25-cent:per-pack tax.
The millions of dollars generated
by that tax were e ked for-
tough antitobacco advertising,
cessation programs, school-based

prevention programs and enforce-

ment efforts.

@he 1Uaﬁh1u@10“

Early ads, like one purporting to -
feature tobacco executives in a.
smoke-filled room l:iﬁglungdabmt
hooking new generations of smok-
ers, were dropped. Tobaccqmdus-

< trylobbying intensifiéd; dffnngt.bat

time, Pierce and. colleagues Tioted::
the paper also cited a 1 790 Tobac-
-co Institute memqandim*EHst
pledged to limit the .g@ess*
of the Californiaplan. ;. ~

- Pierce said the effed:veness of-
the program could.well: :have de-
clined for other reasons, including
1993 price reductions on tobacco

" products and the possibility that

the novelty wore off after a few
years and those smokers most

. susceptible to the media campaign

had already quit. He added, how-
ever, that “there are a lot of indica-
tions that thmgs went wrong with
the program.” - it

Alﬂxouglx(lalifomxa s 18 percent
smoking rate g still far lower than
the 22.4 percent average in the rest
of the United States, the authors
conclude that* “the' alifornia To-
bacco Control Program clearly lost
‘its original posmvp effect on reduc-
ing smoking, which must be of
considerable concern to the pubhc
health movement.” - % .-

Pierce said the results of his.
research, -published in- today's
Journal of the American Medical
Association and funded by the
Tobacco Control Program, require
that the program’s effectiveness be
thoroughly reviewed..“It’s time to
decide you can gef [the effective-
ness] back—-othenv,xwyou ve got
to go out of businéss,” Pierce said.

After a dispute earlier this year
with state officials over Pierce’s'
methods of data analysis, the state
declined to renew the researcher’s.
contract to study! fthe programSa
effectiveness. = !

But Lyman said that after sub-
mitting Pierce’s work to indepen--
dent review, the state found that
his conclusions were solid. “My job
is to make the program work and:
work well,” Lyman said, “and his
;ihaata will be helpful in lettmg us do

t ”

Still, Lyman -said, he did not
renew the contract with Pierce
because the researcher was “a very
difficult man to deal with” and “1
-decided that the juice wasn't worth
the squeeze. . . . This decision was
not initiated as a political-level
thing.”

WFDNESDAY SEPTEMBER 9, 1998
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ob Reiner Pushes Ballot Initiative

By Michelle Locke
Associated Press Writer
Sunday, August 9, 1998; 12:56 p.m. EDT

BEVERLY HILLS, Calif. (AP} -- Rob Reiner is on the phone with an
Oscar-winning friend, tucking the receiver to his ear with the practiced
ease of a virtuoso shouldering his fiddle.

First; theloverture.

“Hey, how are you? What's happening?'" he says, beginning a gossipy
exchange that leads to a throaty guffaw.

Then, smooth as-silk, the main performance.

*Anyway, I'm calling yo;j about this ballot initiative,’’ he says, going on 10
describe Proposition 10, his November ballot measure that would raise

. ‘cigarette taxes to pay for programs for young children.

~ His voice gains intensity as he explains how the measure could ° v " jump start

the rest of the country'' -- and his concern that tabacco interests will
spend mulllons to stop it.-

“Send me some DOUGH,"" he clamors cheerquy “If you got 10, I'll
take 10. Whatever you got I'll take it.’

Sh.e s got it. He takes it. He hangs up, smiling.

"Then it's back to business -- mére fund-raising calls, a quick drive to
Santa Monica to shoot a cover photo for a magazine, and, flnally, a stint
on a late- nlght talk show.

Reiner, who was -Meathead on * " All if the Family'' and has directed films
including * “When Harry Met Sally,’”" seeks similar success on the political
stage. :

*This is not a question of his lending his name to something and moving
on,"" says Michael Melmed of Zero to Three, a nonprofit group that



focuses on the importance of the early years in children's lives. ~ “He really
is commstted Yo

Proposition' 10, the California Children and Families First Initiative, would
raise cigarette taxes by 50 cents a pack to generate an estimated $700 -
million a year. The money would fund services for families with children

-under age 5, including prenatal care, stop smoking programs and

domestic violence prevention.

The measure is opposed by the Committee Against Unfair Taxes, whose
sponsors include a number ‘of tobacco companies.’ :

*Mr. Reiner's cauée may be very worthwhile, but if it's that worthwhile
then all California adults should pay for it, not just smokers,"" said Tom
Lauria of the Tobacco Institute in'Washington, D.C. ' '

A San Francisco Exa'mine‘rA povll last montﬁ found 54 percent support for
the measure, with 32 percent clearly opposed. The survey of 832
registered voters had a margin of error of 4 percentage points.

To further his cause in recent year‘s Re‘ner has launched a foundation, the

I Am Your Child Campaign,'’ directed a Tom Hanks-hosted v spec&al
and traveled the country to make speakmg engagements.

Now the 51 year -old fathér of three is pUshing the ballot initiative via
telephone like it's a Hollywood movie pitch, pacing the Iength of the phone

- cord, one hand shcnng the air for emphaSIS

~

The initiative wo‘uld be ° "the largest investment in young children in the
history of the country,’’ he says. It has bipartisan support and passage
would * “send a very loud message to the rest of the country.”

Some prospects donated a lot, others not S0 muc'h, but the enthusiasm in:

- Reiner's voice didn't waver.

The Hollywood veteran is well aware that some take a jauhdiced view of
celebrities and social causes, but they ° “see very quickly that I'm serious
about it. I've spent a lot of time on this."" ,

His motivation is the * “immutable truth’' -- that providing young children

with healthy, secure attachments can have a dramatic effect on crime, teen -

pregnancy, drug abuse and other social ills.

*That's what compels me " Reiner séys. "l know that this is the way to A
change social outcomes.’ :
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~ Has the California Tobacco Control Program Reduced

Smoking?

John P. Pierce, PhD; Elizabeth A. Gilpin, MS, Sherry L. Emery, PhD;

- Martha M. White, MS; Brad Rosbrook, MS,; Charles C. Berry, PhD

Context.— Comprehensive community-wide tobacco control programs
are considered appropriate public health approaches to reduce
population smoking prevalence.

Objective.—To examine trends in smoking behavior before, during,
and after the California Tobacco Control Program.

Design.—Per capita cigarette consumption data (1983-1997) were
derived from tobacco industry sales figures. Adult (>18 years) smoking
prevalence data were obtained from the National Health Interview

- Surveys (1978-1994), the California Tobacco Surveys (1990-1996), the -

Current Population Surveys (1992-1996), and the California Behavioral
Risk Factor Survey and its supplement (1991-1997). Trends were
compared before and after introduction of the program, with the period
after the program being divided into 2 parts (early, 1989-1993; late,
1994-1996).

Main Qutcome Measures.— Change in cigarette consumptlon and
smoking prevalence in California compared with ‘the rest of the United
States.

Results.—Per capita cigarette consumption declined 52% faster in
California in the early period than previously (from 9.7 packs per
person per month at the beginning of the program to 6.5 packs per
person per month in 1993), and the decline was significantly greater in
California than in the rest of the United States (P<.001). In the late
period, the decline in California slowed to 28% of the early program so
that in 1996 an average of 6.0 packs per person per month were
consumed. No decline occurred in the rest of the United States, and in
1996, 10.5 packs per person per month were consumed. Smoking
prevalence showed a similar pattern, but in the late period, there was no
significant decline in prevalence in either California or the rest of the
United States. In 1996, smoking prevalence was 18.0% in California
and 22.4% in the rest of the United States. -

Conclusions.—The initial effect of the program to reduce smoking in
California did not persist. Possible reasons include reduced program
funding, increased tobacco industry expenditures for advertising and
promotion, and industry pricing and political activities. The question
remains how the public health community can modify the program to
regain its original momentum.

JAMA. 1998;280:893-899
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The researchers conclude: "The clinical and public health implications
of these epidemiological findings are not yet clear. However, a history
of NMSC should increase the clinician's alertness for selected
neoplasms [tumors]."

(JAMA. 1998;280:910-912)

Go back to the top.

CALIFORNIA TOBACCO CONTROL PROGRAM
LOSES STRENGTH AFTER INITIAL IMPACT
Reduced funding, increased tobacco industry efforts may be
hindering effectiveness of program

CHICAGO—The initially robust effects of the California Tobacco
" Control Program have diminished considerably, according to an article

in the September 9 issue of The Journal of the American Medical
Association (JAMA). :

John P. Pierce, Ph.D., and colleagues from the University of California -
at San Diego, examined the effectiveness of the California Tobacco
Control Program by measuring the decrease in the rate of both cigarette
consumption and smoking prevalence for Californians.

The researchers found that per capita cigarette consumption declined 52
percent faster in California-in the early period of the program from
January 1989 to December 1993 (from 9.7 packs per person per month
at the beginning of the program to 6.5 packs per month in 1993). This
decrease was significant compared with the decline in consumption for
the rest of the country for the same period. For the period of January
1994 through December 1996, however, the decrease in cigarette
consumption for California had slowed to 28 percent (an average of 6
packs smoked per person per month). As the researchers note: "After
1993, the rate of decline per capita consumption in California slowed to
less than one-third of the rate observed from 1989 through 1993 and to
less than one-half of the rate of decline observed before the program
began. However, this post-1993 rate of decline was still significantly
more rapid in California than in the rest of the United States, for whlch
the decline in consumption halted.”

The researchers note: "The California Tobacco Control Program has
confirmed findings from earlier studies that large health promotion
programs can have a major influence on smoking behavior." The
researchers add: "The initial effect of the program to reduce smoking in
California did not persist. Possible reasons include reduced program
funding, increased tobacco industry expenditures for advertising and
promotion, and industry pricing and political activities."

The California Tobacco Control Program was a voter initiative that
called for funding of a statewide effort to reduce the health costs
associated with smoking. As the researchers report:"'In addition to
imposing an additional tax ($0.25 per pack), the initiative mandated -
funding for mass media anti-tobacco campaigns, local health agencies
to provide technical support and monitor adherence to antismoking
laws, community-based interventions selected by a competitive grants

40of5 ¥ ' 9/9/98 11:58 AM
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process, and enhancement of school-based prevention programs." There
was also support for the adoption of local ordinances to ban or restrict
smoking in public places and a push to legislate smoke-free workplaces.

Before the California Tobacco Control Program, smoking prevalence in
California declined at about the same rate as in the rest of the United
States. The rate of decline increased significantly for California
compared with the rest of the country after the program began.
According to the researchers: "The initiation of the program was
associated with a 36 percent increase in the rate of decline of smoking
prevalence, which was nearly twice the rate of decline identified for the
rest of the United States. However, from 1994 through 1996, there was
no identifiable decline in smoking prevalence either in California or the
rest of the country." The researchers found that in 1996, smoking
prevalence was 18 percent of the population in California, and 22.4
percent for the rest of the United States.

The researchers observed that the level of funding has not been
consistent for the Tobacco Control Program. As they observed:
"Beginning with fiscal year 1993-1994, there was a marked reduction in
program funding. The annual average was $53.0 million, or $2.08 per
capita, which was a reduction of 40 percent from the early years of the
program. This reduction in the level of effort aimed at reducing
smoking in California is a possible explanation for the loss of program
effect. Concurrent increases in the amount of money the tobacco
industry spent to promote cigarette use may have exacerbated the
problem."

The researchers conclude: "Despite active industry opposition and
political influences, it is urgent that the public health community
determine how the California Tobacco Control Program can be
modified to regain its original momentum."

(JAMA. 1998;280:893-899) ‘

Note: Preparation of this article was supported by funding from the
National Cancer Institute. Dr. Pierce is supported in part by an c
Established Investigator Award from the American Heart Association.
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Has the California Tobacco Contro!
Program Reduced Smoking?

John P. Pierce, PhD; Elizabeth A. Gilpin, MS; Sherry L. Emery, PhD;
Martha M. White, MS; Brad Rosbrook, MS; Charles C. Berry, PhD

Context.—Comprehensive community-wide tobacco control programs are con-
sidered appropriate public health approaches to reduce population smoking preva-
lence.

Objective.—To examine trends in smoking behawor before during, and afterthe
California Tobacco Control Program.

Design.—Per capita cigarette consumption data (1 983—1 997) were derived from
tobacco industry sales figures, Adult (=18 years) smoking prevalence data were

obtained from the National Health Interview Surveys (1978-1994), the California
" Tobacco Surveys (1990-1996), the Current Population Surveys (1992-1996), and
the California Behavioral Risk Factor Survey and its supplement (1991-1997).
Trends were compared before and after introduction of the program, with the pe-
riod after the program being divided into 2 parts (early, 1989-1993; late, 1994-1996).

Main Outcome Measures.—Change in cigarette consumption and smoking
prevalence in California compared with the rest of the United States.

Results.—Per capita cigaretie consumption declined 52% faster in California in
the early period than previously (from 9.7 packs per person per month at the be-
‘ginning of the program to 6.5 packs per person per month in 1993}, and the decline
was significantly greater in California than in the rest of the United States (P<.001).
In the late period, the decline in California slowed to 28% of the early program so
that in 1996 an average of 6.0 packs per person per month were consumed. No
decline occurred in the rest of the United States, and in 1996, 10.5 packs per per-
son per month were consumed. Smoking prevalence showed a similar pattern, but
in the late period, there was no significant decline in prevalence in either California
or the rest of the United States. In 1996, smoking prevalence was 18. 0% in Cals-
fornia and 22.4% in the rest of the United States.

- Conclusions.—The initidl effect of the program to reduce smokmg in Callfomla
did not persist. Possible reasons include reduced program funding, increased to-
bacco industry expenditures for advertising and promotion, and industry pricing and
political activities. The question remains how the public health community can
modify the program to regain its ofiginal momentum.

JAMA. 1998,280:803-899 -

EARLY PUBLICHEALTH approaches
to reducing population smokmg preva-
lence emphasized interventions aimed at
individual smokers.! However, the re-
sults of numerous studies indicated that
‘too few individuals were reached for such
a strategy to effect a measurable redue-

From the Cancer Prevention and Control Program,
Cancer Center (Drs Pierce and Emery, Mss Gilpin and
White, and Mr Rosbrook), and Department of Family
and Preventive Medicine, Division of Health Care Sci-
ences {Dr Berry), University of California, San Diego.

Reprints: John P. Pierce, PhD, Cancer Prevention
and Contral Program, Cancer Center, University’ of
California, San Diego, La Jolla, CA 92093 (e-mail:
+ JPPierce@ucsd.edu).
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tion in population smoking prevalence.?
The varied successes of several compre-
hensive, community and statewide to-

bacco control programs®?led to this ap-
proach being widely recommended as the .

most appropriate way to reduce tobacco

.use in the United States.?® Starting in

1989, the California Tobaceo Control Pro-

* gramintroduced the use of increased to-

baceo excise taxes to econtinuously fund
a large, coordinated statewide effort to
reduce the health costs associated with

‘smoking.®

The voter initiative that led fo the
California Tobacco Control Program

clearly specified that the program takea .

multipronged or “shotgun” approach to
reducing smoking. In addition to impos-
inganadditional tax ($0.25 per pack), the
initiative mandated funding for mass
media antitobacco campaigns, local:
health agencies to provide technical sup-
portand monitoradherence to antismok-
ing laws, community-based interven-
tions selected by a competitive grants
process, and enhancement of school- .
based prevention programs. Addition-
ally, it mandated that the program’s ef-
fectivenessbe evaluated.? Inthis article,
wereportthe longer-termevidence that
the California Tobacco Control Program
affected smoking behavior.

One problem with assessing the effec- -
tiveness of tobacco control programs
funded by cigarette taxesisthat funding

for evaluation research, including popu-

lation surveys of smoking behavior, be-
comes available only. after the first in-
tervention (imposition of the tax) has
occeurred. In the United States, surveil-
lance surveys have rarely had designs
that provide precise enough estimates
of smoking behavior at the state level to
allow a sensitive assessment of changes
in trends.! The research challenge is to
reach valid conclusions from the analy- -
sis of preprogram trends derived from
one set of surveys and postprogram
trends from different surveys. Fortu-

. nately, another source of data is avail-

able from the collection of cigarette ex-
cise taxes. All states have such taxes,
and the sales reporting methods for tax

assessment are uniform. If there is no

major change in the averagelevel of con-
sumption per smoker, trends in smoking

- prevalence should mirror trends in ciga-

rette sales, which would increase the
confidence in conclusions based on ei-
ther analysis.

In this article, we assess trends in per
capita cigarette consumption and adult
smoking prevalence in California com-
pared with the rest of the United States.
The only previous report of the longer-
term.impact of a statewide tobacco con-
trol program indicated that the program

California Tobacco Control Program—Pierce et al - 893
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had 'arlr‘.'é';;erall impact durihg its first
year of operation.® However, the magni-

“tude of this initial effect was not main- .

tained over the next 4 years. A different
pattern was observed for men and wom-
en; the rate of decline (trend) in smoking

was greater only in men in the second |

period than it was inthe preprogram pe-
riod. " Ifthelater trend isnotlargerthan
the preprogramtrend, thenthe program

can be considered to have lost its effect.

Should an ongoing tobacco control pro-
gram lose its effect, a careful examina-

tion of the possible reasons is essential
s0 that appropriate revitalization mea-.

sures can be taken, Also, it must be con-
sidered that counterstrategies used by

the tobacco industry may play a role in -

diminishing a program’s effectiveness.

METHODS

" Cigarette Sales (Consumption) -
‘The Tobacco Institute reports on

monthly tax payments from all packs of
‘cigarettes removed from wholesale

warehouses to retail outlets for sale
within each state.'* Data from February

- 1983 through March 1997 are included in

the present analysis. We estimated per
capita consumption for a given state in
any given year using census estimates

“for the state population aged 18 years

and older. Decade census population
data wereassummed toreflect the popu-

lation on April 1, 1980, and April 1, 1990,
.. Supplemental estimates reported from
“the Current Population Surveys were

assumed to reflect the population as of
July 1ofeachyear.’!4Toobtain monthly

estimates of state populations, we inter-

polated regression lines fitted to the
yearly census data. Since retail outlets

appear to stock up in the last month of -

both the fiscal and calendar years, we
removed this source of variation by con-

- sidering bimonthly averages (for De-

cember-January, February-March, etc).
The per capita consumption represents’

" the average number of packs removed

from wholesale warehouses during a 2-

. month period divided by the population
estimate for the midpoint of the particu- -
lar time interval. To further deseason- -

alize the data so that trends over time

“become more apparent, we applied the
. SABL procedure (available in the sta-
tistical package S-plus®™). to. the bi-
monthly data. The SABL procedure pro-

vides robust estimation of seasonal and

trend components of a time series, pos- |

sibly in the presence of nonadditive ef-
fects.® This procedure was used for both
California and the rest of the United

. States to produce smoothed time-series

trend linesindicating changes over time.
A piecewise linear spline regression
model was applied to the bimonthly raw

894 JAMA, September 9, 1998—Vol 280, No. 10

data to further quantify trends. Indicator
variables weré included toaceount for the
effects of the 6 bimonthly time points.
This model allows for changes in the slope

-at defined points of time.'® The first cut

point was defined as January 1989, when

_ the additional excise tax was imposed in

California. The' deseasonalized trends:
suggested that a second cut point oe- .
curred in California in mid-1994 and in
the rest of the United States in mid-1993,

" so January-1994 was used to make the
_ analyses consistent. A 2-tailed statistical

test yielded a P value for differences in .
slope from one period to the next. Also,
from computed SEs for the piecewise
slopes, a z statistic could be computed to
assess (2-tailed) differences in slopes be- .
tween California and the rest of the -
United States.

' Smoking Prevalence

Surveys.—Smoking prevalence esti-

mates were obtained from several dif-

ferent population-based surveys con-
ducted nationally and in California.!’#
These differed considerably inthe meth- -
ods used, including sample selection,
survey mode (face-to-face or telephone),
smoking status questions, respondents

(self or proxy™), and sampling variabil-
" ity. These issues made combining all the

sufvey estimates and examining trends
over time problematic. Therefore, the

-data from each survey type were first

examined separately to establish that

‘they were not contradictory to each

other; then they were combined in an

analysis similar to the one used for.per
capita consumption,

Since 1965, the National Health Inter-
view Surveys (NHIS) have been the sur-
veillance system of choice for smoking

.prevalence in the United States.™*® Al-
though the NHIS provide only estimates
at the regional level, California isthe larg-
est state in the Western region. Thus, the
NHIS sample sizes for California smok-

* ing prevalence estimates are reasonably
- large. The 1978-1994 NHIS were used for .~

an initial assessment of preprogram and -
- postprogram smoking prevalence trends

- in California and the rest of the United

States. The NHIS conducted before 1978
were excluded, either because they did not

_ include persons as young as 18 years (1976

and 1977 surveys) or because smoking sta-
tus information was missing for more than
1.5% of respondents (1974 survey). The -
1992 NHIS was excluded because it was
- cancelled suddenly at the midpoint of field-
work with unknown consequences to re-
sponse rate and representativeness. The
paucity of data points after the start of the
California Tobaceo Control Program re-
sultsininsufficient statistical power to pre-
cisely evaluate changes'in trend or to com-
pare California with the rest of the United
States. Nevertheless, we used the piece-
_wise linear regression approachtodeter- -
mine whether these data appeared con-

sistent with the postprogram changein =

slope identified from the per capita con-
sumption data. = ‘

- Since.1989, there have been several
large-scale populationsurveysconducted

Table 1~.;Suwey Dé!a Used for Analysis of Smoking Prevalence (Samples Sizes and Response Rates)*

NHISt . BRFS/ CPS
f T 1. cTs CATS r ™3
: United States— T 1 T T ’ United States—
Year ~ California - California California Callfornia California California
1978 178 10398 ) )
1879 2578 21535
1880 2 9303 .
1983 2309 20109
1985 3572 30 058
1987 - 5064 . 38058
- 1988 5030 39203 |
1980 ... 4898 36206 65138 (75}
1991 5747 39028 ... 2995 (B0Y§ .. el
1992 Ll e 21872 (73) - 3982 (62) {September) 8081 §7 856 (89
1993 2668 18360 63269 (70) . 7371(60) - (January) 8272 96 831.(89)
1983 J e L s “{May) 8151 96769 (86)
1994 2382 17356 _B169 (62) el
1995 Y B o B207 (53) (September) 5966 ° 77570
1996 S . 78337(53) 8165 (49) (January) 5780 69375
1896 O {May) 6041 - 70164

*NHIS indicates National Health Interview Surveys; CTS, California Tobacco Surveys; BRFS, Behavioral Risk

Factor Surveys; CATS, California Adult Tobacco Surveys;

angd CPS, Current Population Surveys. Ellipses indicate

data not applicable. Numbers in parentheses are response rates in percent, where available.

tAlthough not published, the NHIS claim a response rate exceeding 86%.

$For CTS, this is the number of screening interviews completed as a percentage of all households targeted
(including telephone numbers for which it was unknown whether the number was that of a residence or a business),

 §For BRFS/CATS, this is the product of the household response rate (see CTS) and the interviewee response
rate. :

. [For CPS, thisis the percentage of respondenits targeted for smoking supplement intarviews forwhom tha interview

- was completed. For smoking status, the response was higher because proxy information is included.

California Tobacco Contsol Program——Pierce etal
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Figure 1.—Trends in monthly per capita adult (=18
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Figure 2—Trends in adult (=18 years) smoking
prevalence in California and the rest of the United
States from National Health Interview Surveys data.
Error bars indicate SEs.

Table 2.—Summary ot Decreases in per Capita Cigarette Consumption*

California

Rest of the United States

I
Rate of Decline,

I A t
Rate of Decline,

Pariod Pack (SE} Packs/mo Pack (SE) Packs/mo
Pre-1989 (preprogram) ~0.421 (0.03) 9.7 -0.36 (0.02) 12.5
1989-1993 (early period) ~0.64%§ (0.03) 6.5 ~0.42 (0,03) 10.4
1994-1996 (lats period) ~0.171§ (0.07} 6.0 0.04§ (0.06) 10.5

L~ ]
*The per capita adult (218 years) cigaretie consumption in December 1998, Daecember 1993, and December 1996

' RESULTS

ware estimated from pigcewise linear model.
1P<.01, California vs the rest of the United States.

$P<.001, California vs the rest of the United States.

§P<.001, change from previous period.

in California on a periodic basis. The Cali-
fornia Tobacco Surveys (CTS) were the
largest of these and specifically funded to
evaluate the California Tobaceo Control
Program. To date,-they have been con-
ducted in 1990, 1992, 1893, and 1996. The
CTS are random-digit-dialed telephone
surveys of households in California®?' A
brief screening interview was conducted
with-a household adult to enumerate all
residents and to obtain demographic in-
formation, including age and smoking sta-
tus. Both self and proxy data from the
- screening interview were included. The
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveys (BRFS)
have been condueted in California every
year since 1984.% Beginning-in 1991, the
sample size was increased, and quality
control procedures were established (us-

ing California Tobacce Control Program |
funds) to make this survey a potentially

useful tool for assessing trends. Begin-
ning in 1993, a special smoking supple-
ment {modeled after the CTS), the Cali-
fornia Adult Tobaceo Surveys (CATS),
was attached to the BRFS.Z Finally, the
national Current Popu]ation Surveys
(CP8) %% conducted in September 1992,
January and May 1993, September 1995,
and January and May 1998, were de-

JAMA, September 9, 1998—Vol 280, No. 10

signed to provide state-specific esti-
mates. The 1985 and 1989 CPS also had

smoking-status questions, but thesedata .

were missing from more than 1.5% of re-
spondents, so they were not included in
our analyses. The various surveys with
sample sizes and response rates (if
known) are summarized in Table 1.
Smoking Status.—Respondentstoall
surveys were asked if they (or the per-
son they were responding for) had
smoked at least 100 cigarettes in their
lifetime and whether they smoked now.

_In a few of the more recent surveys -

(NHIS since 1993, CPS since 1992, and
BRFS/CATS since 1994), respondents

“were asked if they currently smoked

“everyday,” “some days,” or “not at all.”
The everyday and some days smokers
were considered to “smoke now.” The
CTS computed smoking prevalence
based on the smoke now question, The
other surveys also required that smok-
ers report smoking at least 100 ciga-
rettes in their lifetimes before being
asked the current smoking question.
Weighting and Variance.—Survey
weights, provided with each of the ddta
sets, were constructed to account for the

* probability that an individual is sampled

California Tobaceo Control Program—Pierce et al

‘and to adjust for differential nonre-

sponse using poststratification proce-

" dures. The poststratlflcatmn proce-

dures for the various surveys were based
on different demographicsubgroups, and
population totals for these subgroups
were from different years. Because the
demographics of the population changed
between 1978 and 1996, data from each
survey were standardized (direct method
for weighted prevalence) according to
sex, age (18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, and
260 years), race (white, nonwhite), and
educational level (no college, some col-
lege). Variance estimates were gener-
ated for each estimate (data available
from the authors) so that 95% confi-
dence intervals could be computed and
so that rates of change in prevalence es-
timated from each survey during the
postprogram period could be evaluated
(data available from the authors).
Finally, once it was established that
trends from the various surveys were
not contradictory, allthe data were com-
bined into one piecewise linear regres-
sion analysis, using the same model form

" as for the per capita consumption data.

This analysis, though still problematic
for all the reasons discussed above, pro-
vides a summary of the prevalence
trends that can be examined against the
per capita consumption data.

Per Capita Cigarette Consumptlon

Figure 1 shows the bimonthly raw
data, the SABL deseasonalized trends,
and the fitted trends from the piecewise
linear model for monthly per capita ciga-
rette consumption in California and the
rest -of the United States. Before the
California Tobaceo Control Program be-
gan, the annual rate of declinein monthly
per capita cigarette consumption was
~0.42 pack, which was significantly
(P<.,01)morerapid (more negative)than
the rate of decline of -0.36 pack in the
rest of the United States. From January
1989 through December 1993, the annual
rate of decline in monthly per capita con-
sumption increased significantly (be-
came more negative) in California, from
~0.42 to -0.64 pack (P<.001) or by a fac-
tor of 52%. There was a slight but insig-
nificant increase in the rate of decline
during this period in the rest of the
United States. The rate of decline was
significantly (P<.001) greater in Cali-
fornia (by a factor of 62%) than in the
rest of the United States during this pe-
riod. These results are summarized in
Table 2. FromJanuary 1994 through De-
cember 1996, the annual rate of decline
in monthly per capita consumption
changed significantly (P<.001) in Cali-
forniato ~0.17 pack, which was only 28%
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Table 3.—~Summary of Decreases in Smoking Prevalence*

California Rest of the United States

IRate of Decline, . Smoking ‘ ‘Rate of Decline, Smoking ’

Perlod % {SE) Prevalence, % % (SE) Prevalence, %
Pra-1989 {preprogram) -0.74 (0.12) 23.3 ~0.77 {0.08) 26.2
1989-1993 (early period) -1.061% (0.17) 18.0 -0.57 (0.14) 23.3
1984-1596 (lafe period) 0.01% (0.21) 180 - -0.28 (0.26)% - 224

| ]
*Adult (218 years) smoking prevalence in December 1998, December 1993, and December 1996 were estimated

from piecewise linear model.
1P<.05, Calitornia vs the rest of the United States.
$P<.001, change from previous pariod.

of the rate of decline identified for Janu-
ary 1989 through December 1993 and
only 40% of the preprogram rate of de-
- cline. In the rest of the United States,
the annualrate of change inmonthly con-
sumption halted altogether {only 0.04
pack), which was a significant change
from the earlier period (P<.001). The
rate of decline in California, although
considerably diminished, was still sig-
nificantly (P<.01) greater than the es-
sentially zero decline in the rest of the
United States for this period.
. InDecember 1988, before the Califor-
nia Tobaceco Control Program began,
monthly per capita cigarette consump-
tion, 9.7 packs, was less than the 12.5
packs for peopleinthe rest of the United
States, by a factor of 22%. In December
1996, the per capita consumption of 6.0
packs was 43% less than the 10.5 packs
seen in the rest of the United States.

" Cigarette Smoking Prevalence

Change From Preprogram.—The
NHIS data from California and the rest

_ of the United States are presented in

Figure 2. The rate of decline in Califor-
nia before the start of the California To-
bacco Control Program was ~0.72% (SE,
0.19%) per year, which was not statisti-
cally different from the rate of decline in
the rest of the United States, which was
-0.79% (SE, 0.10%) peryear. After 1988,
therateofdeclinein Californiaincreased
(more negative) to ~0.98% (SE, 0.835%)

- per year. This 36%increase in the rate of

decline was not statistically significant
because there were too few estimates to
provide sufficient precision. In the rest
of the United States, the rate of decline
was -0.42% (SE, 0.20%) per year, but
the decrease (less negative) from the
earlier rate of decline was also not sta-
tistically significant. The overall rate of

decline in the rest of the United States
from 1978 to 1994 was -0.67% (SE,
0.07%) per year, and in California it was
-0.79% (SE, 0.11%) per year.

Changes During Program Period.—
Figure 3 gives the standardized smoking
prevalence estimates with 95% confi-

-dence intervals from the various surveys
- eonducted in California in the postpro-

gram period. The top panel presents CTS
estimates. The decline (+95% confidence
interval) from 20.9% + 0.5% in 1990 to
18.9% + 0.5% in 1993, -0.85% = 0.30% per
year, was significantly greater (P<.001)
thanthe rate of decline of ~0.22% £ 0.17%
per year from 1993 to a prevalence of
18.1% +0.4% in 1996. -

The middle panel of Figure 3 shows the
standardized smoking prevalence esti-
matesfromthe BRFS/CATS. In 1991, the
prevalence estimate was 20.5% + 1.6%,
which decreased t017.6% £ 0.8% by 1994;
this represents a rate of decline of
-0.99% x 0.59% per year. By 1996, the
prevalence estimate was 18.5% = 0.9%,
which was a rate of increase of
0.47% +0.60% per year from 1994, The
difference between the rate of decline in
the early period and the rate of increase
in the later period was statistically sig-
nificant (P<.001).

The bottom panel of Figure 3 showsthe
standardized CPS data for California. For
example, smoking prevalence was
187% + 1.1%inMay 1993and 17.5% = 1.1%
in May 1996, which represented a rate of
change of -0.39% + 0.55% per year, which
was not statistically different from zero.

In summary, the CTS data indicate a
slower rate of decline in the later period
as compared with the earlier period, the
BRFS/CATS indicate a decline in the
early period and an increase in the later
period, and the CPS showed no signifi-
cant change in the later period.

Combined Analysis.—Since data
from the California surveys did not con-
tradict the observation that a decline oc-
curred in the early period that was not -
maintained later, the data from all of
them, including the NHIS, were com-
bined into a single analysis similar tothe
one performed on the per capita ciga-
rette consumption data. Figure 4 shows
all the data points and the resulting fit-

‘ted regression lines, and Table 3 pre-

sentstherates of decline and prevalence
estimates derived from the model. Be-
fore the California Tobacco Control Pro-
gram beganin 1989, smoking prevalence
declined at about the same rate in Cali-
fornia (-0.74% per year) and the rest of
the United States (-0.77%per year). The
rates of decline were not statistically dif-
ferent, but prevalence in California was
below that for the rest of the United
States. The rate of decline increased
(became more negative) significantly
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Table 4.—Funding for the Calilornia Tobacco Control Program and the Advertising and Promotion of Cigarettes in California*”

Expenditures Targeted at Tobacco Use In Californla, $ Millions™

Fiscal Year .-
I : 1 Total,
Budget Category 1989-1990 1990-1991 1991-1992 - 1992 1993 1993-1994 1994-1995 1995-1996 1989-1985
Mass media 14.3 14.3 16.0 15.4 12.9 122 6.6 - 91,7
Local lead agency 356 354 - 145 17.8 13.8 16.4 10.2 1434
Competitive grants 3.3 497 1.1 275 15.1 10.9 9.7 117.3
Local schools - 328 32.6 24.3 23.3 19.6 16.8 15.3 184.5
Actual Totals ' 858 132.0 55.9. 84.0 61.1 56.3 . 41.8 516.9
Expendltures by the Tobaceo Industry in Callfornia, $ Mllllons“ .
Calendar Year
' T ) 1 Total,
Budget Category 1989 1990 1991 1982 19893 1994 1995 1989-1995
Advertising 1 114 12 : 98 94 89 82 701
- Incentive to merchants 100 102 16 151 156 168 187 980
Promotional items 122 149. 207 252 332 - 210 201 1473
Other 2B 34 N 22 22 17 18 173
Totals 361 389 466 524 604 484 489 3327

*Data are from Balbach et al®* and the US Federal 'Trade Commission.* Dollar amounts are not adjusted for infiation,

(P<.001)in Californiaafter the program

began, whereas in the rest of the United
States it did not. As aresult, the rate of
decline from 1989 through 1993 was sig-
nificantly greater (P<.05) by a factor of
nearly 90% in California (-1.06% per
year) than in the rest of the United
States (-0.57% peryear). After 1993, the
rate of decline in California and in the
rest of the United States was not sigrifi-
cantly different from zero, and in both
instances, the change in the rate of de-

the United States. However, from 1994
through 1996, there was no 1dent1ﬁab1e
decline in smokmg prevalence either in
California or the rest of the country. In
California, smokers may be reducing

their consumption rather than quitting,

while it appears that in the rest of the

~ United States they are doing neither.

cline was significantly less (P<.001)than

inthe preceding period. Obviously, these
. late program trends were less than the
preprogram rates of decline.

- From the fitted model (Table 3), adult
“smoking prevalence in December 1988

Itisimportant tothe future of tobacco
control in general and to the California
Tobacco Control Program specifically to
hypothesize why the loss of the early
program success occeurred. Additional
analyses will be required to fully under-

. stand the influences of various factors.
. Did the program lose its effectiveness

was 11% lower than in the rest of the .

United States, and by December 1996 it
was 20% lower

COMMENT

Analysis of trends in per capita ciga-
rette consumption indicates that the

start of the California Tobaceo Control-

- Program in 1989 was associated with a

50% more rapid rate of decline that was

unigque to California. After 1993, the rate

because it failed to introduce new and

innovative approaches to.interest the

population in tobacco control, or did it

suffer from countermeasures used by
the tobacco industry? The fact that the
tobacco industry lowered prices for pre-
miumbrandsof cigarettesin 1993% could
be at least partly responsible. Also, it is

possible that lower funding for the To-
_ baccoControl Program or increased ex-

penditures by the tobacco industry for
advertising and promotion played arole.

. Finally, thetobaccoindustry engagedin

- of decline in per capita consumption in .

California slowed to less than one third
of the rate observed from 1989 through

‘a variety of political activities, which

 mayhaveinfluenced thelevel of commit-

1993 and to less than one half of the rate.
of decline observed before the program
began. However, this post-1993 rate of

decline was still significantly more rapid

in California than in the rest of the;

* United States, for which the decline in
consumption halted.

The smoking prevalence trends from
the combined survey data are fairly con-
sistent with the changes observed in per

- capita consumption. The initiation of the

program was associated with a 86% in-

crease in the rate of decline of smoking

prevalence, which was nearly twice the -

rate of decline identified for the rest of

JAMA, September 8, 1998—Vol 280, No. 10

ment ofthe state administration andleg-
islature to the California Tobacco Con-
trol Prog'ram These possibilities will be
examined in some detail below.

There were several tobacco céntfol .
~ strategies that were emphasized during

the early phase of the California Tobacco
Control Program.One was support for the
adoption of ordinances at the local level

that restricted or banned smoking in in- -

door workplaces and public places. The
percentage of indoor workers reportmg
smoke-free workplaces increased during

“the early years of the program but con-

. tinued toincrease even more later.® Cali-
_fornia Assembly Bill 13 was enacted in

California Tobacco Contfqll Program—Pierce et al

January 1994, and it prohibited smoking
statewide in 1995 in all indoor work-
places except bars, taverns, and casinos.
1f smoke-free workplaces encourage
smokers to reduce their consumption or
quit, the effect on per capita consump-
tionand prevalence should have beenevi- -
dent throughout the entire program pe-
riod. Another important element of the
very early California Tobacco Control Pro-

" gram was a well-funded and effective me-

dia campaign.?” Antismoking televisionads
focused on the duplicity of the tobaccoin- -
dustry and the dangers of secondhand to-
bacco smoke. Funding for the media cam-
paign was vetoed by the governorin 1992
and later restored,” but it was rein-
stated at a lower level than previously

- (Table 4). Also, the administration has
been accused of “watering down” the an-

tismoking advertising.”

Economic theory and empirical data
have suggested that cigarette priceis a
major determinant of smoking behav-
ior."® However,; recent data suggest
that when tobacco control programs are
in place, the price elasticity of demand
may be altered (S. Emery, E. A. Gilpin,
J.P. Pierce, unpublished data, 1998).¥ In
11 of the 14 states that participated in

- the Ameriean Stop Smoking Interven-
‘tion Study (ASSIST), where there wasa

decrease in the real price of cigarettes’
from 1992 to 1994 (which spanned the
date when the tobacco companies low-
ered the price of cigarettes), per capita
cigarette consumption did not increase
as economic theory would prediet.® In
the remaining 3 ASSIST states, the in-
crease in consuription was very mini-
mal. In the non-ASSIST states (exclud-
ing California), all showed a decrease in
the real price of cigarettes from 1892 to
1994, and over half showed the expected
iricrease in per capita consumption. A re-
cent analysis of changes in cigarette

_price and per capita consumptionin Cali-
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fornia sliowed that when the excise tax

" increase went into effect the percentage
change in per capita consumption

(12.2%) closely matched what economic

theory would predict from the resultant

change in cigarette price (11.8%) (S.

" Emery, E. A. Gilpin, J.P. Pierce, unpub-
lished data, 1998). Theincreased tax was
the first element of the California To-
baceo Control Program implemented,
and as additional programs were intro-
duced, the expected relationship be-
tween price and consumption disap-
peared. Importantly, per capita con-
sumption decreased 8.5% from 1993 to
1994, when the price decrease would
have predicted a 4.9% increase. The
price of cigarettes has remained stable
from 1993 through 1996. These results
suggest that price alone cannot be re-

sponsible for the loss of effect of the Cali-.

_ fornia Tobacco Control Program.

The level of funding for the California’
Tobaceo Control Program has varied

overthe course ofthe program.3 Expen-
diture dataforthe Health Education Ac-
count (which funds the Tobacco Control
Program) are shown in Table 4 (top) for
the line items of mass media, local lead
agencies, competitive grants and school
programs, -and other expenses.® The
funds allocated for administration and
evaluation, which averaged about 5% of
the total budget each year, are not in-
cluded. There is variation over time,
which suggests that money from 1 year
was brought forward to the next, par-
ticularly in the category of competitive

grants. Fromfiscal year 1989-1990to fis-- -
cal year 1992-1993, the average annual

expenditure was $85.5 million, or $3.35
per capita per year (considering a popu-
lation of 25.5 million people in California
>12 years old). However, beginning
with fiscal year 1993-1994, there was a
marked reduction in program funding.

The annual average was $53.0 million,or .

- $2.08 per capita, which was a reductlon
of 40% from the early years of the pro-
gram. This reduction in the level of ef-
fort aimed at reducing smoking in Cali-

fornia is a possible explanation for the

loss of program effect.
- Concurrent increases in the amount of
money the tobacco industry spent to pro-
motecigarette use may have exacerbated
the problem. The lower portionof Table4
shows the estimated amount spent for
~each of several line-item categories as

. reported to the Federal Trade Commis-
sion.® Traditional print media and bill-
board expenditures constitute the ad-
vertising category. We combined the
categories for “coupons,” “retail value
added,” and “specialty item distribu-
tion” into one category labeled “promo-
tional items.” The category “incentives
to merchants” includes the Federal

898 JAMA, September 9, 1998—Vol 280, No. 10

'I‘rade Commission category that they
designate as “promotional allowances,”

. which covers expenditures to encourage

wholesalers and retailers to stoek and

promote particularcigarettebrands. We.

assumed that the tobaéco industry did
not specifically target California withits
marketing dollars and that Californiare-
ceived a share of the industry’s national

-promotion and advertising effort in pro-

portion toits population (approximately
10%;). This assumptionis likely tobe con-
servative, since the tobacco industry
may have specifically increased their

" promotional effortsin Californiato coun-

teract the Tobacco Control Program
whenthere wereearlyindicationsthatit
was having an impact."® Furthermore,

- the data on expendituresfor advertising

and promotion are for manufactured
cigarettes only and do not inelude other
tobacco products, such as cigars. The

. amount spent on advertising has de-

creased over time, but the amount spent
onincentivestomerchantshasinereased
markedly; as has the budget allocation
for promotional items. From 1989 to

" 1993, itis estimated that the tobacco in-

dustry spent an average of $437 million
annually, or $17.14 per capita, in Califor-

nia; thereafter, it spent an average of
. $525 annually, or $20.59 per capita, an

increase of 20% from the earlier period.

In the earlier period, the industry out-

spent the program by approximately $5
to $1 ($17.14 to $3.35 per capita), and in
the period from 1993 to 1996, it outspent
the program by nearly-$10 to $1 ($20. 59
to $2.02 per capita).

The cuts made by the administration

_ andlegislatureinthe California Tobacco
. Control Program budget appeared to be
about the sanie in each budget category

of the Health Education Account, ex-

" ceptin 1995-1996, when the expenditure

for the media program was halved. The
decision by the administration to divert
funding for the program could not have

"been justified on the basis that the pro-

gram was considered to be performing
above expectations. The 1993 interim as-
sessment of the program suggested that
gince early indications demonstrated

thatthe program washavinganeffecton -

smoking behavior, this effect needed to
be increased by 50% more in order for
the program to meetits goal for the year
2000 The goal was to decrease adult
smoking prevalence by 756% within a 12-

year period. Further, the decision tore- -,

duce expend}tures for the program was
made in the face of active lobbying by
health advocacy organizations and law-
suits against the administrationbrought

" by the American Lung Association,

Americans for Nonsmokers’ Rights, the
American Cancer Society, and the
American Heart Association.

Recently, a set of internal memoranda
from the Tobacco Institute surfaced.
These internal memoranda, written in
1980, outlined a strategic plan for com-
battmg the California Tobacco Control
Program® The plan called for lobbying
the California legislature to intervene,
encouraging and supporting minority or-
gamzatxons to oppose the program, con-
vincing the health services director to
pull or modify media messages that re-
flected poorly on the industry, and en-
couraging the governor to intercede
against the program. There is evidence
that these strategies were used and met

. with some success. As mentioned previ-

ously, the governor initially vetoed the
media budget in 1992, although he recon-
sidered following significant public pres-
sure.® Antismoking media funding was
reduced by 50% for 1995-1996, and anti-
industry media spots were short-lived.”
Furthermore, tobaccoindustry campaign

_ contributions to legislature candidates,

other elected officials, political parties,”
and political party committees totaled -
over $1.5 million in 1995-1996; this was a
70% increase compared with the level of
such contributions in the 1993-1994 elec-

- tion cycle® On a per legislator basis,
_members of the California legislature re-
' ceived twice as much money as did mem-
"bers of the US Congress, even though

California is not a tobacco-producing
state.® The slowing of the decline in
smoking in recent years may well be a
result of these political counterstrategies
by the tobacco industry.

The California Tobacco Control Pro-

_ gram has confirmed findings from ear-

lier studies®” that large health promo-
tion programs can have a major influ-
ence on smoking behavior. Similar
programs have been initiated in Massa-
chusetts (1993}, Arizona (1995), and Or-
egon-(1996). Furthermore, the Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation and the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention
have provided limited support for thede-
velopment of similartobacco control pro-
grams in other states®# Only the rela-
tively well-funded Massachusetts pro-
gram® has been in effect long enough to
potentially confound the results of our
analyses. However, Massachusetts rep- |
resents a small percentage of the US
population, so it was not surprising that
areanalysis of the data without it did not
change the results,

In conclusion, the California Tobacco

. Control Program clearly lost its original
‘positive effect on reducing smoking,

which must be of considerable concern
to the public-health movement. In this
article, we have discussed some of the
factors that might have been associated
with the loss of effect. The Tobacco In-
stitute memoranda® revealed that the

California Tobacco Control Program—Pierce et al
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tobacco industry decided early on to ac-
tively, oppose- any potentially effective
tobacco control efforts. Traynor and
Glantz® and Heisner and Begay* have

outlined the political difficuilties faced in .

developing and maintaining an effective
tobacco control program in such a cli-
mate, Despiteactive industry opposition
and political influences, it is urgent that
the public health community determine
how the California Tobaceo Control Pro-
gram can be modified to regain its orlgk
nal momentum.

Preparation of this article was supported by fund-
ing from the Cancer Prevention Research Unit,
National Institutes of Health grant CA72002,
funded by the National Cancer Institute, Bethesda,
Md. Data for the CTS were collected under contract
95-23211 from the California Department of Health
Services, Tobacco Control Section, Sacramento. Dr
Pierce is supported in part by an Established In-
vestigator Award from the American Heart Asso-
ciation.
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Q&A
September 8, 1998 -
[Draft]

Q. What are your views on the article in this week’s Journal of the American Medical
Association which indicates that declining rates of adult smoking slowed, and teen
smoking rates rose, in California between 1993 and 1996?

A. The rising rates of teen smoking in California between 1993 and 1996 once again
demonstrate the need for comprehensive bipartisan tobacco legislation to reduce youth
smoking. Clearly, a national effort is needed to counter the increased industry spending
that the researchers believe is responsible for this rise in teen smoking.

[Background: The JAMA article found that in California between 1989 and 1993, adult smoking
rates declined over 50% faster than in previous years. However, between 1993 and 1996, the
decline slowed to only 34% of that rate. While teen smoking remained stable between 1989 and
1993, it increased 26.3% between 1993 and 1996, to 12% of teens. The authors expect teen
smoking rates to continue to rise through 1999. They attribute these trends to decreased state
spending on tobacco control efforts, and increased industry spending on advertising.]



