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Introduction:





	One of the most powerful and prominent subgovernments, or “subsystem” as A. Lee Fritschler calls it, is the tobacco industry.  Throughout 20th century American politics the tobacco subgoverment, in the form of a lobby or interest group, has been a force in guiding where public policy goes, or more recently where it doesn’t go.  This phenomenon is nothing new to the United States legislative process: “it is the system of bargaining which has dominated American politics for close to four decades.  It is a system in which public policy is arrived at through simple summing of private deals.” � In the case of the tobacco and broadcast subgovernments (the two major interest groups which had something at stake in the decision to ban television advertising) the bargaining power to which Schneier refers is at a higher level than most interest groups at the time.  As a result of the extraordinary power held by the interest groups, they were able to ward off policy change for a long time even once credible studies as early as 1939 had shown there to be a connection between smoking and cancer.  But how long can even two such powerful subsystems deflect policy change which seems to be for the common good?  


	In order to understand fully how the interests of a relative few, but powerful groups - the tobacco and broadcast subsystems - can affect policy change so contrary to the common good one must first understand the intricacies of the policy making process.  


“Attempts to control the tobacco industry confront the classic dilemma of regulation: minor benefits for the many can be gained only at the expense of major reverses for the few. The hazards of smoking, though real, are remote, intangible and diffuse…however, any significant decline in the number of cigarettes consumed would have an immediate, tangible, and drastic impact on the economic well-being of tobacco farmers, fertilizer merchants, cigarette factory workers…” �  





In other words, policy change that benefits many thinly distributed interests may very well be for the common good, but will meet significant opposition by those few and well-organized groups which have literally millions at stake.  This conflict of interest and gap in resources is only the tip of the iceberg in problems surrounding public policy change.


Based upon the distributive explanation of policy making a few well-organized people with ample resources are able to implement policy to their interests and then continue holding this power through subsystems.  But in the case of tobacco advertising this hold of power by the few was not maintained for an extensive period of time.  At first the public was not aware of the risks inherent within tobacco products; presently, of course, everyone is aware that smoking is “hazardous to your health” as the Surgeon General put it in his 1964 report.  However this knowledge would not be so commonplace if not for several 


credible studies introduced by the scientific community.  For example: from 1950-54 there were “fourteen major studies completed, all of which link(ing) cigarette smoking (to)…serious diseases.” �  As a result of these studies and the knowledge linking disease and smoking the issue of banning television advertising for smoking came to the attention of the policy makers and some of the more aware public.  This, however, would not be enough for a major policy change.


	The knowledge-driven explanation of policy making in this case represents the status quo - the unorganized and largely uninformed masses/policy makers are made aware by credible scientific studies showing that cigarettes and tobacco products are highly addictive and likely to cause cancer and in many cases death.  It took a specially assigned committee along with some accumulated applied research of the past to make a substantial and credible claim that tobacco products are harmful.  Once this information was made available, though, there was still considerable opposition for this knowledge to translate into action against the tobacco company.  This opposition came primarily from the tobacco and broadcast subsystems as well as other smaller players such as tobacco farmers who were getting large subsidies from the government.  As the policy makers became aware of the hazards of smoking they were now facing pressure from health agencies and informed sections of the public to ban smoking advertisements, require hazard warnings on ads and packages, etc. �  There were also the proponents of “free business” who saw any attempt to libel the tobacco companies as an anti-business practice and therefore unconstitutional.  This “freedom for the tobacco advertiser is the freedom to persuade people to use nicotine, an addictive drug which, having induced a strong dependency, will kill prematurely one user in four.” �  If not for the scientific studies that gave the proper players this knowledge the power of the tobacco and broadcast lobbies would have certainly continued, thus the introduction of knowledge pertaining to the effects of tobacco was the primary catalyst for policy change in a political climate dominated by concentrated interests.





Brief History of Tobacco/Health Controversy:





	For scores of years before the tobacco issue became an issue tobacco farmers were getting subsidies from the government and the government was getting a sizable quantity of money from taxes generate by the sale of tobacco products.  Additionally since the genesis of the television medium the tobacco industry has invested millions of dollars into advertising.  Thus the all three groups had by the 1960s become accustomed to scratching each others’ backs, as it were.  Especially for Southern states the stakes were high: “the most important single industry in both North Carolina and Virginia, and the leading cash crop of five states” �  The federal government, too, receives “more than $4 billion in tax revenues…from cigarette taxes” each year. �  And with the networks looking to lose approximately $200 million in yearly revenues, which amounts to about 11% of their total, one can see how each of these three players has a significant amount at stake.


	1939 saw the first reputable study linking ill effects to smoking, later in the early to mid-1950s several more studies were released attributing smoking to cancer, including an article in The Reader’s Digest entitled “The Cigarette Controversy.” �  Perhaps the most influential of the reports was the Surgeon General’s 1964 report stating “that cigarette smoking is a health hazard of sufficient importance in the United States to warrant appropriate remedial action” and is seen by Schneier as “the opening gun in the government’s war on cigarettes.” �  However, as is true with almost any public policy simply having knowledge isn’t enough to get policy enacted.  Other windows need to be open and often this requires savvy political entrepreneurs to take the initiative to keep the knowledge on the forefront of political happenings or further challenge the status quo, legally.  Because of the enactment of the Federal Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act of 1965 (which said that “no federal agency, no state or local government could act in such a way as significantly to control the cigarette industry) the problem, policy, and politics streams could not all coincide until mid 


1969 when the act’s immunity effectively expired.  Enter such influential players as Democratic Senator Frank Moss of Utah, John F. Banzhaf III, the Surgeon General, Federal Trade Commission (FTC), Federal Communications Commission (FCC), AMA, and the Public Health Service.





Expectations and Analysis of Players in the Context of Distributive and Knowledge-Driven Approaches:





	Even before World War II the tobacco lobby held a great deal of power.  “Any challenge to the tobacco subsystem was fraught at the outset with serious difficulties.  Long before the health warning was threatened, tobacco power had established itself as an important fore in American politics.” �  This idea of a small segment of society holding a disproportionate amount of power is in line with the distributive model explaining policy.  Because the tobacco lobby had such a great deal of capital invested in their industry - including, especially, advertising (of which television soon became the primary outlet) they worked hard to maintain a connection to the legislatures to insure that their business would thrive.  That is, the tobacco industry had the most vested interest of all other players when it came to the issue of advertising, whether one includes television and radio as this examination does, or the other print media.  Due to their vested interest the tobacco lobby quickly learned the importance of campaign contributions to help insure their interests would be taken care of.  And although campaign contributions at the time were not required to be reported one still can infer that the tobacco lobby, as it is today, was a large contributor to elected officials and parties.


	After the advent and expansion of the televised medium the tobacco industry routinely invested hundreds of millions of dollars per year in advertising. �  As a result of this inundation of such a large amount of money the television networks (National Association of Broadcasters), too, soon had a vested interest in the ability of the tobacco industry to advertise through the television media.  With this combination one can understand how the diffuse, and at this point uniformed masses and policy makers, had not made significant gains in banning television advertising.  “Moving an issue from obscurity to the top of the government’s agenda is a difficult task” and when those who are trying to enact this change are far less influential than the broadcast and tobacco subgovernments change is even more difficult. �


	Enter the knowledge-driven explanation.  According to the knowledge-driven explanation of policy change in order to enact policy change against the wishes of highly organized and powerful subgovernments one must provide a significant and credible change in knowledge, usually in the form of a study or report such as the Surgeon General’s.  Once the claim was made by the Surgeon General other players of the process followed.  “Once smoking had been defined as a public issue, once the problem had been injected into the public arena, the balance of political power began to shift.  No longer simply a contest between private groups such as the American Cancer Society on the one hand and the tobacco industry and its allies on the other, smoking became and issue on which Congress, the press, the medical profession, and various agencies of government were forced to take a stand.” �  In this case there seems to have been a primarily top-down type of the knowledge-driven approach.  For the following reasons this can be seen as the case: first the reception of the report was overall good because of supporting reports that preceded it (as mentioned above) and even more importantly because the messenger was the Surgeon General - an overall trustworthy source. �  Second ambitious entrepreneurs such as Frank Moss and John F. Banzhaf III sought to maximize exposure among key players. 


“In 1964, two forces in particular were moving in on tobacco.  Most important were the courts.  Citing the findings of the Surgeon General, literally hundreds of lawsuits were initiated against the cigarette manufacturers by the families of individuals who had died of lung cancer and related diseases.  Even if unsuccessful, these suits were a source of major embarrassment to the industry.” �  Of course this “embarrassment” the tobacco industry was starting to feel was a good aspect for the entrepreneurs who sought to further weaken the industry.  This is so because one important factor of overcoming the narrow and organizing interests of tobacco and broadcast subgovernments is to use both image and information to convince policy makers and the polity that 1) they have something at stake and 2) your stance is the correct one. �  


One example of an ambitious individual entrepreneur was John Banzhaf and his use of the fairness doctrine of the FCC to bring attention to the fact that there was a lack of anti-smoking advertisements, especially during prime time, on television. �  The FCC upheld his complaint and thus more publicity had been directed toward the tobacco controversy.  This constant exposure to the issue and mentioning and re-mentioning of the issue was important for key reasons: according to John Zaller’s response axiom twenty “hits” are needed in order for the public to really process and accept the information; further, Banzhaf’s efforts compounded with the efforts of the FTC to demand strict labels along with Moss’s efforts to pass strict anti-smoking legislation in Congress, and other efforts, helped chip away at the tobacco and broadcast subgovernments’ power.  This accumulation of support from more diffuse interest groups and their ability to be allies was critical.  For example Banzhaf opened the door to really getting in the face of the broadcast and tobacco subsystems and soon thereafter, “in 1968 the FTC’s annual report had recommended that a strong warning to the effect that cigarette smoking may ‘cause death’ be place on all cigarette packages…and that cigarette advertising be banned from radio and television entirely.” �


	However, in order for any policy legislation to be passed, though, there must be a coincidence of the problem, policy, and politics streams.  Without each of the “windows” being open at the same time there is little chance that the policy will be enacted.  With help from the FTC and even smaller players such as Senator Moss the problem stream was open for a long time.  With new discoveries, and the focusing of such events as the FCC’s acknowledgment of Banzhaf’s allegations and petitions against the broadcast subgovernment (including one to revoke NBC’s license on the grounds of violating the fairness doctrine).  With the problem stream ‘window’ being open for most of the late 1960s and early 1970s because of all the new reports, new evidence, and new/credible knowledge being introduced on window had been take care of.


	The politics stream ‘window’ was also beginning to open up with the acquisition of key allies, the FTC being the most important of all.  But also of importance, the other groups like the FCC and it’s pressure concerning the labeling and health agencies such as the American Cancer Society, ASH (Action on Smoking and Health), the Public Health Service, the AMA, and American Dental Association which got involved and added to the mounting pressure to disallow television advertising. �  With the politics stream, usually the shortest of the three, taken care of all that is left is the policy stream.


	California’s aggressive stance against the tobacco industry was one example of a state independently setting precedent for the policy stream.  The California governor “had created a cigarette smoking advisory committee, and in several jurisdictions pressure was growing to enforce laws already on the books that banned cigarette sales to minors” and other such laws. �  Other states followed suit, for example “one month before President Johnson signed the Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act (the Governor)…of New York signed into law a requirement that all cigarette packages sold in his state carry a health warning.” �  At this point, then, there was an arising consensus among legislatures (both state and federal) concerning how to deal with the tobacco industry and its advertising privileges.  


Conclusions:





	As with any new piece of legislation or policy the ban on tobacco advertising on television had its supporters and opponents.  Unlike much of the everyday legislation that passes through the hands of Congress and the President, the tobacco advertising controversy involved two high powered subgovernments who stood to potentially lose millions as a result of the proposed legislation.  What is most surprising about this particular case is that despite the hundreds of millions of dollars involved and the extraordinary use of resources and organization by the broadcast and tobacco subsystems the decision to ban television advertising of cigarettes was still approved. 


	As extraordinary as this fact is, it has one simple explanation - the introduction of sufficient and credible knowledge served as a catalyst to take on two such opposing lobbies.  The before picture was one of the narrow-minded 


interests having the power to go on advertising a product which was harmful to the public.  The after picture (post-introduction of the reputable Surgeon General study, backed by several other reports given by myriad respectable scientists) shows the diffuse interests of the public being served.  Of course this was possible because of a collaboration of health interests, the FTC, the FCC, etc., but it would not come to the forefront without the introduction of credible claims that “cigarette smoking is dangerous to your health.”







































































List of works consulted:





“A Move to Limit Cigarette Ads” U.S. News & World Report (February 17, 1969). :1 pages.





British Medical Association. Smoking Out the Barons: The Campaign Against the Tobacco Industry. Great Britain: The British Medical Association 1986.





Fritschler, A. Lee. Smoking and Politics. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975.





“Hazards of Legislation” Newsweek (June 30, 1969). :2 pages.





http://www.ash.org.uk/papers/keydates.html





Mueller, Marti. “Anti-Smoking Forces Gain Ground” Science (August 8, 1969). :1 pages.





Schneier, Edward. “The Politics of Tobacco” The Nation (September 22, 1969). :6 pages.





“Snuffing Out Commercials” Newsweek (March 16, 1970). :1 pages.





“The Dike Breaks” TIME (August 1, 1969). :1 pages.





“The Rising Battle Over Cigarette Advertising” TIME (February 14, 1969). :2 pages.





“To Beat the Ban” TIME (January 11, 1971). :1 pages.





Whiteside, Thomas. “Annals of Advertising” New Yorker (December 19, 1970). :32 pages.


� Schneier, Edward. “The Politics of Tobacco” The Nation (September 22, 1969). p. 276.


� Schneier, Edward. “The Politics of Tobacco” The Nation (September 22, 1969). p. 275.


� Fritschler, A. Lee. Smoking and Politics. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975. p. 157.


� As one example of this pressure: “March 6, 1957 Four health organizations issue a report citing causal relationship between cigarette smoking and lung cancer and call for government action” (Fritschler, p. 158).


� British Medical Association. Smoking Out the Barons: The Campaign Against the Tobacco Industry. Great Britain: The British Medical Association 1986. p. 83


� Schneier, Edward. “The Politics of Tobacco” The Nation (September 22, 1969). p. 274.


� Ibid. p. 275.


� http://www.ash.org.uk/papers/keydates.html


� Schneier, Edward. “The Politics of Tobacco” The Nation (September 22, 1969). p. 275.


� Fritschler, A. Lee. Smoking and Politics. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975. p. 6. Fritschler further says: “The tobacco coalition directly includes growers, manufacturers, and distributors, and indirectly includes a clientele of millions who smoke more than $14 billion worth of tobacco products annually…”


� Figures range from $200 million (Mueller, 1969) to $240 million based upon 1968 figures (U.S News & World Report, 1969). 


� Fritschler, A. Lee. Smoking and Politics. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975. p. 37.


� Schneier, Edward. “The Politics of Tobacco” The Nation (September 22, 1969). p. 275.


� “The selection techniques employed by the Surgeon General and the reputation of the Advisory Committee’s members assured that there would be little criticism of the committee itself. (Fritschler, A. Lee, 1975, p. 51).


� Ibid. p. 275


� June 1st, 1999 lecture under the heading “Interest group entrepreneurs for diffuse interests.”


� Whiteside, Thomas. “Annals of Advertising” New Yorker (December 19, 1970). p. 46.


� Ibid. p. 65


� Schneier, Edward. “The Politics of Tobacco” The Nation (September 22, 1969). p. 276.


� Fritschler, A. Lee. Smoking and Politics. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975. p. 121.


� Ibid.





�PAGE  �12�














