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Policy Points:

� The tobacco companies prioritized blocking tobacco-control policies in
tobacco-growing states and partnered with tobacco farmers to oppose
tobacco-control policies.

� The 1998 Master Settlement Agreement, which settled state litigation
against the cigarette companies, the 2004 tobacco-quota buyout, and
the companies’ increasing use of foreign tobacco led to a rift between
the companies and tobacco farmers.

� In 2003, the first comprehensive smoke-free local law was passed in a
major tobacco-growing state, and there has been steady progress in the
region since then.

� Health advocates should educate the public and policymakers on the
changing reality in tobacco-growing states, notably the major reduction
in the volume of tobacco produced.

Context: The 5 major tobacco-growing states (Kentucky, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia) are disproportionately affected by the tobacco
epidemic, with higher rates of smoking and smoking-induced disease. These
states also have fewer smoke-free laws and lower tobacco taxes, 2 evidence-based
policies that reduce tobacco use. Historically, the tobacco farmers and hospitality
associations allied with the tobacco companies to oppose these policies.

Methods: This research is based on 5 detailed case studies of these states, which
included key informant interviews, previously secret tobacco industry docu-
ments (available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu), and media articles. This was
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supplemented with additional tobacco document and media searches specifi-
cally for this article.

Findings: The tobacco companies were particularly concerned about block-
ing tobacco-control policies in the tobacco-growing states by promoting a
pro-tobacco culture, beginning in the late 1960s. Nevertheless, since 2003,
there has been rapid progress in the tobacco-growing states’ passage of smoke-
free laws. This progress came after the alliance between the tobacco compa-
nies and the tobacco farmers fractured and hospitality organizations stopped
opposing smoke-free laws. In addition, infrastructure built by National Can-
cer Institute research projects (COMMIT and ASSIST) led to long-standing
tobacco-control coalitions that capitalized on these changes. Although tobacco
production has dramatically fallen in these states, pro-tobacco sentiment still
hinders tobacco-control policies in the major tobacco-growing states.

Conclusions: The environment has changed in the tobacco-growing states,
following a fracture of the alliance between the tobacco companies and their
former allies (tobacco growers and hospitality organizations). To continue this
progress, health advocates should educate the public and policymakers on the
changing reality in the tobacco-growing states, notably the great reduction in
the number of tobacco farmers as well as in the volume of tobacco produced.

Keywords: tobacco-control policy, tobacco farmers, tobacco manufacturers,
tobacco-growing states.

T obacco is the leading cause of preventable morbidity
and mortality in the United States,1 and the 5 major tobacco-
growing states (Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina,

Tennessee, and Virginia) are disproportionately burdened by tobacco-
induced diseases.2,3 In 2012 when the national smoking prevalence was
19.0%,4 Kentucky led the nation with a 29% smoking prevalence, and
3 of the other 4 major tobacco-growing states were above the national
average. Tobacco-control policies, including tobacco taxes and smoke-
free policies, reduce tobacco use and exposure to secondhand smoke and
the attendant disease burden.1 Part of the reason tobacco-growing states
face higher rates of tobacco-induced morbidity is that they have lagged
behind the rest of the country in enacting such policies. Tobacco taxes are
low,5 and tobacco-growing states have less coverage by comprehensive
(covering workplaces, restaurants, and bars) clean indoor air laws.6

Although the tobacco industry generally opposes tobacco taxes and
smoke-free laws across the country, tobacco-growing states have faced
particular challenges from the tobacco industry. The tobacco industry
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works through a policy network,7 which includes tobacco-area legisla-
tors, agricultural interest groups (eg, farm bureaus), and commissioners
of agriculture. The tobacco industry has been especially concerned about
blocking tobacco taxes in tobacco states, has promoted a pro-tobacco
social norm in these states, and has succeeded in winning state laws
that preempt local clean indoor air laws in tobacco-growing states. De-
spite these obstacles, in 2003 (when the first strong smoke-free local
law passed in Kentucky), all 5 tobacco-growing states started enact-
ing tobacco-control policies, particularly strong smoke-free laws. This
progress in public health was achieved through a combination of long-
standing public health coalition activity and changing alliances between
tobacco manufacturers and tobacco growers and hospitality organiza-
tions, which helped weaken the policy network that supported the to-
bacco industry.

Methods

Our data sources for this project include 5 case studies chronicling
the history of tobacco-control policy in 5 tobacco-growing states,8-12

based on public records, key informant interviews, media articles, and
previously secret internal tobacco industry documents available in the
Legacy Tobacco Documents Library (legacy.library.ucsf.edu). We col-
lected additional information from the American Nonsmokers’ Rights
Foundation Local Ordinance Database, media articles (LexisNexis), pub-
lished research literature, and the Legacy Tobacco Documents Library.
We searched these databases using standard snowball methods,13 be-
ginning with the terms “tobacco-growing states,” “tobacco producing
states,” “tobacco tax,” “smoking ban,” “smoke-free policy,” “clean in-
door air law,” and “Pride in Tobacco.” These searches were followed
by searches using the names of key individuals and organizations and
adjacent (Bates numbers) documents in the Legacy Library.

Results

Before the Tobacco Price Support System: Prior
to 1933

The major tobacco-growing states have long-standing ties to the crop.
Tobacco was introduced in Virginia as early as 1613 and stabilized its
economy as its sole cash crop.11



322 A. Fallin and S.A. Glantz

The time before 1933 was characterized by disagreement and animos-
ity between the tobacco farmers and the tobacco manufacturers14-16 over
the price of tobacco leaf. By the 1890s, thanks to their cigarette-rolling
machine, James Duke and the American Tobacco Company controlled
90% of US tobacco sales.17 In the early 1900s, partly because of this lack
of competition, tobacco farmers in Tennessee were receiving less for their
tobacco than it cost to produce. Farmers formed a collaborative, “The
Dark Tobacco District Planter’s Protective Association of Kentucky and
Tennessee,” to sell tobacco and improve their economic situation.14,16,18

When the prices of tobacco did not rise, a militant faction of the farmers
called the “Night Riders” formed and burned the tobacco crops of farm-
ers who were selling outside the association to the American Tobacco
Company.

In 1911, the US Supreme Court ruled that the American Tobacco
Company had violated the Sherman Anti-Trust Act and accordingly
broke it up into 4 tobacco companies: American Tobacco Company (a
smaller version), RJ Reynolds, Liggett & Meyers, and Lorillard.16 Even
so, the farmers still felt that these 4 major tobacco companies controlled
the price of tobacco at auction. By 1929, when the Great Depression
started, tobacco farmers were increasingly facing a crisis of low tobacco
prices and uncertainty at the auctions.

The Early Era of the Tobacco Price Support
System: 1933-1952

To assist tobacco growers, in 1933 Congress mandated the US Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) Tobacco Price Support Program as part of
the New Deal.19 This program, which was voted on by growers through
referenda (initially every year and then every 3 years), limited produc-
tion through a quota system (based first on an acreage allotment and,
later, on pounds) that set a minimum price for tobacco.20,21 The USDA
based each year’s quota on a formula that depended on demand from the
manufacturers, which created the farmers’ and manufacturers’ common
interest in increasing the demand for cigarettes.16,22

During World War II (1939-1945), the demand for US flue-cured
tobacco increased when it was introduced to more markets throughout
the world.16 This led J.B. Hutson, head of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Administration’s tobacco branch, to form Tobacco Associates in
1947 “to promote, develop and expand export markets for US produced
flue-cured tobacco and REPRESENT THE FARMERS’ INTEREST in
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maintaining and protecting the total tobacco program [emphasis in
original].”23 Tobacco Associates was originally funded by growers,
bankers, and warehousemen and then later by quota holders (farmers).16

By 1940, more than half the states had enacted a cigarette tax to raise
revenue.24 In 1949, the industry formed the Tobacco Tax Council,25

including all segments of the industry from growers to retailers,25

to “combat unconscionable, inequitable and discriminatory taxes on
cigarettes and other manufactured tobacco products,”26 with funding
largely from the manufacturers.27-31 From the beginning, the Tobacco
Tax Council opposed tobacco taxes, arguing that low taxes protected
tobacco farmers.32

In December 1952, Reader’s Digest published “Cancer by the Carton,”
which emphasized the link between smoking and lung cancer,33 trigger-
ing a wave of public concern about smoking and proposals to regulate
cigarettes and cigarette marketing.34 At the time “Cancer by the Carton”
was published, both the tobacco-growing and the non-tobacco-growing
states taxed cigarettes at similarly low rates, assessed as the average rate
of taxation on each pack at the end of the time period (1921-1952;
tobacco-growing states: 2.17¢, other states: 2.88¢; the tobacco-growing
states averaged 75% of the non-tobacco-growing states).24

Increased Partnership Between the Growers and
the Manufacturers: 1953-1970

Once the health effects of smoking became more widely known, tobacco
manufacturers and growers had a greater incentive to work together.16 In
December 1953, the major tobacco company presidents, as well as J.B.
Hutson, president of Tobacco Associates,35 created the Tobacco Industry
Research Committee (TIRC) to influence public and legislative thinking
about tobacco and health, in order to blunt demands for government
regulation of tobacco products and their marketing.

The TIRC’s first act was to run the advertisement “A Frank Statement
to Cigarette Smokers” in newspapers and magazines all over the country,
in which the industry assured the public that “we accept an interest in
people’s health as a basic responsibility, paramount to every other con-
sideration in our business.”36 In addition to the cigarette companies
(American Tobacco Company, Inc., Benson & Hedges, Brown &
Williamson Tobacco Company, Larus & Brother Company, Inc., Lo-
rillard Company, Philip Morris & Co., Ltd., Inc., RJ Reynolds
Tobacco Company, and United States Tobacco Company), the grower
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and warehouse organizations (Bright Belt Warehouse Association, Bur-
ley Auction Warehouse Association, Burley Tobacco Growers Coopera-
tive Association, Maryland Tobacco Growers Association, and Tobacco
Associates, Inc.) signed the Frank Statement.36

In 1958, the major cigarette companies formed the Tobacco
Institute37 to provide a coordinated lobbying and public relations
response to public health pressure on the companies. This response
included disseminating the TIRC’s scientific findings,38 which were de-
signed to reassure the public that the scientific questions about smoking
and health remained unresolved. The Tobacco Tax Council focused pre-
dominantly on tax issues, whereas the Tobacco Institute was broader,
covering “legislative and regulatory problems on smoking issues, re-
search, communications, and legal work.”39

In 1958, the Tobacco Growers Information Committee (TGIC) was
formed as a partnership between growers and the tobacco manufacturers,
as a public relations tool to “provide information to tobacco growers and
to represent the view of the nation’s tobacco growers on public policy
issues which affect the American tobacco industry,” with major ongoing
funding from Tobacco Associates and the Tobacco Institute.40-44 For ex-
ample, 17 years later, in 1985/1986, the Tobacco Institute contributed
$45,000 and Tobacco Associates contributed $35,000 to the TGIC. The
next largest contribution was $6,000 from the Council for Burley To-
bacco, followed by many donations of less than $1,000 (eg, the Bright
Belt Warehouse Association and the North Carolina Farm Bureau Fed-
eration each contributed $500). According to a presentation by a vice
president of the Tobacco Institute to the Burley Leaf Tobacco Dealers
Association, the TGIC was “doing a vitally important job by alerting
every tobacco grower to the threats against this industry and their liveli-
hood and enlisting them actively in the fight . . . a real grass-roots job,
clearing the record with editors, business leaders and opinion leaders in
many fields.”45

Particular Concern for the Tobacco-Growing
States and the Promotion of a Pro-Tobacco
Social Norm: 1970-1985

By 1969, the Tobacco Institute had developed a strategy, which was
executed in the 1970s, to use films as a public relations tool to lobby
policymakers, oppose tobacco-control policies, and normalize tobacco



Tobacco-Control Policies in Tobacco-Growing States 325

growing. An example was Leaf, which was produced in 1974. It was
the Tobacco Institute’s most popular film, and it portrayed farming as a
family tradition that honored previous generations and was an important
source of jobs.46 The promotion of a pro-tobacco social norm continued
as a strategy to oppose tobacco-control policy.

Those organizations that represented both the tobacco manufactur-
ers and growers also were concerned with holding back tobacco-control
interventions, particularly taxes, beginning in the late 1960s.23,47-51

The Tobacco Tax Council recognized the importance of keeping tobacco
taxes low in the tobacco-growing states to prevent tax increases else-
where. In 1970, Tobacco Tax Council President William O’Flaherty
told participants at the 12th annual meeting of the TGIC in Raleigh,
North Carolina,

One thing did happen that we predicted—that a cigaret [sic] tax in
North Carolina would have a “domino effect.” Many states felt that if
North Carolina would impose a tax on cigarets [sic], its number one
commodity, then why should they worry. The flood gates were opened
in a number of states, and 15, to be exact, increased their cigaret [sic]
tax rates in exorbitant degrees.51

Herbert Maddock, vice president of the Tobacco Tax Council, echoed
this sentiment in a 1977 statement titled “The War Is Not Over”:

The tax man is still at the door. The only reason he has not gotten more
than his foot in for the past five years is that we have been holding the
door shut against him . . . the greatest danger of this happening lies in the
low-tax states. At this very moment an increase bill has been proposed
in North Carolina, while four such bills have already been defeated
in Virginia. Are these proposals dangerous? The answer to that lies in
reviewing what happened when North Carolina initially passed a tax. That
was 1969 . . . the dominoes began to fall. Before it was all over, eighteen
other states and D.C. joined North Carolina in one of the greatest
tax increase bonanzas we have ever seen . . . there is no doubt for one
second that, should North Carolina again be the low-tax state to pass
an increase, we will see exactly the same domino effect take place.52

[emphasis added]

A report in 1979 from the president of Tobacco Associates to the
membership in Raleigh, North Carolina, also reflected this sentiment:

Flue-cured tobacco farmers of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, South Car-
olina, North Carolina, and Virginia must be militant to prevent tax
increases in these major tobacco producing states. If producing states
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permit tax increases then it greatly weakens the efforts of the Tax Council in
non-producing states. The health controversy may ebb, crest and subside,
but a tax levied is forever.53 [emphasis added]

This concern still existed in August 1990 when Philip Morris included
an “action alert” in its publication Smokers’ Advocate54 stating that a
proposed tobacco tax in North Carolina needed to be stopped because

North Carolina is a bellwether state when it comes to tobacco. Any
change in existing tax rates will trigger a domino effect throughout
the nation. At a time when tobacco is increasingly under attack
throughout the rest of the country, North Carolinians need to “circle
the wagons” and protect the economic future of as important a crop
as tobacco.55

By the end of the 1970s, tobacco-growing culture was being pro-
moted as a way to oppose tobacco regulation. In 1976, Tobacco Tax
Council President O’Flaherty described the objectives of the council’s
“North Carolina Campaign” as “(1) defeat any proposal to increase the
cigaret [sic] tax rate; (2) to re-educate the citizens as to the importance
of tobacco.” A 1979 slide presentation titled “North Carolina Grows on
Tobacco,” by the Tobacco Tax Council and the North Carolina Agribusi-
ness Council, stated,

Since colonial times, tobacco has been North Carolina’s leading money
crop and, as such, a vital factor in the lives and fortunes of all
North Carolinians. Through wars . . . depressions . . . and every kind
of weather . . . North Carolina has continued to grow on tobacco, the
golden leaf . . . and the benefits have followed to every segment of
North Carolina’s economy.56

To solicit the farmers’ opposition to tobacco-control policies, the pre-
sentation explained,

Yet, on the horizon there has been one threat that could do untold
damage to North Carolina’s number one industry. The threat is in
the form of an increased state cigarette tax. This threat concerns the
consumer . . . the farmer . . . the manufacturer . . . our state’s revenue.

The presentation ended with a call to action: “Your help is needed today
to keep the tobacco economy strong. You have the power to see to it that
North Carolina does hold the line in the matter of cigarette and tobacco
product taxes. . . . Remember, North Carolina grows on tobacco!”56

By 1978, the RJ Reynolds Tobacco Company had created
“Pride in Tobacco” to promote this pro-tobacco culture and oppose
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tobacco-control policies, and in 1979, Pride in Tobacco meetings at-
tracted 9,000 tobacco people.57 The program had considerable reach,
with “the ‘Pride in Tobacco’ Newsline, a twice monthly newsletter,
[having] a circulation larger than the majority of weekly newspapers
in the country.”58 The program conveyed its message through news re-
leases, billboards, and also materials such as bumper stickers, posters,
window decals, baseball caps, stamps, and brochures.

A draft 1981 presentation in RJ Reynolds’ files titled “Pride in To-
bacco” described the policy atmosphere at the time and Pride in Tobacco’s
goal of reframing the discussion of smoking and health to one of the
economic importance of tobacco:

In 1978, the future of the tobacco industry was clouded. The smoking-
and-health barrage had been going on for twenty-five years, per capita
consumption was down, and the industry was facing a non-growth
situation. The “passive smoking” situation was escalating.

The country had a new Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare—
Mr. [Joseph A.] Califano [Jr.]—who appeared determined to advance
his personal career by killing an industry that had been a backbone of
this country’s heritage for over three hundred years.

It was time for every segment of the industry to speak up. There was
no reason for anyone in the tobacco industry to feel ashamed of what
they did for a living.

From the start, it was decided that the primary health issue would not
be directly addressed through this program. The Tobacco Institute
had the responsibility for advancing the industry’s position on this
matter.

The socioeconomic importance of tobacco to the country would be
the focus of this new effort.

In seeking ways to promote the industry’s viewpoint of key issues, we
looked first to the tobacco “family,” that group of farmers, warehouse-
men, employees, and agri-business interest whose livelihoods depend
on tobacco.

We thought that through the tobacco family, the word could be
spread in state capitols [sic], Washington, and the news media that
the tobacco industry was far from being dead and that we were united
in opposition to unfounded attacks.

The slogan “Pride in Tobacco” evolved because it seemed to capsulize
what we were trying to achieve for the tobacco community. In 1978,
the program had two key objectives: first, achieve the greatest possible
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visibility for the “Pride in Tobacco” program to help demonstrate the
size and importance of the tobacco industry; and secondly, to build
broad public and political awareness of the economic importance of
tobacco.59

According to an RJ Reynolds Sales Department presentation to Cus-
tomer Association Meetings, titled “Public Affairs Overview on To-
bacco Political Issues,” “in states where it [Pride in Tobacco] has been
introduced, the ‘Pride’ program has unified the entire tobacco family
from growers to retailers, to better understand tobacco legislative is-
sues and to take positive action when necessary.”57 An RJ Reynolds
interoffice memorandum in 1990 illustrated the program’s continuing
reach, stating, “The ‘Pride in Tobacco’ program has been represented at
15 events in North Carolina, South Carolina, Wisconsin, Ohio, Ken-
tucky, Virginia, and Tennessee. A total of 10,600 signatures in support
of the company’s Smokers’ Rights Program were gathered, and we com-
pleted 47 media interviews.”60

A 1978 Tobacco Institute newsletter stated that “RJ Reynolds ‘Pride
in Tobacco’ campaign won praise in four North Carolina newspapers.”61

Examples are “Those of us in tobacco country have stood by in embar-
rassment and shame and have silently taken the abuse for too long. It’s
time for us to tell our story” (Greenville Reflector). The campaign “not
only is appropriate, it is important to North Carolina” (Goldsboro News-
Argus). “The embattled tobacco community must unite in developing a
counterattack to bolster its image” (Wilmington Star). “North Carolini-
ans have nothing to be ashamed about in the production of tobacco
products” (Franklin Times).61

The 1970s also marked the start of the clean indoor air move-
ment, particularly in 4 non-tobacco-growing states: Arizona, California,
Minnesota, and Florida.62,63 In response, the tobacco manufacturers
started developing smokers’ rights groups.64 Although these groups
were created to appear to be a grassroots movement because of the
industry’s low credibility with the public, they actually were created,
funded, and managed by the cigarette companies.54,64-67

State preemption of local legislation also became a central strat-
egy for stopping the emerging clean indoor air movement in the
1980s,68 when the cigarette companies realized that they were los-
ing battles over smoking restrictions at the local level. The companies
did this by securing the passage of weak state laws that nominally
addressed tobacco-control needs (such as laws promoting voluntary
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“accommodation” between smokers and nonsmokers rather than leg-
islation requiring smoke-free restaurants and bars69) while preempting
the authority of local jurisdictions (where public health forces are often
stronger) to enact tobacco-control policies.68,70,71

The first preemptive state law was passed in Florida in 1985 with the
support of the American Cancer Society and other health groups.72 In
March 1992, the American Cancer Society resolved in State Preemption
of Local Tobacco Control Laws: “That the American Cancer Society
opposes any preemption clauses that are intended to remove or restrict
power and authority from a unit of local government or regulate clean
indoor air and/or other tobacco control laws.”73 Nonetheless, between
1985 and 2010, 25 preemptive state smoke-free laws were passed, and 13
remained as of November 2014.74 The most recent preemptive statewide
smoke-free law was passed in Wisconsin in 2010. As we discuss in more
detail later, the issue of preemption reemerged as a major issue in the
tobacco-growing states, which were still disproportionately affected by
preemption.

In 1994, Tina Walls, Philip Morris’s director of government affairs,
explained the company’s well-established goal of preemption in a pre-
sentation to the company’s lobbyists:

The anti-smoking movement has become more sophisticated in its
efforts to enact bans and restrictions on smoking. In addition to pur-
suing statewide restrictions, they have adopted a “PAC-man” strategy
where they attempt to gobble up one community at a time. . . . The
solution to “PAC-man” is statewide preemption. By introducing pre-
emptive statewide legislation we can shift the battle back to the state
legislatures where we are on stronger ground. And when we pass pre-
emptive statewide legislation we can stop the PAC-man dead in his
tracks.71

In 1977, the Tobacco Institute began coordinating the Tobacco Action
Network, which consisted of tobacco company employees, vendors, and
wholesalers, as an “umbrella organization to coordinate the activities of
the tobacco industry in its defense against attacks by the anti-smoking
movement.”75 The Tobacco Action Network originally did not include
tobacco-growing states because the manufacturers could rely on grower
organizations,9 but as the pro-tobacco climate in tobacco-growing states
began to weaken, the Tobacco Institute expanded the Tobacco Action
Network to include them.76 A legislative update of the Tobacco Insti-
tute State Activities Division in 1981 stated, “One prediction that can
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be made safely is that even the major tobacco producing states are not
free from anti-tobacco legislation.”77 According to an expansion of the
update that same year for the Tobacco Action Network, “The attack
on tobacco is national in scope. Countering it requires a unified, coor-
dinated national effort . . . the tobacco growing states are not immune
to anti-tobacco efforts. Many potentially-damaging proposals have been
introduced in state legislatures and local communities throughout the
southeast.”76

By the 1980s, the tobacco price support program had become contro-
versial because of the growing recognition of the health effects of smok-
ing, which led to the federal No Net Cost Tobacco Act of 1982.22 This
law required that the tobacco price support program be implemented
without cost to the US Treasury. By the mid-1980s, Philip Morris was
concerned that the switch to the No Net Cost Tobacco Act of 1982 was
just a temporary fix and that the end of the price support system would
negatively impact the relationship between the manufacturers and the
growers because the growers were benefiting from the program by stabi-
lizing the price of tobacco and supporting their income.15,19 As a Philip
Morris Washington Relations Office Issues Briefing Book explained in
1985:

It is becoming increasingly apparent that the “No Net Cost” provi-
sion was merely a band aid on a mortal wound; there is a growing
possibility that the tobacco price support program, and the manner
in which the U.S leaf industry operates may collapse inward, nudged
by external Congressional pressure. And if, and perhaps when, the
system collapses, that tenuous bond that allied the growers and man-
ufacturers will deteriorate.78

The Philip Morris Issues Briefing Book also explained the industry’s
position on the quota system:

Aside from the industry’s insistence that “it wants an assured supply of
quality tobacco at a competitive price,” and will support any program
that can deliver these elements, the fact is the current tobacco program
maintains an artificially high price of domestic tobacco in relation to
the world market. Should the domestic tobacco program collapse we
would return to a free market system which would probably result
in considerably lower prices without a significant sacrifice of quality.
Consequently, manufacturers would be perceived as benefiting at the
expense of the small tobacco growers and warehousemen who have
built the cigarette industry to a position of high profitability, with the
profits going only to the major corporations. And it will be perceived
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by many of these tobacco farmers that it was done, deliberately, by
the manufacturers to the growers.78

The briefing book goes on to explain the potential ramifications of
changing the quota system for the relationships between the manufac-
turers and the growers:

. . . some former allies could become instant adversaries. There is the
harsh political reality that there are approximately one-half million
of them and approximately one-half dozen of us. And when it comes
to political representation in the United States Congress, that Rep-
resentative will opt for the interest of the half million versus the half
dozen . . . if the program collapses, so will go the traditional support
of many of these congressional Representatives who have previously
been the backbone of the “powerful tobacco lobby.”78

From the 1970s through the mid-1980s, the tobacco companies were
particularly concerned about the tobacco-growing states and held back
tobacco-control policies through the promotion of a pro-tobacco social
norm. By the mid-1980s, as the tobacco price support system was becom-
ing increasingly controversial, the companies realized their relationship
with the growers was becoming more tenuous.

Developing the Health Advocates’
Infrastructure: 1986-2000

By late 1989, many local communities in Virginia had enacted some
kind of smoking restrictions. In response to this activity, in 1990, the
legislature enacted the Virginia Indoor Clean Air Act (VICAA), a weak
law that merely required restaurants with more than 50 seats to desig-
nate a nonsmoking area and exempted bars. The VICAA also preempted
passage of local smoke-free ordinances after January 1, 1990. The To-
bacco Institute praised the law in an article for the Richmond News Letter,
stating, “We think Virginia’s sensible level of accommodation should
be a model for other states who are pressured into enacting smoking
restrictions into law.”79

North Carolina health advocates were also winning local smoking
restrictions. By 1993, 22 cities and 15 counties had enacted smok-
ing restrictions in public places. In response, encouraged by a Tobacco
Institute lobbyist, the North Carolina legislature passed a statewide
law in 1993 that preempted future local activity and required public
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government buildings; public transportation and vehicles, arenas, audi-
toriums, and theaters; and restaurants with seating for more than 50 to
set aside 20% of their space for smoking. In the 90 days between when
the law was signed and the preemption took effect, health advocates
passed 89 more smoke-free board of health regulations and city and
county laws.9

In 1986, the National Cancer Institute (NCI) launched the Commu-
nity Intervention Trial for Smoking Cessation (COMMIT, which ran
from 1986 to 1995), a randomized trial of community-based interven-
tions to increase smoking cessation rates among heavy smokers.80 The
COMMIT intervention included public education, training health care
providers, and promoting cessation in worksites and cessation resources.
These activities required identifying, organizing, and training tobacco-
control advocates to promote this change in norms. North Carolina was
the only tobacco-growing state to participate in COMMIT. The state’s
goal was increasing smoking cessation among heavy smokers by 10% in
the intervention community (Raleigh) over that of the control commu-
nity (Greensboro). While COMMIT failed to increase smoking cessation
rates among heavy smokers,80 it did have a lasting impact on North Car-
olina tobacco control because of the development of a strong coalition,
the North Carolina Tri-Agency Council. The Tri-Agency Council, con-
sisting of the American Cancer Society, the American Heart Association,
and the American Lung Association, initially focused on education and
raising public awareness and, by the 1990s, was supporting clean indoor
air policies.9

One possible explanation for COMMIT’s failure to reduce smoking
was that the intervention was too limited.81 To test this hypothesis, the
NCI developed the American Stop Smoking Intervention Study (ASSIST,
which ran from 1991 to 1999), a state-level intervention focused on
changing social norms through policy change and capacity building.
Three tobacco-growing states participated in ASSIST: North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Virginia.82

The North Carolina Health Department administered North
Carolina’s ASSIST contract, the first major tobacco-control program
led by the department. Although the tobacco companies lobbied Gov-
ernor James Martin (R) to divert ASSIST money to other public health
funds, they failed because the money was allocated specifically to to-
bacco control.9 North Carolina’s ASSIST program goals were to promote
smoking cessation and change social norms in the community, health
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care settings, schools, and workplaces by recruiting community groups.
Between 1991 and 1995, the North Carolina ASSIST coalition expanded
from 24 to 270 organizations, which promoted smoke-free efforts and
supported North Carolina’s burgeoning clean indoor air movement.9

South Carolina participated in ASSIST through its Department of
Health and Environmental Control. As in North Carolina, ASSIST was
the Department of Health and Environmental Control’s first organized
tobacco-control effort. Because of fear of tobacco industry retaliation,
the South Carolina ASSIST coalition did not have a strong policy focus,
instead giving priority to reducing youth access to tobacco and to pro-
moting voluntary smoke-free policies. Nevertheless, ASSIST created the
Alliance for a Smoke-Free South Carolina, the state’s first tobacco-control
coalition.10

The goals of the ASSIST project of the Virginia Department of
Health’s Division of Health Education were to promote local clean in-
door air laws, comply with the VICAA, establish voluntary smoking
restrictions in public places, restrict tobacco advertising, and raise the
state’s tobacco tax. But Virginia’s ASSIST efforts were hampered by the
tobacco industry, which used tactics such as overwhelming the ASSIST
800 number during phone banking and submitting Freedom of Infor-
mation Act requests to coincide with ASSIST’s deadlines. Ultimately,
ASSIST in Virginia turned to issues that were less threatening to the
tobacco industry, such as youth tobacco use and voluntary smoke-free
policies.11

The presence of a major Philip Morris facility hampered Virginia’s
ASSIST efforts. According to a member of the Virginia ASSIST coali-
tion, it was difficult to find legislative support for ASSIST because
“there’s this acceptance in Virginia that tobacco is so strong—Philip
Morris is so strong that you kind of have to accept that you’re not go-
ing to be as progressive as another state.”11 Nevertheless, ASSIST did
manage to strengthen Virginia’s tobacco coalition. In 1992, the state
had 6 local tobacco coalitions; by 1998, it had 17 local coalitions and
a statewide coalition. The University of Virginia’s Institute for Quality
Health, an ASSIST partner, received a Robert Wood Johnson Foundation
SmokeLess states grant to foster partnership between tobacco growers
and health advocates, which led to the Southern Tobacco Communi-
ties Project in 1997.11 The goal of the Southern Tobacco Communities
Project was to build a relationship among health groups, farmers, and
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community development groups in the 5 major tobacco-growing states
plus Georgia.83

Health advocates and farmers worked together to develop the 1998
Core Principles84 document, whose purpose was to “actively work to-
gether to accomplish two goals: first, to reduce tobacco use in this
country, especially among children and adolescents; and second, to sta-
bilize the tobacco producers’ communities as consumption declines into
the 21st century.”85 The Core Principles statement was signed by more
than 100 groups, health advocates (including the American Heart As-
sociation, the American Cancer Society, the Kentucky affiliate of the
American Lung Association, and the American Public Health Associa-
tion), and tobacco interests (Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative and
the Flue-Cured Tobacco Stabilization Corporation).84

This partnership between the tobacco growers and public health
groups was solidified in 2000, when President Bill Clinton (D) formed
the President’s Commission on Improving Economic Opportunity in
Communities Dependent on Tobacco Production While Protecting Pub-
lic Health to “provide advice to the President on changes occurring in
the tobacco farming economy and recommend such measures as may be
necessary to improve economic opportunity and development in commu-
nities that are dependent on tobacco production, and protect consumers,
particularly children, from hazards associated with smoking.”86 Both to-
bacco farming and public health interests also agreed that the US Food
and Drug Administration (FDA) should have authority to regulate the
distribution, labeling, manufacturing, marketing, and sale of tobacco
products.87 An example of an outcome of this partnership (described in
more detail later) is the president of the Burley Tobacco Growers Coop-
erative working with Kentucky ACTION (a tobacco-control coalition)
to endorse a state tobacco tax in 2003.

The Divergence of Economic Interests Between
Cigarette Companies and Farmers: 1990-2000

The Tobacco Companies’ Activities. In the 1990s, Philip Morris sought to
“improv[e] the political climate within tobacco producing and manufac-
turing states and in Washington” in order to “continue to manufacture
and sell . . . products profitably.”88 The company recognized that “a con-
tinuing effort must be made to insure that tobacco growers in every
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state appreciate the gravity of the public affairs issues facing the tobacco
industry.” According to a strategy document,

At every opportunity, PM [Philip Morris] personnel who speak to farm
and agricultural types should use the opportunity to mention public
affairs issues. Just five years ago the only significant public affairs
issue facing growers was whether there would even be a tobacco
program. Now tobacco tax increases, restrictive smoking laws and
tobacco export bans pose a real threat to the livelihood of all segments
of the industry—INCLUDING GROWERS. We must hammer this
home at every opportunity.88 [emphasis in original]

Philip Morris wanted to make working with growers a priority be-
cause “local growers have more credibility in legislatures than do hired
guns.”88

One element of Philip Morris’s strategy was to work with the Tobacco
Growers Information Committee. According to a planning document
for Philip Morris’s Agricultural, Plant Community, Government and
Public Affairs,

The Tobacco Growers Information Committee is operated under the
auspices of the Flue-Cured Stabilization Corporation. The TGIC mail-
ing list includes virtually every producer in the country, and because
Stabilization is a grower organization, TGIC has credibility with
growers that manufacturers don’t have. I suggest we fund the infor-
mational activities of TGIC to the greatest extent possible.88

In the 1990s, the Pride in Tobacco program continued to oppose
tobacco-control policies. A 1990 RJ Reynolds interoffice memorandum
regarding the federal excise tax, from the executive vice president of
external affairs to the chairman and chief executive officer, stated,

Under the banner of our “Pride in Tobacco” program PR staff members
participated in the Daniel Boone Pioneer Festival in Kentucky, gath-
ering FET [federal excise tax] opposition signatures at our smokers’
rights booth. . . . TV and newspaper exposure in surrounding Ken-
tucky areas included coverage of smokers’ rights issues as well as
tobacco’s contribution to the economy.89

Likewise, the manager of Pride in Tobacco sent a “call to action” to
supporters urging opposition to a smoke-free law under consideration
in Burlington, North Carolina:

If you feel that these restrictions are as harsh as we do, let the
Burlington [North Carolina] City Council hear from you. Call them
or schedule a personal visit. Tell them these harsh restrictions aren’t
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necessary . . . you might also remind the Burlington City Council that
flue-cured tobacco is grown on more than 350 farms in Alamance
County, and that it’s the county’s largest cash crop . . . you might
want to let the city council know that if they pass this ordinance, they
will be thumbing their noses at the thousands of Alamance County
residents who enjoy tobacco or depend on it for their livelihood.90

Nevertheless, in March 1993, Burlington enacted the law.9

Strained Relationship Between the Companies and the Growers. Despite a
history of working together, the relationship between the companies and
the growers became increasingly strained in the late 1990s because of 2
factors. First, the demand for US tobacco was falling because smoking
rates were falling91 and US cigarette manufacturers were increasingly
using less expensive foreign tobacco.87 This decision to purchase less ex-
pensive foreign tobacco was described in a 1971 memo from RJ Reynolds
vice president of manufacturing,William D. Hobbs, on “Tobacco Usage,
a Long Range Plan” to achieve the goals of “1. To maintain or improve
our existing operating profit through proposed new blends, while ex-
cluding all expected manufacturing efficiencies. 2. Lower nicotine levels
by use of the same blends.”92 Hobbs wrote:

In the auction season just concluded, we spent approximately three
hundred million dollars for tobacco. Applying this to our 1969 annual
report, it is roughly 32% of our current assets. With two crop years’
storage requirements, this constitutes 64% of our current assets. It
also represents 64% of our variable costs. We are faced with rising
costs in other areas. . . . Coupled with these internal cost pressures,
we have the external pressures of the present social environment of
anti-smoking groups, Federal agencies which continue to harass our
industry, plus an unfriendly Congress, and State and local governing
bodies that constantly seek more revenue dollars by means of a higher
cigarette tax. . . .

Foreign tobacco quality, both flue-cured and burley, in recent years
have improved tremendously. Imported smoking tobaccos are gaining
in popularity every day. The cigar industry is advertising “imported
Havana-type tobaccos” and gaining. Foreign tobacco is for the most
part low in nicotine, and of course, is substantially cheaper than our
domestic. Acreage allotments in this country are being reduced every
year while the support prices are increased. But a bill by Senator
[Frank] Moss [D-UT] has been introduced in the Senate to cease
supports entirely in 1972, which would then cause the farmer to raise
other crops. So why should we not examine foreign tobacco as another
source of raw material?92
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Second, throughout the 1990s, both policymakers and the gen-
eral public increasingly discussed ending the tobacco price support
program.93-95 Adding to the farmers’ growing discontent, in 2000 Philip
Morris began circumventing the quota system by contracting directly
with farmers to buy tobacco before the auction, at a pre-agreed price
rather than the federally controlled auction system, which increased risk
for farmers.96 By 1997, 81% of North Carolina farmers reported that
the tobacco companies’ support of foreign tobacco threatened the future
of American tobacco farming.97

Also in the 1990s, the tobacco manufacturers were facing lawsuits
from states (and others) regarding tobacco-induced health care costs.
Some health advocates and state attorneys general negotiated with the
cigarette companies to develop a “global settlement” that would have
resolved this litigation. The global settlement would have limited future
lawsuits in a way that offered effective immunity to the tobacco indus-
try from future lawsuits in exchange for money payments and industry
agreements to some tobacco-control measures, including limited FDA
regulation of tobacco products and marketing.98,99 Because of the pro-
posed limitations on future lawsuits and the FDA provisions, the global
settlement was more than a conventional settlement between litigating
parties and thus required congressional action, which was introduced by
Senator John McCain (R-AZ).99,100 The McCain bill also included a to-
bacco quota buyout.10 While the tobacco companies initially supported
the McCain bill, they switched to opposing it when the immunity pro-
visions were removed because of opposition from some elements of the
public health community.

Once they turned against the McCain bill, the tobacco companies
began encouraging the tobacco farmers to oppose it, promising them
$28 billion in payments through a future settlement (what became
the Master Settlement Agreement [MSA]).96 The tobacco companies
convinced the farmers that they would benefit more from the settlement
if it was reached without congressional influence.96

McCain’s bill failed, and in 1998, the more limited MSA was nego-
tiated between the state attorneys general and the defendant tobacco
companies to settle the states’ litigation against the companies. The
MSA included cash payments to the settling states and some limitations
on marketing tobacco to youth.99 (Because the settlement applied only
to the parties in the cases, it could not limit future litigation by others
or grant FDA authority over tobacco.) To participate in the settlement
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(including the money it provided to the states), a state had to have filed
suit against the cigarette companies. Once the MSA was negotiated, the
4 states that had not yet sued (Kentucky, Tennessee, North Carolina,
and Virginia, all major tobacco-growing states) were given 30 days to
file suit and join the settlement.

The MSA was a pivotal moment in the history of tobacco control
in the tobacco-growing states. Implementing it marked the first time
tobacco-control advocates and farmers worked together on a legislative
issue. As had been agreed in the Core Principles document, the Burley
Tobacco Growers Cooperative passed a resolution in 1999 supporting
the allocation of funding to youth smoking prevention.101 According to
a statement in the Lexington Herald Leader from the executive director of
Kentucky ACTION, this resolution was important because

having the burley growers’ support a youth tobacco prevention and
cessation campaign is very powerful . . . because the legislature in
Kentucky is primarily rural, public health advocates—on tobacco
issues—have historically not had great success . . . the endorsement
could change that . . . the burley growers and agriculture members
have agreed that we need to give money, time and attention to funding
a youth campaign statewide.101(pA1)

In Virginia, after the Southern Tobacco Communities Project, health
advocates worked with farming interests to advocate for legislation that
benefited both sides. Virginia ultimately allocated 10% of MSA funds
to the Tobacco Settlement Foundation to reduce youth tobacco use
and 50% to the Tobacco Indemnification Commission, for economic
development, diversification, and reimbursement to the tobacco farmers
for their economic loss.83

Deepening Rift Between the Manufacturers and the Farmers. The growing
rift between the tobacco manufacturers and the farmers was evident
when in February 2000, 7 tobacco farmers brought a class action lawsuit
against Philip Morris, Lorillard, Brown & Williamson, RJ Reynolds,
and several leaf tobacco dealers, alleging that the cigarette companies
had misled them about the payments they would receive in exchange
for opposing the McCain bill.9 The farmers alleged that the cigarette
companies and leaf dealers conspired to fix prices at tobacco auctions and
reduce tobacco-growing quotas.102 All the parties, except RJ Reynolds,
settled the case in May 2003, and RJ Reynolds settled in 2004.102 The
farmers received approximately $254 million. Philip Morris, Lorillard,
and Brown & Williamson agreed to buy 405 million pounds of domestic



Tobacco-Control Policies in Tobacco-Growing States 339

tobacco over 10 years, and RJ Reynolds agreed to buy at least 35 million
pounds.103

Farm interests also stopped opposing some tobacco-control policies
in the tobacco-growing states. In North Carolina in 2003, in an early
break from the tobacco companies, farm interests did not oppose a
bill restricting tobacco use in public schools.9 The shift in alliance
between the tobacco growers and the tobacco manufacturers weakened
the issue network in tobacco-growing states such as South Carolina,
which historically had relied on alliances among bureaucrats, such as
the commissioner of agriculture, legislators from the tobacco-growing
areas, and third-party allies such as tobacco-farming organizations. After
these changes in the structure of the tobacco market, there was a shift in
the issue network, with the commissioners of agriculture and the farm
bureau in South Carolina switching from opposing to remaining neutral
on tobacco-control policies.20

Also in 2003, Rod Kuegel, a Kentucky tobacco farmer, former pres-
ident of the Burley Tobacco Growers Cooperative, and member of
President Clinton’s 2000 Commission on Improving Economic Op-
portunity in Communities Dependent on Tobacco Production While
Protecting Public Health, partnered with Kentucky ACTION (a
tobacco-control coalition) to secure a resolution from the Burley To-
bacco Growers Cooperative to support raising the tobacco tax.104 Kuegel
explained his support in the Owensboro Messenger Inquirer:

Two years ago it would have been impossible to have an endorsement
from farmers that the excise tax needed to be considered. But last
month, the co-op made a resolution to do just that. Increasing the
excise tax won’t hurt Kentucky farmers. More than half of the tobacco
in a cigarette—55 percent—is grown overseas. Even if every smoker
in Kentucky quit, the demand for the state’s burley would drop by
only 2 percent.104

Even though the cigarette companies successfully blocked the tax
through lobbying and campaign contributions, this battle marked a
change in the alliance between the tobacco farmers and the tobacco
companies.8

Similarly, in 2005 the president of the Farm Bureau told the Lexington
Herald Leader,

A tobacco tax increase is inevitable and the Farm Bureau will reverse
its longstanding position. Our organization has opposed these types
of proposals from its earliest days. The organization will throw its
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considerable influence behind an increase in the tax on tobacco prod-
ucts . . . and some of the proceeds should go to make payments farmers
were expecting from tobacco manufacturers.105

This was a change in their position from 2002 when they had stated, “A
lot of cigarettes in Kentucky are sold for the fact that we do have lower
taxes . . . it might be the case where you could triple the excise tax and
still lose money because sales would drop.”106

After the Tobacco Quota Buyout. By 2004, there was substantial support
for the buyout, including that of Republicans. For example, in May 2004,
the Washington Post reported, “Tobacco States Fume Over Bush Remarks:
President Says He Opposes a Buyout for Growers, Angering Some From
His Party.”107 The article continued, “Tobacco state lawmakers from
his own party responded with confusion and anger to Bush’s comments
[regarding not supporting the buyout],” quoted Representative Virgil
H. Goode (R-VA) as saying, “I’ve heard from any number of good
Republicans who say they’ll either stay home or vote Democrat in the
fall if the White House doesn’t change its position,” and concluded,

Support for a buyout is almost universal among tobacco growers.
Changes in the market and increasing competition from foreign-
grown tobacco have already put thousands of U.S. tobacco farmers
out of business, and they have looked to a buyout of the government-
controlled quota system as the only way to stay solvent.107

In 2004, President George W. Bush (R) signed the Fair and Equitable
Tobacco Reform Act, ending the federal price support program for to-
bacco and deregulating both the production and the price of tobacco.108

It also required the tobacco manufacturers to pay more than $3 billion
to existing quota holders.108,109 The quota buyout led smaller farmers to
stop growing tobacco,110 leaving fewer tobacco farmers with an interest
in opposing tobacco-control policies. These changes were reflected in
the amount of tobacco grown per year, which has declined dramatically
since the 1960s in all 5 of the major tobacco-growing states (Figure 1).

This decline was described by a farmer in North Carolina to a local
newspaper:

As far as backbone, it’s [tobacco’s] not. The number of people that’s
involved in it [tobacco farming] keeps thinning down. At one time,
this area, about all of the boys, a lot of them would have an acre or
two if they didn’t have any. Now the only ones raising it are the guys
who are leasing the land and raising the big pounds.111
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Figure 1. Tobacco Production Has Declined Since 1960 in All 5 Major
Tobacco-Growing States

Similarly, in 2011, the director of the Guilford County, North Carolina,
Cooperative Extension Service told the High Point Enterprise, “We kind
of have a core group of tobacco farmers . . . back at the time of the
tobacco buyout, there was probably 200 tobacco growers. Everybody
had a batch of tobacco because it was profitable and it was paying the
bills.”111 Continuing this trend, in 2010 a burley tobacco specialist at
the University of Tennessee Extension in Knoxville, told the Knoxville
News Sentinel,

East Tennessee [tobacco growing] is down very much in the last
10 years. That’s due to the change in government policy and the
elimination of the price support program that resulted in lower prices
and a lot of people getting out of the business. . . . Since the buyout,
in Tennessee probably 80 to 90 percent of the folks that were growing
have quit.112
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A Tennessee tobacco farmer also explained to Knoxville News Sentinel in
2010 that he had been “better off during the auction system. Now, they
pay you just enough money to keep you interested.”112

These changes also led to a measurable shift in farmers’ attitudes
toward both the tobacco companies and public health groups. North
Carolina farmers were less likely to believe in 2005 than in 1997 that
tobacco farmers do well when the tobacco companies do well (OR 3.16,
95% CI 2.24-4.46).113 They were less likely to believe public health
groups were interested in driving them out of business (OR 0.68, CI
0.49-0.95), and they also perceived a lower risk from potential FDA
regulation in 2005 (OR 0.14, CI 0.10-0.20).113

Tobacco-Control Progress in Tobacco-Growing
States: 2000 Onward

In the mid- to late 2000s, tobacco-growing states made progress in
their adoption of clean indoor air laws (Figure 2). In 2003, Lexington,
Kentucky, adopted the first comprehensive (public places, restaurants,
and bars) 100% smoke-free law in a tobacco-growing state, and by June
2014 the states had passed 38 laws and local regulations.114 On June
19, 2014, the number dropped to 35 laws when the Kentucky Supreme
Court overturned the right of the boards of health to enact smoke-free
regulations.115

By the mid- to late 2000s, North Carolina’s tobacco-control advocates
had succeeded in using a “chipping away” strategy to promote smoke-
and tobacco-free policies in areas that were not preempted, such as hospi-
tals and schools. In 2006, the changing social and political environment
allowed health advocates to win a law prohibiting tobacco use inside
prisons and, in 2008, on prison grounds. In 2006, the Healthy North
Carolina Hospital Initiative, a partnership between the North Carolina
Hospital Association and the North Carolina Prevention Partners, re-
ceived funding from the Duke Endowment to work for voluntary 100%
tobacco-free hospital regulations. In 2007, the North Carolina General
Assembly passed a law requiring 100% tobacco-free schools,9 and in
2009, North Carolina became the first state in the nation to achieve
voluntary 100% tobacco-free policies in all its acute, psychiatric, and
Veterans Affairs hospitals.
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Figure 2. Coverage by 100% Smoke-Free Laws Is Increasing in
Tobacco-Growing States in Many Venues (top), Including Comprehen-
sive Laws (bottom) (American Nonsmokers’ Rights Foundation Local Or-
dinance Database, August 2014)
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In 2009, the North Carolina Restaurant and Lodging Association
switched sides to ally with the tobacco-control advocates (because the
health advocates were supporting smoke-free restaurants and bars, creat-
ing a “level playing field”), which allowed health advocates to convince
the legislature to enact a strong smoke-free restaurant and bar law. Al-
though the tobacco companies maintained a lobbying presence during
this time, they did not have active support from the tobacco farmers.
North Carolina became the first major tobacco-growing state to adopt a
100% smoke-free law covering bars and restaurants.9

Another major change in the political environment in Tennessee in
tobacco control came in 2006 when, while signing a smoke-free state
government buildings law, Governor Phil Bredesen (D) announced his
support for a comprehensive state smoke-free law.116 The Campaign
for a Healthy and Responsible Tennessee (CHART), a tobacco-control
coalition, used this announcement to generate grassroots support for a
state smoke-free law.

By 2007, when Governor Bredesen pursued multiple tobacco poli-
cies, including comprehensive smoke-free legislation and a 42¢ tobacco
tax, the climate surrounding tobacco had dramatically changed in Ten-
nessee. As Governor Bredesen told the New York Times, “It’s something
[a smoke-free law] you couldn’t have done in Tennessee a decade ago. I
think people are ready for it. Everything is not seen through the prism of
being a tobacco state.”117 CHART, along with the Tennessee Restaurant
Association and the state’s Department of Health, supported a com-
prehensive workplace smoke-free law that also included restaurants and
bars.12 Tennessee’s Farm Bureau was not actively involved and did not
take a formal position in the debate over Tennessee’s statewide smoke-
free law.116 Health groups broke with the Restaurant Association and
accepted a weakened bill that exempted age-restricted venues, hotels
and motels, and tobacco retail stores and continued preemption of the
passage of local smoke-free laws.

The Split Between the Cigarette Companies and the Hospitality Associations.
One of the factors that contributed to progress in the tobacco-growing
states was the split between the cigarette companies and the hospital-
ity organizations, as demonstrated by the cases of North Carolina and
Tennessee. The tobacco industry’s alliance with the state restaurant as-
sociations fractured after it became evident that, contrary to the tobacco
industry’s claims, smoke-free policies did not harm the restaurant busi-
ness. In addition, restaurant associations shifted from opposing policies
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to supporting comprehensive policies because they were interested in
having a level playing field in which both restaurants and bars were
included in a smoke-free law (versus restaurants alone) so that the bars
would not receive an “unfair advantage.”118 Restaurant associations may
have also gotten tired of opposing smoke-free laws. A Philip Morris
presentation in 2001 titled “Smoking Restrictions in the United States,
Confidential Draft—for Discussion Purposes Only,” describing current
trends in smoke-free policies across the country, stated: “Restaurant asso-
ciations are now even proposing legislation to ban smoking in restaurants
themselves (OR & WA). They are tired of the fight and have more press-
ing business issues to deal with.”119 Although the split between the
tobacco industry and the hospitality organizations occurred throughout
the country, it may have been more influential in the tobacco-growing
states because they lagged behind the non-tobacco-growing states in
their adoption of smoke-free laws.

The Continued Impact of the Pro-Tobacco Social Norm. Despite these suc-
cesses, as well as the reduction in tobacco production (Figure 1), the
culture of being a tobacco-growing state still holds back tobacco-control
progress in these states. For example, in 2011 a North Carolina fifth-
generation tobacco farmer who stopped growing tobacco in 2003 told
the High Point Enterprise, a North Carolina newspaper, “People don’t real-
ize what tobacco did for this state. Winston-Salem was built on tobacco.
Like Baptist Hospital, there’s no telling how much money that Reynolds
gave them over the years. It’s just amazing. There’s no telling how many
people these plants, tobacco, has sent to college over the years.”120

In 2014, the Lexington Herald Leader reported that the tobacco her-
itage in Bourbon County, Kentucky, was holding back tobacco-control
progress. Also in 2014, the Lexington Herald Leader published a story
about local activists working for a smoke-free law that focused on to-
bacco heritage, describing a mural of the tobacco harvest that had been
on the Bourbon County Courthouse rotunda for more than a century. In
the article, the county executive cited this history as the reason Bour-
bon County would not enact a smoke-free law, because “Burley put me
through school. Burley built this courthouse, burley built the schools,
burley put food on the table . . . just about every county farm raised some
amount of tobacco.”121

Farm organizations have not completely stopped opposing tobacco-
control policies either: in 2014, the Kentucky Farm Bureau lobbied
against a statewide clean indoor air law. Also in that same year, the
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Kentucky Supreme Court overturned the board of health’s smoke-free
community regulations, citing the controversial nature of the plant as
well as the state’s tobacco-growing history and culture:

Spanning Pikeville to Paducah, rare is the hill, hollow or hamlet
that remains untouched by the legacy of this controversial plant. For
example, images of tobacco leaves are molded into the façade of the
Caldwell County Courthouse in Princeton, Kentucky as an enduring
testament to our agrarian history and culture. Further illustration may
be gleaned from the large quilt that hangs on the first floor of our
state Capitol building. It has been woven together with 120 sections
representing the individual identities of each of our Kentucky coun-
ties. More than a dozen of these quilted sections have tobacco plants
artistically stitched upon them. These examples are representative of
the undeniable impact of tobacco on Kentucky’s economic, social and
political history.115

The impact of the continued pro-tobacco social norm hinders progress
on controlling tobacco and may partially explain the continued disparity
in percentages of the population covered by smoke-free laws (Figure 2)
and the differences in tobacco taxes. As of 2014, the average tobacco tax
rate in tobacco-growing states was 48.5¢ per pack compared with $1.68
per pack in other states.122

Discussion

Since the time of the Night Riders in the early 1900s, the relationship
between farmers and manufacturers in tobacco-growing states has been
in flux. By the 1950s, when the health dangers of smoking were becom-
ing widely recognized by the public, tobacco farmers and manufacturers
partnered to influence public perception of smoking and tobacco-control
policy.36 They formed a policy issue network7 of tobacco-area legislators,
farm interest groups, and commissioners of agriculture to block tobacco-
control policies.20 By the 1970s, tobacco trade associations were partic-
ularly concerned about holding back the tobacco-growing states from
adopting tobacco taxes. In these states, the tobacco companies promoted
a pro-tobacco social norm and Pride in Tobacco to mobilize growers to
oppose tobacco-control policies.

The clean indoor air movement began in the 1970s, and by the
1990s, Virginia and North Carolina were enacting local-level smoke-free
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policies.9,11 To oppose clean indoor air policies nationwide, the tobacco
industry worked with hospitality groups to encourage accommodation,69

organize smokers’ rights groups,65 and promote preemption.68 Preemp-
tion was particularly successful in the tobacco-growing states, with
3 of the 5 (60%; North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia) adopting
some form of preemption by 2007. In comparison, 10 of the remaining
45 (22%) non-tobacco-growing states had a preemptive law. Although
North Carolina has strong statewide smoke-free legislation covering
restaurants and bars but not workplaces, the 3 states continue to have
some form of preemption, and none has enacted comprehensive smoke-
free legislation (workplaces, restaurants, and bars).

In the 1990s and 2000s, major changes separated the interests of
growers and manufacturers, including the companies’ increased pur-
chase of foreign tobacco, the MSA, and the tobacco-quota buyout. These
changes ultimately led to fewer farmers and a fracturing of the grower-
manufacturer alliance, making it easier for tobacco-control interests to
succeed. At the same time, the strong alliance between hospitality or-
ganizations and the manufacturers ended, which was also helpful to
tobacco-control advocates.

This article supports the work of Klein123 and Greathouse124 indicat-
ing that strong coalitions are needed to achieve smoke-free policies in the
tobacco-growing states. North Carolina has built a lasting infrastructure
and has had significant success in adopting clean indoor air laws.9 In
Virginia, ASSIST helped develop a coalition, and one of the coalition
partners, the University of Virginia Institute for Quality Health, was
awarded a SmokeLess States grant. This grant brought together farm-
ers and tobacco-control advocates and eventually led to the Southern
Tobacco Communities Project.11

One factor that may have contributed to the passage of the states’ weak,
preemptive smoking restriction laws is the lack of recognition by the
public, policymakers, and even health advocates of the changed reality of
tobacco’s importance to the local economy. (The failure to appreciate this
change also may have contributed to the coalition conflict that led to the
passage of the weak preemptive law in Tennessee.) Despite the reality
that tobacco production has fallen dramatically since 1997 (the year
before the MSA), the tobacco-growing states continue to be hindered by
long-lasting assumptions about the cultural value of tobacco.121,123

Despite these barriers, the tobacco-growing states have made progress
in tobacco control, particularly in adopting smoke-free policies. To
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continue this progress in the adoption of clean indoor air laws, as well
as tobacco taxes, health advocates in the tobacco-growing states should
educate the general public and policymakers about the changing reali-
ties of tobacco. Given the continued importance of tobacco as a cultural
construct, residents and policymakers in tobacco-growing states may not
be aware that (1) the domestic demand for cigarettes has declined;91 (2)
tobacco manufacturers are increasingly importing foreign tobacco;20,87

(3) there is increasing distance between the tobacco manufacturers and
the tobacco farmers; and (4) there are fewer tobacco farmers since the
tobacco-quota buyout.110,120

Limitations

Our analysis relied on existing case studies, media articles, and the Legacy
Tobacco Documents Library. As with all case studies, it is possible that
some relevant information was missed. In addition, the Legacy Tobacco
Documents Library is not a complete archive and relevant documents
may be missing.

Conclusions

The tobacco-growing states have lagged behind the rest of the country in
tobacco-control policies, and residents of these states are disproportion-
ately affected by tobacco-related disease. Nevertheless, there has been
rapid progress since 2003, at least in part because the cigarette compa-
nies can no longer rely on local farmers for political support to oppose
local and state tobacco-control policies. Since the 1990s, the fracturing
of the relationship between the tobacco manufacturers and growers, as
well as the distancing between the tobacco manufacturers and hospitality
organizations, has led to tobacco-control success. To continue to make
progress, health advocates should recognize the changing environment
and avoid compromises that reflect old realities, such as the compro-
mise in Tennessee that led to a weak, preemptive statewide law. In
addition, health advocates should educate the public and policymakers
(and themselves) about the changing reality in these states, notably the
major reduction in the number of tobacco farmers, as well as in the
volume of tobacco produced, in order to continue making progress on
tobacco control and reducing the burden of tobacco-induced disease.
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