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Declines in smoking prevalence have slowed over the past few years for both youth under the age of 18 and
young adults aged 18–24. A major contributing factor is the sustained and ever-evolving marketing and pro-
motion strategies of the tobacco industry, including use of cartoon characters, distribution of free tobacco
products, tobacco brand merchandise, and promotional social and sporting events sponsored by tobacco com-
panies. With tobacco industry advertising and promotion expenditures well into the billions of dollars annually,
it is a difficult task for public health officials to counter such influence. The use of edgy media campaigns that go
beyond basic health education and also educate on the tactics used by the tobacco companies to attract smokers
have been successful at reducing youth and young adult smoking rates. Since 1996, there have also been a range
of regulatory efforts to prevent tobacco marketing to youth under the age of 18. The purpose of this article was to
review the existing evidence on the range of practices used by the tobacco industry to recruit and retain youth
and young adult smokers, as well as to place such efforts in the context of public heath tobacco control programs
and policies intended to protect this population from engaging in tobacco use.

Tobacco Use Among Youth and Young Adults

Despite more than 5 decades of research on the nega-
tive health consequences of tobacco use,1 every day

*3,900 youth in the United States between the ages of 12 and
17 years smoke their first cigarette, with about 1,000 becoming
daily smokers.2 Among middle-school students, 6.3% re-
ported current cigarette use and 2.6% reported current
smokeless tobacco use.3 Among high-school students, 19.5%
reported current cigarette use with the prevalence of current
tobacco use increasing by grade: 13.5% in 9th grade, 18.3% in
10th grade, 22.3% in 11th grade, and 25.2% by 12th grade;
however, 46.3% of high-school students report having ever
smoked a cigarette.4 In 2009, 22.6% of young adults aged
18–24 years were current smokers, a slight increase from
22.3% in 2008.5 Approximately 90% of current adult smokers
began smoking at or before the age of 18 and young adults
who use smokeless tobacco are more likely than nonusers to
become adult cigarette smokers.2 Moreover, there has been an
increase in the number of young adults who are light smok-
ers6 and nondaily smokers7,8; 30% to 50% of young adult
smokers limit their tobacco use to social settings.9

The tobacco tug-of-war

Youth and young adults are in the middle of a tug-of-
war between the tobacco industry working to recruit and

maintain smokers and public health officials working to
prevent tobacco use initiation and promote cessation.
However, there are considerable differences in the strate-
gies and tactics being used by both sides, mainly focused on
the target audience and messaging. The medical and public
health communities have largely focused smoking preven-
tion efforts among adolescents,10,11 whereas the tobacco
industry has focused on young adults, typically the 18–24
years range.12,13 Young adulthood is a turning point
when young smokers either quit or continue to smoke and
become addicted.12,14–16 Tobacco advertising and promo-
tions increase the likelihood that adolescents will initiate
tobacco use.17–19

Tobacco Industry Advertising to Attract
and Maintain Youth Smokers

Tobacco companies have long recognized young adult-
hood as the time during which adolescent experimenters
either quit or make the transition to regular smoking,12,13,20,21

noting the importance of peer influence as a means to drive
smoking initiation.22,23 RJ Reynolds acknowledged that the
tobacco market largely hinged on youth and young adult
smokers24,25 and that 18 year olds were particularly attrac-
tive as that was when smokers select their brand of prefer-
ence as opposed to young adults aged 19–24 who are more
likely to be switching brands.26
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The tobacco companies conducted extensive research
on youth smoking, including the attitudes, aspirations,
activities, and lifestyles of their consumers, rather than just
demographics.13,20,27 Ranging from a focus on the tobacco
products’ characteristics in the 1970s, transitioning to youth
smokers and psychographics including taste, health con-
cerns, and social values in the 1970s and 1980s, and a com-
plete focus on attributes related to values, attitudes, and
lifestyles in the 1990s,13 the industry used this information to
match particular brands and product types with consumer
audiences. The industry essentially catalogued smokers into
different market segments, such as ‘‘traditional, virile, cool-
ness, stylish, moderation/concerned, and savings’’ group-
ings.28 The tobacco industry also focused specifically on
women, noting that cigarette brands for younger females
should address camaraderie, self-confidence, freedom, and
independence, whereas brands for older females should
address pleasure, relaxation, social acceptability, and an es-
cape from daily stresses.29 The tobacco companies matched
the characteristics of the cigarette brands (tar content, taste,
filters), packaging (color, size, design), and advertising
(themes, logos, images) to appeal to the range of categories of
youth and young adult smokers.30

Marketing

The tobacco industry steadily increased expenditures on
marketing and promotions over time to attract smokers,
climbing from $1.84 billion in 1975 to $4.64 billion in 1985,
$6.48 billion in 1995, and $12.49 billion in 2006 (all values are
inflated to 2006 dollars) (Fig. 1). With the rise of tobacco
control media campaigns in the early 1990s,31 tobacco indus-
try spending on advertising began to increase at a faster past,
suggesting that these public health campaigns (discussed be-
low) were a worthy adversary in the fight over smokers. As
tobacco control expenditures on advertising were increasing,

per capita cigarette consumption was decreasing,32 driving
the industry to work harder to maintain sales. One segment of
tobacco marketing was aimed at youth and young adults.

The tobacco industry recognized 2 distinct areas of youth
smokers—starters and continuing smokers, which can range
from light to more everyday smokers.33 In fact, researchers
from RJ Reynolds created a quasi-theoretical model to reflect
the industry’s understanding of the process of smoking initi-
ation among youth,12,21 which largely resembles the modified
version of the transtheoretical model34 used in the Surgeon
General’s report on youth smoking.2 Using this theoretical
model to better understand youth smoking, the tobacco
company targeted areas where youth could be found in both
mindset and venue, such as colleges, clubs and bars,20,22,27

and social settings such as music and sporting events.35–40 The
full spectrum of marketing strategies have contributed to the
increase in youth smoking.20,41,42

Even before major marketing campaigns from the tobacco
companies, 96% of youth aged 3–6 could recognize Joe Ca-
mel when compared with only 67% of adults.43 Philip Morris
used the Marlboro Man to attract young smokers44 and a
1994 study showed that 69% of underage smokers smoked
Marlboro cigarettes.45 The industry capitalized on such
characters. In the mid to late 1990s, Philip Morris and RJ
Reynolds each began publishing youth-oriented magazines
with varying degrees of smoking imagery as opposed to
brand imagery; these magazines were used to cultivate
brand loyalty among young smokers.46,47 With the advances
of technology, the tobacco companies shifted to the internet
in the early 2000s. Tobacco products can easily be purchased
on the internet, an advertising venue that is largely unreg-
ulated.48 Internet sites such as You Tube are used to market
to youth,49,50 not only with tobacco branding but also with
interesting video clips that entice youth to explore and find
more information on the video, often leading to the tobacco
companies.

FIG. 1. Trend in cigarette sales per capita in comparison with tobacco industry expenditures on advertising and promo-
tions.32,112 Note: All dollar amounts are in 2006 real dollars.
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Similar to the internet, the tobacco industry has used
movies to recruit and reinforce brand loyalties.51,52 Although
tobacco advertising on television was banned in 1970 with
the end of the Fairness Doctrine,53 the tobacco companies can
still use the big screen to promote tobacco. By showing
popular celebrities smoking in the movies, youth view the
behavior as desirable.51 There is sufficient evidence to dem-
onstrate that viewing smoking in the movies is associated
with an increase in adolescent youth smoking.52,54–57

In addition to the advertising, the industry capitalized on
the products themselves to attract young smokers. Beginning
in the early 1990s, the tobacco companies began to explore
adding flavor to their tobacco products (cigarettes, smokeless
tobacco, cigars, and rolling papers), thereby making them
more appealing to a younger audience. With flavors ranging
from spearmint, berry, and mocha, the tobacco companies
recognize the potential for young smokers to be drawn to the
candy-like flavors.58,59

Promotional events

The tobacco industry also used promotional events and
sponsorship as another means of attracting youth and young
adults. In the 1990s, the tobacco industry used corporate
sponsorship ranging from charitable causes, educational
pursuits, programming for minority groups, performing arts,
and politics60; music was used as a hook to allure new young
smokers.61,62 The arena of sports sponsorship was a target of
tobacco industry promotions, including golf, tennis, pool,
rodeos, and motorsports such as NASCAR racing.60

The example of sponsorship for events bars and night-
clubs provides an opportunity to elaborate. Beginning in the
mid-1980s, several tobacco companies were using promo-
tions at bars and nightclubs to attract young adults.22 The
tobacco companies would provide bars with merchandise
and decorations to saturate the environment, thereby leaving
a last impression on the customers; financial incentives to the
bar owners was used to encourage this type of aggressive
marketing and distribution of tobacco samples.22 Whether it
was Brown and Williamson’s Kool,63 Philip Morris’ Marl-
boro,64 or RJ Reynolds’ Camel,65 the industry uses bar pro-
motions to spread the brand image and promote smoking
initiation through peer influence and uses this opportunity to
collect names and contact information for future marketing
and political opportunities.36,66,67 Moreover, one brand could
be used for sponsoring multiple events that could appeal to
several consumer segments; Marlboro did this with country,
race, and sports nights.35–37 A 2007 study found that college
students from across 109 different schools reported seeing
tobacco promotion events on campus,68 and exposure to
such events was associated with students initiating and
sustaining tobacco use behaviors.15,69 Bar and club atten-
dance and exposure to tobacco marketing in these venues is
strongly associated with smoking.70

Industry sponsored youth smoking
prevention programs

The tobacco companies also implemented more covert
strategies, such as youth smoking prevention programs,
programs to retailers to decrease youth access, and spon-
sorship of youth programs,71 largely with the intent to dis-
place meaningful tobacco control efforts.71 In Minnesota, the

tobacco industry introduced its own youth campaign
(‘‘Helping Youth Decide’’) in the mid-1980s in an attempt to
minimize the state’s strategic plan for tobacco control ef-
forts.71,72 In 1998, Philip Morris introduced ‘‘Think Don’t
Smoke’’ and in 1999 Lorillard began ‘‘Tobacco is Whacko, If
You’re a Teen.’’73 Philip Morris discontinued ‘‘Think Don’t
Smoke’’ in 2002,73 after an external evaluation demonstrated
that the program was associated with an increase in the in-
tention to smoke within the next year.74 Since 1999, Philip
Morris has developed and implemented various media
campaigns directed at parents, encouraging them to talk to
their children about smoking.71,73

The value of such efforts was to put forth a good public
image, attempt to increase social acceptability, and counter-
act tobacco control efforts.71,75 In fact, the tobacco industry
worked to advance youth smoking prevention programs that
they knew were ineffective.76 For example, when the Centers
for Disease Control were recommending the Life Skills
Training Program (school-based drug prevention), Philip
Morris and Brown and Williamson had conducted internal
research and found that the program was ineffective; as a
result, they promoted it and even paid for the curriculum for
several schools.77 By advancing ‘‘tobacco control efforts,’’ the
tobacco industry was able to set the tone of the messaging
received by youth, thereby minimizing its potential impact.

Public Health Media Efforts to Counter Tobacco
Industry Advertising

Public health programs do not have the financial power
that the tobacco industry has, making the need for focused
and powerful messaging that much more important.78 To-
bacco control ‘‘marketing’’ can be seen in state-level media
campaigns that work to prevent youth smoking and work to
reveal the actions of the tobacco industry. Media campaigns
that addressed the practices of the tobacco industry head are
most effective in changing tobacco-related attitudes and to-
bacco use behaviors.74,79–82 In 1984, Minnesota implemented
the first publicly funded state tobacco control media pro-
gram under the Minnesota Plan for Nonsmoking and
Health.83 In April 1990, funded under Proposition 99,84,85

California began its tobacco control media campaign focused
on reducing tobacco use by ‘‘promoting a social norm of not
accepting tobacco’’86 with a budget of $14.4 million.87 Pro-
gram messages included the activities of the tobacco indus-
try, secondhand smoke, addiction, cessation, cigarette
additives, smokeless tobacco, general health, pregnancy, and
prevention among youth.88 In October 2003, Massachusetts
began its tobacco control media campaign, funded as part of
the statewide tobacco control program under the voter ini-
tiative, Question 1.89–93 The media campaign began with a
budget of $14 million94 and focused on messages regarding
the hazards of tobacco use and secondhand smoke with a
focus on preventing youth from starting to smoke.90

Perhaps most notable among state-level media campaign
efforts was the ‘‘Truth’’ campaign, which began in Florida, as
part of the state tobacco control program developed as a
result of the 1997 settlement between the Florida Attorney
General and the tobacco industry.95 The media campaign
began in April 1998 with a budget of $26 million96 and fo-
cused on maintaining tobacco-free youth, educating on the
risks of secondhand smoke and smoking, and demonstrat-
ing that peer pressure to use tobacco can be effectively
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countered.96,97 The ‘‘Truth’’ campaign revealed the true
intentions and efforts of the tobacco industry to recruit
smokers.96

In November 1998, the Master Settlement Agreement
(MSA) between the 46 states Attorneys General and the
tobacco industry gave rise to a national public health foun-
dation (American Legacy Foundation) with $1.45 billion in
funding for the first 5 years of its public education cam-
paign.98 The foundation was ‘‘to support the study of and
programs to reduce youth tobacco product usage and youth
substance abuse in the states, and the study of educational
programs to prevent diseases associated with the use of to-
bacco products.’’98 Building on the success of the Florida
‘‘Truth’’ campaign, Legacy produced a range of anti-industry
ads that were associated with an increase in anti-tobacco
attitudes and beliefs.74,80

State- and national-level tobacco control media cam-
paigns can only go as far as the public dollars that fund
them, whereas the tobacco industry has the ability to spend
much more on advertising and promotions. However, laws
that restrict or prohibit specific advertising practices by the
tobacco industry are less expensive and have wider impact.
The following section is a brief overview of policies aimed at
curbing tobacco marketing to youth.

Policy Efforts to Regulate Tobacco
Industry Advertising

As of May 2010, 22 states and the District of Columbia
restrict the distribution of free samples of tobacco products to
the general public, with a range of variations across the states
in terms of exemptions for specific locations and minimum
pack size or single cigarettes.99 There are 8 states that have
some form of restriction on tobacco advertising and pro-
motions, ranging from distance to schools and churches,
prohibition on public transit, and fees for advertising.99

Studies have shown that partial bans on tobacco advertising
and promotions have minimal or no effect on tobacco con-
sumption.100 Despite tobacco industry targeting of young
adults, as youth aged 18–24 are considered adults by the law,
the government is precluded from placing special restrictions
on advertising to this population as this could be considered
a violation of free speech. By placing restrictions on adver-
tising to youth and implementing strong tobacco control
programs, a strong social norm of refusing tobacco can carry
forward into their young adult years.

In 1996, public health officials at the national level be-
gan to place restrictions on tobacco industry advertising.
Following clear assertions from the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services2 and the Institute of Medi-
cine101 that tobacco advertising is an important factor in
young people smoking, the Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) was given authority to regulate tobacco products
with a focus on ‘‘reducing the appeal of advertising to
children and adolescents.’’102 The rule indicated that (1)
tobacco billboards and outdoor advertising had to be a
minimum of 1,000 feet away from elementary and sec-
ondary schools and playgrounds; (2) print advertising had
to be in text-only format in black and white with the
exception of ads in primarily adult publications and adult-
only facilities; (3) the sale or free distribution of merchan-
dise with the tobacco brand logos, including items such as
tee-shirts, hats, and sporting items, was prohibited; and (4)

tobacco brand name sponsorship of race cars or teams, as
well as sponsorship of any sporting or cultural event that
would involve the use of logos or color schemes that
would be associated with specific tobacco products were
banned.103

With the 1998 Master Settlement Agreement,104 the to-
bacco companies experienced additional restrictions on ad-
vertising and promotions, including new limits on tobacco
brand name sponsorship, a complete ban on youth targeting
of any kind (use of cartoons to advertise tobacco products,
tobacco brand name merchandise), youth access to free
samples, and proof-of-purchase gifts to youth; the companies
were also required to commit to a corporate culture that
would reinforce the reduction of tobacco products by
youth.104 However, despite the advertising restrictions im-
posed by the 1998 MSA, tobacco industry advertising ex-
penditures on youth brand cigarettes in youth-oriented
magazines continued to increase through 2000, reaching
>80% of young people in the United States.105

In June 2009, President Obama signed the Family
Smoking Prevention and Tobacco Control Act, which gave
authority to the Food and Drug Administration to regulate
tobacco products.106 In September 2009, the FDA banned
the use of fruit, candy, and clove flavors in cigarettes,107

which is very popular with young smokers.58 In March
2010, the FDA issued new regulations that prohibit the sale
of cigarettes or smokeless tobacco to individuals <18 years
of age, the sale of cigarette packs containing <20 cigarettes,
distribution of free samples of cigarettes and smokeless
tobacco, and any brand name sponsorship of athletic, mu-
sical, or other social and cultural events.108 Although these
are certainly steps forward in protecting youth from the
allure of tobacco use, additional restrictions from the FDA
will likely be needed, as these policies do not adhere with
existing evidence-based policy recommendations on to-
bacco advertising.109

Conclusions

The historical ‘‘tug-of-war’’ between the tobacco compa-
nies and public health officials continues. Although the in-
dustry has employed a range of tactics, including media
campaigns, promotional events, free products, and even
youth smoking prevention programs, public health pro-
grams counter with tobacco education and efforts to reveal
the deceptive practices of the industry.73,79 As smoking rates
among youth have remained stable over the last few years,
despite a previous steady decline, renewed efforts are nee-
ded. As the industry has shifted its focus to Web 2.0 tech-
nologies,49,50 which are harder to monitor and regulate,
integrated approaches to youth smoking prevention and
cessation are necessary. Part of this integration is the col-
laboration of research and practice,110 such that knowledge
gained through research on the practices of the tobacco in-
dustry are translated into effective clinical and public health
practice. Pediatric healthcare providers can help to address
tobacco use with patients, inquiring not only about their
smoking status and intent to quit111 but also framing tobacco
use or refraining from tobacco use in the social context so as
to counter industry efforts.

Author Disclosure Statement

The authors report no competing interests.

108 IBRAHIM



References

1. U.S. Public Health Service, Office of the Surgeon General.
Smoking and health. Washington, DC: U.S. Public Health Ser-
vice, Office of the Surgeon General, 1964.

2. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Preventing
tobacco use among young people: a report of the surgeon
general. Atlanta, GA: U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Co-
ordinating Center for Health Promotion, National Center for
Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Office on
Smoking and Health, 1994.

3. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 2006 National
youth tobacco survey and key prevalence indicators. 2007 [cited
2010 April 17]. Available at www.cdc.gov/tobacco/data_
statistics/surveys/nyts/pdfs/indicators.pdf.

4. Easton DK, Kann L, Kinchen S, Shanklin S, Ross J, Hawkins J,
et al. Youth risk behavior surveillance—United States, 2009.
Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 2010; 59:1–142.

5. Centers for Disease Control BRFSS. Behavioral risk factor sur-
veillance system—unpublished data. 2009 [cited 2010 May 7].
Available at http://apps.nccd.cdc.gov/brfss/page.asp?cat¼
TU&yr¼2009&state¼All#TU.

6. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Cigarette smoking
among adults-United States, 2004. Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 2005;
54:1121–1124.

7. Okuyemi KS, Harris KJ, Scheibmeir M, Choi WS, Powell J,
Ahluwalia JS. Light smokers: issues and recommendations.
Nicotine Tob Res 2002; 4(Suppl 2): S103–S112.

8. Wortley PM, Husten CG, Trosclair A, Chrismon J, Pederson LL.
Nondaily smokers: a descriptive analysis. Nicotine Tob Res
2003; 5:755–759.

9. Moran S, Wechsler H, Rigotti NA. Social smoking among US
college students. Pediatrics 2004; 114:1028–1034.

10. Everett SA, Husten CG, Kann L, Warren CW, Sharp D, Crossett
L. Smoking initiation and smoking patterns among US college
students. J Am Coll Health 1999; 48:55–60.

11. Gilpin EA, Emery SL, Farkas AJ, Distefan JM, White MM, Pierce
JP. The California tobacco control program: a decade of progress,
1989–1999. LaJolla, CA: University of California San Diego, 2001.

12. Ling PM, Glantz SA. Why and how the tobacco industry sells
cigarettes to young adults: evidence from industry documents.
Am J Public Health 2002; 92:908–916.

13. Ling PM, Glatnz S. Using tobacco-industry marketing research
to design more effective tobacco-control campaigns. J Am Med
Assoc 2002; 287:2983–2989.

14. Wechsler H, Rigotti NA, Gledhill-Hoyt J, Lee H. Increased
levels of cigarette use among college students: a cause for na-
tional concern. J Am Med Assoc 1998; 280:1673–1678.

15. Rigotti NA, Lee JE, Wechsler H. US college students’ use of
tobacco products: results of a national survey. J Am Med Assoc
2000; 284:699–705.

16. Lantz PM. Smoking on the rise among young adults: implica-
tions for research and policy. Tob Control 2003; 12(Suppl
1):I60–I70.

17. Pierce JP, Choi WS, Gilpin MS, Farkas AJ, Berry CC. Tobacco
industry promotion of cigarettes and adolescent smoking. J Am
Med Assoc 1998; 279:511–515.

18. Lovatao C, Linn G, Stead LF, Best A. Impact of tobacco ad-
vertising and promotion in increasing adolescent smoking be-
haviors. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2003; 4:CD003439.

19. DiFranza JR, Wellman RJ, Sargent JD, Weitzman M, Hipple BJ,
Winnickoff JP. Tobacco promotion and the initiation of tobacco
use: assessing the evidence for causality. Pediatrics 2006;
117:e1237–e1248.

20. Perry CL. The tobacco industry and underage youth smoking.
Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med 1999; 153:935–941.

21. Teague, Claude E. Jr. Research planning memorandum on some
thoughts about new brands of cigarettes for the youth market.

Mangini. February 2, 1973. Available at http://legacy.library
.ucsf.edu/tid/pny62d00.

22. Sepe E, Ling PM, Glantz SA. Smooth moves: bar and nightclub
tobacco promotions that target young adults. Am J Public
Health 2002; 92:414–419.

23. Morris Philip. Social networks and adventure team promotions
summary of findings. April 1, 1993. Available at http://legacy
.library.ucsf.edu/tid/lwl55e00.

24. Younger adult smokers: strategies and opportunities. February
29, 1984. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
jlu76b00.

25. Memo to J.R. Moore from D.S. Burrows re: NBER models of
price sensitivity by age/sex. September 27, 1982. Available at
http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/pjf76b00.

26. Tredennick DW, Marketing Research Department, Reynolds RJ.
The purpose of this memorandum is to answer the question
‘‘what causes smokers to select their first brand of cigarette?’’
July 3, 1974. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
fdw49d00.

27. 1975 marketing plans presentation—Hilton head. September
30, 1974. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
jve76b00.

28. Reynolds RJ. 1985 (850000) Segment description study. Over-
view presentation. February 27, 1985. Available at http://
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/sgo20c00.

29. Anderson SJ, Glantz SA, Ling PM. Emotions for sale: Cigarette
advertising and women’s psychosocial needs. Tob Control
2005; 14:127–135.

30. Cummings KM, Morley CP, Horan JK, Steger C, Leavell N-R.
Marketing to America’s youth: evidence from corporate docu-
ments. Tob Control 2002; 11(Suppl 1):i5–i17.

31. Ibrahim J, Glantz SA. The rise and fall of tobacco control me-
dia campaigns, 1967–2006. Am J Public Health 2007; 87:1383–
1396.

32. Orzechowski and Walker Inc. The tax burden on tobacco—
historical compilation, vol. 44. Arlington, VA: Orzechowski and
Walker Inc., 2009.

33. Pollay R. Targeting youth and concerned smokers: evidence
from Canadian tobacco industry documents. Tob Control 2000;
9:136–147.

34. Prochaska JO, Redding CA, Evers KE. The transtheoretical
model and stages of change. In: Glanz K, Rimer Bk, Viswanath
K, eds. Health behavior and health education: theory, research
and practice. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 2008.

35. Morris Philip. Marlboro country nights dance showdown
940000. June 5, 1994. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf
.edu/tid/pge07e00.

36. Morris Philip. Marlboro racing bar nights. August 1993.
Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/gya07e00.

37. Morris Philip. Marlboro country 940000 dance club night pro-
gran. 1998. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
tcq62e00.

38. Entertainment Marketing and Communications IL. Mangini.
Camel’s make your own music video. December 11, 1998.
Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/zbb72d00.

39. KBA. Trend marketing influence program. Mangini. April
14, 1994. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/
wyw52d00.

40. Reynolds RJ. Question, are young adult smokers important?
February 27, 1989. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/
tid/yvp28c00.

41. Pierce JP, Lee L, Gilpin EA. Smoking initiation by adolescent
girls: an association with targeted advertising. J Am Med Assoc
1994; 271:608–611.

42. Pierce JP, Gilpin EA. A historical analysis of tobacco marketing
and the uptake of smoking by youth in the United States, 1890–
1977. Health Psychol 1995; 14:500–508.

43. Fischer PM, Schwartz MP, Richards JW, Goldstein AO, Rokas
TH. Brand logo recognition by children aged 3 to 6 years.

ADVERTISING AND COUNTERADVERTISING TOBACCO TO YOUTH 109



Mickey Mouse and old Joe the Camel. J Am Med Assoc 1991;
266:3145–3148.

44. Hafez N, Ling PM. How Philip Morris built Marlboro into a
global brand for young adults: implications for international
tobacco control. Tob Control 2005; 14:262–271.

45. Centers for Disease Control. Changes in cigarette bran prefer-
ences of adolescent smokers—United States, 1989–1993. Morb
Mort Wkly Rep 1994; 43:577–581.

46. Cortese DK, Lewis JA, Ling PM. Tobacco industry lifestyle
magazines targeted to young adults. J Adolesc Health 2009;
45:268–280.

47. Sepe E, Glantz SA. Tobacco promotions in the alterative press.
Am J Public Health 2002; 92:414–419.

48. Knowles Jr JH, Wanke KL, Kawachi I. Internet sales of tobacco:
heading off the new epidemic. J Public Health Policy 2004;
25:162–172.

49. Freeman B, Chapman S. Is ‘‘Youtube’’ telling or selling you
something? Tobacco content on the youtube video-sharing
website. Tob Control 2007; 16:207–210.

50. Freeman B, Chapman S. Tobacco promotion invades new me-
dia. Lancet Oncol 2007; 8:973–974.

51. Smokefree movies: The problem. 2010 [cited 2010 May 22].
Available at www.smokefreemovies.ucsf.edu/problem/moviessell
.html.

52. Jamieson D, Romer D. Trends in US movie tobacco portrayal
since 1950: a historical analysis. Tob Control 2010; 19:179–184.

53. Advertising Law Resource Center. Children and tobacco, ex-
ecutive summary, final rule. 1996 [cited 2004 June 21]. Available
at www.lawpublish.com/fdarule.html.

54. Dalton MA, Sargent JD, Beach ML. Effect of viewing smoking
in movies on adolescent smoking initiation: a cohort study.
Lancet 2003; 362:281–285.

55. Dalton M, Beach M, Adachi-Mejia A, Longacre M, Matzkin A,
Sargent J, et al. Early exposure to movie smoking predicts es-
tablished smoking by older teens and young adults. Pediatrics
2009; 123:e551–e558.

56. Shmueli D, Prochaska J, Glantz S. Effect of smoking scenes in
films on immediate smoking: a randomized controlled study.
Am J Prevent Med 2010; 38:351–358.

57. Charlesworth A, Glantz SA. Smoking in the movies increases
adolescent smoking: a review. Pediatrics 2005; 116:1516–1528.

58. Carpenter C, Wayne GF, Pauly JL, Koh HK, Connolly GN. New
cigarette brands with flavors that appeal to youth: tobacco
marketing strategies. Health Aff 2005; 24:1601–1610.

59. Lewis JA, Wackowski O. Dealing with an innovative industry:
a look at flavored cigarettes promoted by mainstream brands.
Am J Public Health 2006; 96:244–251.

60. Rosenberg NJ, Siegel M. Use of corporate sponsorship as a to-
bacco marketing tool: a review of tobacco industry sponsorship
in the USA, 1995–1999. Tob Control 2001; 10:239–246.

61. Hafez N, Ling PM. Finding the kool mixx: How Brown and
Williamson used music marketing to sell cigarettes. Tob Con-
trol 2006; 15:359–366.

62. Darling I, Reeder AI. Use of tobacco products to advertise
music events in Dunedin, New Zealand, 2003. Tob Control
2004; 13:243.

63. Butler-J Zito-F National Field Marketing Corporation. Brown
and Williamson. Virgina test market final report summer
920000. October 9, 1992. Available at http://legacy.library
.ucsf.edu/tid/vtc40f00.

64. Philip Morris. Marlboro target marketing phoenix blitz pro-
gram/900302–900408. February 1, 1990. Available at http://
legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/dmu75e00.

65. Promotional Marketing. RJ Reynolds. Camel Hispanic program.
February 15, 1989. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/
tid/zoh34d00.

66. Morris Philip. Parliament creative brief. February 1994. Avail-
able at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/rjb07e00.

67. Paulley-B. Williamson Brown And. Potential Kool bar kit items.
February 7, 1989. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/
tid/mtc40f00.

68. Rigotti NA, Moran SE, Wechsler H. U.S. College students’ ex-
posure to tobacco promotions: prevalence and association with
tobacco use. Am J Public Health 2005; 95:138–144.

69. Staten RR, Noland M, Rayens MK, Hahn E, Dignan M, Ridner
SL. Social influences on cigarette initiation among college stu-
dents. Am J Health Behav 2007; 31:353–362.

70. Gilpin EA, White VM, Pierce JP. How effective are tobacco in-
dustry bar and club marketing efforts in reaching young
adults? Tob Control 2005; 14:186–192.

71. Landman A, Ling P, Glantz SA. Tobacco industry youth
smoking prevention programs protect the tobacco industry and
hurt tobacco control. Am J Public Health 2002; 92:917–930.

72. Mozingo R. Confidential information on new TI program.
Tobacco Institute. August 13, 1984. Available at: http://legacy
.library.ucsf.edu/tid/poy82f00.

73. Farrelly M, Niederdeppe J, Yarsevich J. Youth tobacco pre-
vention mass media campaigns: past, present and future di-
rections. Tob Control 2003; 12 (Supp 1): i35–i47.

74. Farrelly MC, Healton CG, Davis KC, Messseri P, Hershey JC,
Haviland ML. Getting to the truth: evaluation national tobacco
countermarketing campaigns. Am J Public Health 2002; 92:901–
907.

75. Duffin A. Institute Tobacco. Promotion of nasbe/ti youth pro-
gram before legislative and other audiences. November 27,
1984. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/hhi82f00.

76. Teenage Research Unlimited. Morris Philip. Counter-tobacco
advertising exploratory summary report 990100–990300. March
1999. Available at http://legacy.library.ucsf.edu/tid/sty32d00.

77. Mandel LL, Aguinaga Bialous S, Glantz SA. Avoiding ‘‘truth’’:
tobacco industry promotion of life skills training. J Adolesc
Health 2006; 39:868–879.

78. National Cancer Institute. The role of the media in promoting
and reducing tobacco use. Tobacco control monogaph no.19.
Bethesda, MD: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
National Institutes of Health, National Cancer Institute, 2008.
Report No. 07-6242.

79. Farrelly M, Davis KC, Haviland ML, Messseri P, Healton CG.
Evidence of a dose-response relationship between ‘‘truth’’ an-
tismoking ads and youth smoking prevalence. Am J Public
Health 2005; 95:425–431.

80. Niedereppe J, Farrelly MC, Haviland ML. Confirming ‘‘truth’’:
More evidence of a successful tobacco countermarketing cam-
paign in Florida. Am J Public Health 2004; 94:255–257.

81. Sly DF, Heald GR, Ray S. The Florida ‘‘truth’’ anti-tobacco media
evaluation: design, first year results, and implications for plan-
ning future state media campaigns. Tob Control 2001; 10:9–15.

82. Goldman LK, Glantz SA. Evaluation of antismoking advertis-
ing campaigns. J Am Med Assoc 1998; 279:772–777.

83. Minnesota Department of Health. The Minnesota plan for
nonsmoking and health: Report and recommendations of the
technical advisory committee on nonsmoking and health. To-
bacco Institute. September 1984. Available at: http://legacy
.library.ucsf.edu/tid/nwb92f00.

84. Begay ME, Glantz SA. Political expenditures by the tobacco
industry in California state politics. San Francisco, CA: Institute
for Health Policy Studies, School of Medicine, University of
California, 1991.

85. Glantz SA, Balbach ED. Tobacco war: Inside the California
battles. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2000.

86. California Department of Health Services, Tobacco Control
Section. California’s tobacco education media campaign. 2000
[cited 2002 September]. Available at www.dhs.cahwnet.gov/
tobacco/documents/FSMediaCamp.pdf.

87. Stevens C. Interview with Jennifer Ibrahim. October 15, 2002.
San Francisco, CA.

110 IBRAHIM



88. California Department of Health Services, Tobacco Control
Section. Tobacco education media campaign scripts. Sacra-
mento, CA: California Department of Health Services, 2002.

89. Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 254. Acts of 1992 ed, 1992.
90. Begay ME, Glantz SA. Question 1 tobacco education outlays:

from the 1994 fiscal year to the 1996 fiscal year. 1995 [cited 2005
February 20]. Available at http://repositories.cdlib.org/ctcre/
tcpmus/MA1995/.

91. Begay ME, Glantz SA. Question 1 expenditures in Massachu-
setts, USA. Tob Control 1997; 6:213–18.

92. Koh HK, Judge CM, Robbins H, Celebucki CC, Walker DK,
Connolly GN. The first decade of the Massachusetts To-
bacco Control Program. Public Health Reports 2005; 120:
482–495.

93. Koh HK. An analysis of the successful 1992 Massachusetts to-
bacco tax initiative. Tob Control 1996; 5:220–225.

94. Robbins H, Krakow M. Evolution of a comprehensive tobacco
control programme; building system capacity and strategic
partnerships—lessons from Massachusetts. Tob Control 2000;
9:423–430.

95. Centers for Disease Control. Cigarette smoking among adults—
United States, 1995. Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 1997; 46:1217–1220.

96. Givel MS, Glantz SA. Tobacco industry political power and
influence in Florida from 1979 to 1999. San Francisco, CA: In-
stitute for Health Policy Studies, University of California San
Francisco, 1999.

97. Hicks JJ. The strategy behind Florida’s ‘‘truth’’ campaign. Tob
Control 2001; 10:3–5.

98. National Association of Attorneys General. Master Settlement
Agreement. 1998 [cited 2010 April 4]. Available at www.naag
.org/backpages/naag/tobacco/msa/msa-pdf/MSA%20with
%20Sig%20Pages%20and%20Exhibits.pdf/file_view.

99. American Lung Association. State legislated actions on tobacco
issues (slati) overview. 2010 [cited 2010 May 25]. Available at
http://slati.lungusa.org/StateLegislateAction.asp.

100. Quentin W, Neubauer S, Leidl R, König HH. Advertising
bans as a means of tobacco control policy: a systematic litera-
ture review of time-series analyses. Int J Public Health 2007;
52:295–307.

101. Institute of Medicine. Growing up tobacco free: Preventing
nicotine addiction in children and youths. Washington, DC:
National Academy Press, 1994.

102. Department of Health and Human Services. Regulations re-
stricting the sale and distribution of cigarettes and smokeless
tobacco products to protect children and adolescents. Fed Re-
gist 1996; 61:44596–44618.

103. Kessler DA, Witt AM, Barnett PS, Zeller MR, Natanblut SL,
Wilkenfeld JP, et al. The Food and Drug Administration’s reg-
ulation of tobacco products. N Engl J Med 1996; 335:988–994.

104. National Association of Attorneys General. Multistate settle-
ment with the tobacco industry. 1998 [cited 2003 July 14].
Available at www.naag.org/upload/1109185724_1032468605_
cigmsa.pdf.

105. King C, Siegel M. The Master Settlement Agreement with the
tobacco industry and cigarette advertising in magazines. N
Engl J Med 2001; 345:504–511.

106. Family Smoking Prevention and Tobacco Control Act. June 22,
2009. Public Law No: 111–31.

107. Department of Health and Human Services, Food and Drug
Administration. Enforcement of general tobacco standard
special rule for cigarettes. Fed Regist 2009; 74:48974.

108. Department of Health and Human Services, Food and Drug
Administration. Regulations restricting the sale and distribu-
tion of cigarettes and smokeless tobacco to protect children and
adolescents. Fed Regist 2010; 75:13225–13232.

109. World Health Organization. Who framework convention on
tobacco control. 2005 [cited 2010 May 14]. Available at http://
whqlibdoc.who.int/publications/2003/9241591013.pdf.

110. National Cancer Institute. Greater than the sum: Systems think-
ing in tobacco control. Bethesda, MD: U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services, National Institutes of Health, National
Cancer Institute, 2007. Report No. NIH Pub. No. 06-6085.

111. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health
Service. Treating tobacco use and dependence: 2008 update.
Rockville, MD: U.S. Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices, Public Health Service, 2008.

112. Federal Trade Commission. Federal Trade Commission ciga-
rette report for 2006. 2009 [cited 2010 April 14]. Available at
www.ftc.gov/os/2009/08/090812cigarettereport.pdf.

Address correspondence to:
Jennifer K. Ibrahim, Ph.D., M.P.H.

Department of Public Health
Temple University

1301 Cecil B. Moore Ave.
Ritter Annex, 9th Floor, 004-09

Philadelphia, PA 19122

E-mail: jibrahim@temple.edu

Received for publication June 19, 2010; accepted after
revision June 21, 2010.

ADVERTISING AND COUNTERADVERTISING TOBACCO TO YOUTH 111





This article has been cited by:

1. Harold J. Farber , Stuart L. Abramson . 2010. Celebrating Our First Year as Pediatric Allergy, Immunology, and
PulmonologyCelebrating Our First Year as Pediatric Allergy, Immunology, and Pulmonology. Pediatric Allergy, Immunology, and
Pulmonology 23:4, 215-216. [Citation] [Full Text] [PDF] [PDF Plus]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/ped.2010.2308
http://www.liebertonline.com/doi/full/10.1089/ped.2010.2308
http://www.liebertonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1089/ped.2010.2308
http://www.liebertonline.com/doi/pdfplus/10.1089/ped.2010.2308

