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ABSTRACT

Tobacco use is the leading cause of preventable death worldwide, accounting for about 9,000 to
14,000 deaths in Austria annually. Tobacco is a major health hazard not only to its users, but
also to exposed non-smokers who experience a higher risk of smoking-related diseases. Yet,
tobacco is also an important economic commodity seeking ever increasing markets, and opposi-
tion to regulation is very strong. The need to control its use is increasingly apparent from the
growing numbers of smokers worldwide, in particular among very young people and women,
the growing evidence of the effect of smoking on health of both smokers and non-smokers, and

also the growing awareness of the hazards of environmental tobacco smoke.

This study examines tobacco policies in Austria, in particular in the context of European Union
policies. A review of tobacco industry documents, literature on tobacco control measures in
European and overseas countries, EU laws, and activities of the WHO and the EU with regard
to tobacco control is followed by a description of smoking patterns in Austria, including new
analyses of existing data, and an analysis of the health situation in Austria, with a focus on
smoking-related diseases and mortality and a cohort analysis on lung cancer mortality. This
leads to a critical analysis of tobacco control measures in Austria. The study concludes with an
overall analysis of Austrian tobacco policy, seeking the reasons why so little has been done and

the forces and key actors involved, and offers recommendations for further action.

The main findings are that party-political ties, economic considerations, and close relationships
between the Austrian tobacco industry, the government, and leading “anti-smoking advocates”,
experts and scientists have hampered the development of effective tobacco control policy in
Austria. Compared to many other European and overseas countries, Austria’s tobacco policy
lacks both political will and the implementation of effective measures to reduce smoking preva-

lence and to protect non-smokers from the hazards of tobacco smoke.



Doctorate in Public Health Summary Statement

The Doctorate in Public Health (DrPH) is a degree that has been designed for those who expect
a career in public health practice rather than in research. The DrPH is aimed at future senior
professionals and leaders in public health practice. It is comprised of three successive compo-
nents: taught courses, a professional attachment affording the opportunity of reflecting on the

practice of public health in a work setting, and a research project culminating in a thesis.

The teaching element of the DrPH enhanced my knowledge in specific areas, most notably in
management and leadership, research methods and paradigms. The 3-month course on man-
agement and leadership was extremely valuable, as I gained much needed skills for my continu-
ing work in governmental organisations and future career. In particular, however, it provided
the basic knowledge for the production of my professional attachment. In addition to these
compulsory courses on leadership and management, research methods, evidence-based policy
and practice (transferable skills in public health practice), and health policy, I took a course in
health economics (London School of Economics) and participated in a workshop on qualitative
methods. The Qualitative Workshop improved my qualitative skills and provided both theoreti-
cal and practical knowledge for research design and methods. Subsequently, I also took courses
which seemed appropriate for the initially chosen research project on life expectancy and mor-
tality in Austria, such as Statistical Methods in Epidemiology, Ageing and Health, and Primary

Health Care: Planning, Management & Evaluation.

Starting the DrPH programme after finishing an MSc in Epidemiology at the London School of
Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, the elective courses I was entitled to take during my training
as a DrPH student allowed me to complement the preparation I had received in the MSc pro-
gramme. During the course component and later in the process of writing down the results of
my research, the exchange of experiences with other research students proved an enriching and

significant part of my programme.

The professional attachment was carried out at a department of the Vienna City Health Admini-
stration where I had been working as head of the health reporting unit for almost three years
prior to the course. The professional attachment broadened my perspective enormously. By
using the newly acquired skills in policy-making, leadership and management, combined with
my training as a sociologist using organisational analysis and the qualitative technique of par-

ticipant observation, I managed to gain valuable insights into the decision-making process of



large and consolidated administrative organisations, the organisational structure of the depart-
ment and organisation under research, and leadership qualities. It allowed me to observe this
institution from a new perspective and develop a better understanding of the powers leading to
leadership and decision-making in health policy in a regional, largely party-politically driven

organisation.

The third component of the DrPH is the research project. This component is designed to help
students learn about the role of research in public health practice. Thus the research must be
described in terms of public health relevance and the ways in which the findings of the research
and improved understanding might be expected to advance policy or public health practice. The
research project therefore should not only demonstrate a competence in carrying out a piece of
research, but also an understanding of the wider role of research in good public health practice,

and of the whole context within which research is commissioned and used.

I chose to conduct my thesis on tobacco control in Austria for several reasons. First, Austria is a
country where remarkably little research has been carried out; second, tobacco control in this
country is still underdeveloped; and finally, policy-making in Austria is strongly consensus-
driven, based on party-political ties and personal connections, and thus seemed an interesting

subject for an analysis of tobacco control policy.

The DrPH was an appropriate match for my existing skills and my newly acquired knowledge
in management, leadership and academic research. Most of what I learned, however, was due to
the extremely supportive and valuable collaboration with my supervisor, Martin McKee, from
whom I learnt not only many technical skills in academic research, but also new perspectives in
policy analysis. Although there is potential for improvement in the organisation of this pro-

gramme, it will undoubtedly increase the capacity and effectiveness of public health practice.



LIST OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT 3
DOCTORATE IN PUBLIC HEALTH SUMMARY STATEMENT 4
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 14
1  INTRODUCTION. . .ceccereeccsensorsossssasasssencssessssasssssasasssasssssssasssssssssssases 16
2 METHODS 21
2.1 AIMS AND OBJIECTIVES ..eivttttieieeietitetiieeieeeeetieraseesssssesassessstessssssestmessiisssssesssmiesesesssnrenes 21
2.2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODS .....uieeiiitrttiieetierinieeeersenneiesseeessensesersesnmmnesiesernrenes 21
2.2.1 Literature and dOCUMENE FEVIEW .............ouevieeeeeeeeeeeereeeeeeireseeeerevareesressiessenseeseeaes 23
222 DAEA COUOCHION ...t 27
2.2.3  DAlA ARALYSIS ..o s 30
3 THE TOBACCO INDUSTRY IN AUSTRIA 33
3.1 INTRODUGCTION ..ouiciitiiiiteietnetieseetesisstssssesssiresssssstssserssssssserssorsssssessssssasssssesnssssnssssosneenssennns 33
32 AUSTRIA AND THE TOBACCO INDUSTRY .ettuuitiiitnieiinrireenieerenseesnserreseesrsncseensesssssssesnnnones 34
3.2.1 Austria Tabak (Gallaher Group Plc): The company...............c..ccccvivrvuvuncannann.... 36
3.2.2 Distribution: The Monopoly Administration Ltd. ................c.ccccovvenvinvevrivennennnn, 38
3.2.3  Industry dOCUMENLS................ccoccvuiiiiiniiiniiiiiii et 39
3.2.4 Self-portrayal of Austria Tabak (Gallaher) .................c.cccoveuricninecnoncannnnnen, 51

4 TOWARDS A STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK FOR ACTION: TOBACCO
CONTROL MEASURES 52
4.1 INTRODUCTION ...ooeiereeeervessssessosssonsssesssssssessssssesssssensssesssnsessssssssessssssnsecssssassssssrsesssesssssessas 52
4.2 MEASURES TO REDUCE THE DEMAND FOR AND SUPPLY OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS .......... 53
4.3 REDUCING SMOKING: WHAT WORKS? INFLUENTIAL FACTORS ON POLICIES .................. 55
B3] THEFOQUCIION ... e ettt e st sttt aba e ee e e s e eesre e e s s e e e eaeeeeeeeasssasssnseenaerensas 55
4.3.2  National strategies in selected European COUNtries.................co.cooveverevceerennnnn. 56
4.3.3  Smoke-free environments in restaurants, pubs and bars .................cccococcvevennnnn.n. 58
B34 LOSSONS LOAINCU oo ee e e e es e re e e e eireessaeeease s e e reoaees 64

§ THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK: EUROPEAN SMOKING AND
TOBACCO POLICY 65
5.1  ACTORS ON THE EUROPEAN LEVEL ......ccoviiiiiiiiiirieeeieeeeiieesesssessesnessesnesesssesssseessrnnsesssees 65
5.1.1 The European Community (European Union) ...............c..cccccccovcviorneieivnrencnenans 66
5.1.2  The World Health Organization......................cccocuveeeveeieeeiserseeinissssisssssssasessssens 67
5.2 EU LEGISLATION AND NON-BINDING PROVISIONS...c..ccovieetriererereeeriesnrennnisssssssessesonsranens 70
6 PATTERNS OF SMOKING IN AUSTRIA 72
6.1  INTRODUCTION ..ccuutiiiiriiieicinriiestiecesreesseeeeesressnesessnessssseesanseeesssaessnnnsessssessansesnsssessssesnes 72
6.2 SURVEYS ON SMOKING .....ccccvvirreiiieriseeerttresisstesassessassessssssssssssessssssssssssessssessnnessssessnss 72
6.3  DATA ON SMOKING IN AUSTRIA coeeeouvveereeeereeessesressesssseseseesssssssesssrssssesessssrrressssssessssssnses 74
6.3.1  SmOKING Fates i AUSIFIA .........cooovovveiriineeeeeeeeeeresssseressssieseressessssssresarasasseessesseens 75
6.3.2  SOCIO-ECONOMIC ACIGFMUINANLS .......c.ooeceeeeeeecreeeeeeeeer et eee s eeeeeeresreserreersestseaseaees 76
0.3.3  TFENAS OVEE HIME........oeerveeeeeeeeeee oo eeeeeeeeeere e et e e esbt et e ssteassaesabbesrsaanaeesrases 77
6.3.4 Smoking in Austria compared to other EU COUNITIES ...............cc.covourvniviniinenannnn, 78
6.3.5 Attitudes towards smoking / smoking cessation..................c...ccoocvnnninnennnnn, 78
6.3.6  Hazards from passive SMOKing...............cccccuviinnninininienicis e 78



7 TOBACCO-RELATED DISEASE AND MORTALITY IN AUSTRIA.......cciernienne 79

7.1 INTRODUCTION ..ottt sttt ettt s s sss e anse e esennaes 79
7.2 RISK FACTORS AND BURDEN OF SMOKING-RELATED DISEASE ......cocvevvivirineerernreereennes 79
7.2.1  RiSk GSSESSMENL ............ccccoovriiiriricrisiesies sttt 84
7.2.2  Smoking-related mortality in AUSIFIQ............c.ccccvevieiiieeecreeeieireeieeeeeee e 86
7.2.3  Cancer (incidence and mortality) in AUSIFIA..............c...ccooveeveeriieeeiieeierinniieeinninas 88
7.2.4  Other sSmoking-related diSEASES ..................cccoveveveieeeeeirieeiiieereereeeesirenseses i 97
7.2.5 Diseases related to passive SMOKIng ...............c..ccccoeiveeeeeeceiecieeieeiiieeeeeen 98
7.2.6  Women and SMOKING. .........c........ccoiiveiiiieie et 99
7.2.7  SMOKING CESSALION ..........covvoveriieesicieeeeeee ettt ettt s 99

7.3 CONCLUSION ....ooitiriiiintinisi ittt e s et b e st b e s sbe bt esee st st antestabenansansasans 100
8 ANTI-SMOKING MEASURES IN AUSTRIA - A CRITICAL ANALYSIS............ 102
8.1  INTRODUCTION ...ueereiuiiicieeiiverisieesrtnnisesisersessessenterassssessssesssnsessssssssssssresssaresssssesssserssnnes 102
8.2 CONCEPT AND RATIONALE OF AUSTRIAN TOBACCO CONTROL POLICIES .......cceeeeunnnen.. 103
8.2.1 Implementation of EU legislation ..................cccovvuvimveeeecciiniiiiiieciecie 103
8.2.2  Tobacco cORrol Plans...................ccccovevienmiciionsiniiniineceie e 104
8.2.3 Approaches to tobacco control policy and guiding principles ............................. 106
8.2.4  Goals and ObJECHIVES ..................ccccciriiniiiiiiiiiicinininic s 107
8.3  STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK: TOBACCO CONTROL MEASURES........ccvvviiriniirirmeesireesnrnesanans 109
8.3.1 Legislation and SANCHIONS...................c.cooiviiniiiieriienec e 109
8.3.2  Price and taX@UiON ...............cccooueieiieuioireiicit ettt ettt 113
8.3.3  Advertising and SPONSOTSRIP .............ccccovveieninieiirsiesensceee e 118
8.3.4 Information, campaigning and training of health professionais .......................... 122
8.3.5 Smoking cessation, t(herapeutic MeASUres.................c.cccoevvuvviineeinincnccinnneeerninnnn, 127
8.3.6 Illicit trade, SMUZGIING ..........cocooevviiiiiiiiiiiiiicrece et 132
8.3.7  Availability to young people..................covvnmiiiiinininiiiiiiiien s 132
8.3.8 Monitoring, evaluating and reporting....................cc..cvveevniinecivieninsinieeienennns, 133
84  EXAMPLES OF SMOKING AND NO-SMOKING POLICIES IN AUSTRIA .....cooverveivennrrennnnnns 133
8.5 DISCUSSION .....ecvieriirireererteinnemirestsesessesesieseseessesbemeetestesaasesseseesestestsuassessesensssensasessensans 136
9 ACTORS IN AUSTRIAN TOBACCO POLICY 138
0.1 INTRODUCTION ....coovtvrcuirireiniesrorrnsertasssessessistessesessasersssassesssesntasssssssnsssssssonsssosesssesnnseones 138
9.2 ROLE OF AUSTRIA’S TOBACCO POLICIES.....cocucvviiiericrirseenrecsrmireesseeseesssiessssiosesssensines 139
9.2.1 Tobacco policies in Germany and Austria in the 1930s and 1940s...................... 139
9.2.2 Austria’s policies in the international field...................cccccoveeveinvivinnnrnecrirennnnn, 139
9.2.3  Recent tobacco policies and policy climate in Austria.............c.ccoeecvcurnnne.... 141
9.3 ACTORS AND THEIR ROLES IN AUSTRIAN TOBACCO POLICY ...cccevreevrurrrerrecicnreensineeenns 141
9.3.1 Austrian tobacco industry and allies.......................cccovovcercnencoinninnenseisinnnenns 142
9.3.2  Government, ministries, governmental Organisations .................c..c.c.ccocurueuvnnenn. 147
9.3.3 National institutes, researchers, addiction specialists................cc.ccocvneenecucnnn. 160
9.3.4  Anti-smoking groups and non-smokers rights assocCiations.............................. 163
9.3.3  Health iNSUFANCE ...........coucueveeeveieiieiieeniissisessesse et 165
9.3.6  Other non-governmental OrganiSQtions ..................ccvcvemisvimsenersriniesineenesssnnies 165
9.3.7  LOCAl GOVEFNMMENLS ...t s as s es et sn s anes 166
9.3.8  Media...............ocooooooiiiiieeeee et b 166
9.3.9  PUDLC..........ooooviiiiiiiseeee et 170
9.4 POLICY ANALYSIS ...oovtiieririmiennitcteeresessesssnssesessesssessesssessesssssmsssssssssensesssessssssassasssessaes 170
9.5 DISCUSSION ......ciitrireeretntetnee st seteseresese st s sassesabe e ss s s seassesbs b s e b sttt sene e seb et senns 178



10.1  LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY ....oeiiiiiiiiieeierie et eetee e seeieeeeeeessevensasssassesreasessmeessansenseenes 181
10.2 CONTRIBUTIONS OF THIS STUDY ...ooeveiveiiriiienesisrentriteessessaesessessssssorsessesassssessesseessens 183
10.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY ....ovviiiiiieies ettt sttt e st e st ttsssasee s srneeeaneneennaeesanaeenes 184
10.4  FURTHER RESEARCH ....cceeciiiriitieiieiecirestesttisbeecteeseneesbsesstsssbesessesnsasssssessessasessasssesnans 193
APPENDICES........ . csesanstessesesesssssssssssssssssnresssssanes 196
APPENDIX A ...ccccercerennisnsensonses 197
AUSTRIA TABAK (GALLAHER GROUP PLC): THE COMPANY ....ccvoeiiiiiiiireecerreeennreseneee e 197
APPENDIX B 201
HISTORY OF THE TOBACCO MONOPOLY ACT ....uuiuriiriiriieeeoieisrsinsreinreereeerseseissesisssssreessiessssens 201
APPENDIX C ..cuevvenisueesnsansnisassssanenssnssrssssssssssassassassassassassasssssasssssnsrasssassassassase 203
TOBACCO PRODUCTION AND SALES IN AUSTRIA..c..cceeirriieneiieeieiesietesie s sieees e e s ereeneenas 203
APPENDIX D 211
INDUSTRY MEETINGS IN AUSTRIA ....coovitrirereeiearirenrnieseesaessernsnereseneseesneesssaosssessnsmsessneesssonsssnes 211
APPENDIX E 214
SELF-PORTRAYAL OF AUSTRIA TABAK (GALLAHER)......c.ocooticiiecenienieeie e e e e 214
APPENDIX F ..ccvviuiisessssarsassarsscsessssassasessassassasssssassssassassssssessesssssssssssssssssssssssstsassssssnssasassassasossas 217
MEASURES TO REDUCE THE DEMAND FOR AND SUPPLY OF TOBACCO PRODUCTS ................. 217
Legal and regulatory MEASUres ... e 217
Taxation and fiSCal MEASUTES..............c.covveimniiiniiiiii e 218
Environmental tobacco smoke (passive SMOKING) .............cccovvvveiiininnrieinnnnenenninnan, 220
Tobacco advertising, promotion and SPOnSOrSRIp.................ccccoovevcinivcciiiiceirninees 220
Anti-smoking campaigns and other educational measures (information, training and
PUDLIC GWAFENESS)...........ooooeit 222
Therapeutic measures, SMOKING CESSAUON................covrreeorieiniereniiirecinesreeneesieanae 223
Product control and consumer infOrmMation.......................ocoevueeeeceeneeciieeseiresssesesecnenens 225
Control of illicit trade (SMUGGIING).............ccccvvomvimiinrriiieerei ettt 225
YOULR QCCESS ..ottt s cae e e stse e et e e e s b eaessebeseeemetesrrbeessbessanaeean 226
APPENDIX G 229
REDUCING SMOKING: NATIONAL STRATEGIES IN SELECTED EUROPEAN COUNTRIES............ 229
INOTWEAY ..ottt ettt e e st et s b e steeebs s st b e sabte s teasbeesrae s sreamsteamseses 229
FuRIGNA. .......c.coooiviiiiiieiiee et eeee ettt ettt sa et bbbt b e en et s 230
SWEAEH .......ccov ittt et ettt et b bt e b e e ree e be b e s aesb e e s reeneeae R s n s hans 232
Other EUFODEAN COUNIFIES. ................ccocvieeeerieverariicesisisisssesirsesssassassasssesssessssreessessnessesseerees 233
REDUCING SMOKING: EVIDENCE FROM INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE .......cccccecviiininncinnnne. 234
NOPER AMEIICA............ooeeeerieieiets ettt ea e be st e e b s ss e et eseaneseens 234
CANAAQ ...ttt es et st e b s e sean e e ebe e et st ensrees 235
Australia and New Zealand ...................ccocoveeeveriririienecieseieeensessesessesessssss s 236
BIQZIL......c.oooooioiiiie ettt bbb e 238
TRAIIANA ..ottt e a ettt eb et ebenenenenas 238



SINGAPOTE ...ttt e e 238
Effectiveness of state-level tobacco control interventions in North America: a

FEVICW ...ttt ettt ettt te e stb e et e e bt e e ssesabe s bt es et e esaeersseenree st e e s b e e e e r e e naeenie e nnea 239
Effectiveness of community interventions on smoking cessation in North America
ANA CANAAA (FEVIEW) ...ttt bt sae e 240
LLESSONS LEARNED ....cceiiutiiiiiitieriiiniieessistieeisssnresssersssesesasssessetansssssssesassaseressnssnessaemesesssnsess 241
WWRAE WOFKS? ..ottt sttt s te e st bbb e e st bessrteasee e eteasateetbesbneenaeebeetens 241
Lessons about What NOT 0 dO.............c.ccooeveeveiiiciieiie ittt 245
APPENDIX H 246
EFFECTIVE INTERVENTIONS, ACTIONS AND PROGRAMMES BY THE WHO AND THEEU........ 246
APPENDIX 1 249
EU LEGISLATION AND NON-BINDING PROVISIONS .....c.iiriiiieriiirrnrinenrnnsrrrocsmseracrreesreesseenssenons 249
Restrictions on tobacco advertising and SpPORSOFSRID ............ccoccovvcvivinieeienieiiierienceeen 252
Labelling & cigarette COMPOSILION ...............cc.ooovuivniniiioiiiciiniiiicii e 253
Public places and workplaces...................c.cccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 255
APPENDIX J 257
SURVEYS ON SMOKING HABITS IN AUSTRIA.......cccvttiiereririnrerenrnrreenersreserssereeaeeeeeesresssssssssenees 257
APPENDIX K 260
PATTERNS OF SMOKING IN AUSTRIA ...uvvuvieeeiieiiirecnninieeresisossssmtsestiessimesstieessnasnsessssteeessanssonnns 260
SMOKing rates in AUSIFIA............c.covcvviiiiiiiii s, 260
SMOKING BY GENdEr ............coccovviiiiiiiciiiicieiiiis e, 261
Patterns of SMoking by Gge..............ouvviiiniiiniininiii s 262
COROTE EIfECLS ..ottt e 267
ReGIONAI QUJErenCes.............ovwuevemuiiiviiieiiisitiiet s 268
SOCIO-ECONOMIC AELEIIMINANLS ........covveveeereneieeeieiie ettt e e ete e eaeaeaa e s saressressanansaeaes 270
Time Series ANALYSIS .........c.cc.ecvmiiiiiimieiiiiiee et 275
Smoking in Austria compared to other EU COURIFIES ............ocoiiiniiiirininiiiienn, 279
SIMOKING CATEES........cvrereecereericiirsiicissiei st 280
Attitudes towards smoking / Smoking cessation ...................cocccvvciniiciniciiininnnncnen, 281
PaSSIVE SMOKING ...ttt e 284
APPENDIX L 285
OVERALL HEALTH LEVELS ...coitiniiiiiniiniiiiisineostoitsiesinssissresesssssissessssossessesssesnssssssssssssssassons 285
SMOKING-RELATED DISEASE AND MORTALITY IN AUSTRIA .....ccoeviiinnnreniieinnssssennsnnieene 290
Mortality of cardiovascular diSEases.................c..ccoovvoeieeeceecieniireeniiiicen s 290
Smoking-related cancer (incidence and mortality) in Austria...................ccccevvvvennnnnnnnn. 292
Other smoking-related AiSEASEs...............ocoeeeiviiierierieiiiceerrencentnts s 294
ENVIRONMENTAL TOBACCO SMOKE AND DISEASES RELATED TO PASSIVE SMOKING............ 295
WOMEN AND SMOKING ..c.utiuieieeniiieeereneeserssissiesiesiiesisessessissstossssiesssassesessssssssassesssessssanssnesaess 299
SMOKING CESSATION AND NICOTINE DEPENDENCE .....c.cvitevuieeeiiiiinieiiineressssesnessssasansanass 300
APPENDIX M 301
LAWS AND REGULATIONS FOR TOBACCO CONTROL MEASURES IN AUSTRIA ....coocevvevnvirvnnnne 301
Laws on smoking restrictions in public places .................cccoouvcemvceevinnniiinissninnees 301
Laws on advertising, promotion and SpORSOTSRIP .............c.ccovvvvviiiiiiiciininenseserenes 303
Laws on product control and consumer information..................cccoovveveeeeviivninaenneneenes 304



APPENDIX N.... Ceeetsteesishneisessettasasnranstssssateessratatesssssanttessrbrbeaasasrantatatesrrreateessnrrsssrrtenasran 305
TAXES AND DUTIES FOR TOBACCO PRODUCTS IN AUSTRIA ..eooeeeeiee e e eeeeteeeereeenes 305
APPENDIX O 307
ANTI-SMOKING CAMPAIGNS IN AUSTRIA SINCE 1980 ..o oeoieeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesesenneesessnes 307
APPENDIX P 312
CIGARETTE SMUGGLING IN AUSTRIA ....ooiiiiiiitiieiiesieeeeecasseveeseseesssesasssssseesssssssersssssseneessesssnes 312
APPENDIX Q teesetiesseseiesesssieessesssessretessssanatessreasessssennnresssersanaessrsernrnos 314
EXAMPLES OF SMOKING AND NO-SMOKING POLICIES IN AUSTRIA ...ocovvvvereenreerenessseeesseeeesnns 314
Public transport, railway and underground StQtions..............c..ccoeeevievvreeeiesenineinenennnn, 314
AIrIINeS QNA QIXPOFLS .........cooiiiiiiiiiiiici et e e e e 316
Restaurants, pubs Qnd Bars...............c....ccoiviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 318
Excursus: Smoking, ‘good living’ and restaurant guides.....................c..ccccccovevvevemeunnnn... 322
APPENDIX R 323
TOBACCO POLICIES IN GERMANY AND AUSTRIA IN THE 1930S AND 1940S......cc...covvvvvevennnn. 323
APPENDIX S 332
HEALTH MINISTER FRANZ LOSCHNAK AND THE 1988 VIENNA PASSIVE SMOKING
HEARING . ..cc.viieereeeeeeiteseetee v eet e st e s etesestatessteestsessbessts sastseatssosssassesanstsantessassaneessetaeneesaressssesns 332
APPENDIX T 341
CURRENT TOBACCO POLICIES AS DESCRIBED BY THE AUSTRIAN STATE SECRETARIAT
OF HEALTH ...eevieiieeeiisvetrtiseberecesiaressersnesssensassssasassssssnsasssessnssesssssssssnssssssnsnsnesssssoneessesasees 341
APPENDIX U 343
SERVING TWO MASTERS: A STORY OF SUCCESS ...uvvtirerrueireeiruirrreersssnrseeesssssersessessssessesssnsssons 343
WITH A LITTLE HELP FROM MY FRIENDS... INDUSTRY-INFLUENCED AND INDUSTRY-
FUNDED RESEARCH IN AUSTRIA . .oiiitiriieiiiinsiieieeiintniesiereeesssessesernessressnesansnssssssssssssesssessnssnne 347
MICHAEL KUNZE AND ERNST WYNDER ....ctitttetiettiiinitiineteeetsrereresstesesesnassnsssssessresssessssssssseness 354
APPENDIX V 356
IMEDIA ANALYSIS .oiiievuiiieiieiereermenteioiiiesereeeetranssestrtennsssessessnssaesesssssasssesssssntaresesssssssssessessnnsans 356
Introduction of larger health warnings in October 2003 .................ccoocvvivccoiiinnencnnn, 356
Smoking bans in public PlACES ................cccovviviiiiineciiieiiceeeeieree et e 357
TV ISCUSSTONS ...t ee e e e e e st e e etessetesaes st easrtesraesanesaseaeneenne 358
APPENDIX W 361
PUBLIC AWARENESS OF SMOKING-RELATED ISSUES IN AUSTRIA .....coteeteereeesiisreessssisseessssseses 361
REFERENCES creense . 365

10



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2-1 Objectives, research questions and methods ....................c.cccovvvicncnoerinsennns, 22
Table 2-2 Discussions with key actors, key informants and experts..............c.ccc.oovoue...... 28
Table 7-1 Relative importance of deaths in middle age (35-69 years), Austria 2000 ......... 87
Table 7-2 Numbers of deaths attributed to smoking / total deaths (thousands), Austria

2000 ...t ettt bbb eseeae e nas 87
Table 8-1 Implementation of a comprehensive tobacco control policy, status at end of

2003 ..o bbbt b e 105
Table 9-1 Austrian Health Ministers since 1972 (status April 2004) ............cc.ccevevvennann.. 149
Table C-1 The European tobacco industry — facts and figures 2000.................................. 204
Table I-1 Major EU tobacco control regulations (including recommendations) 1989 —

2003 ..ottt st b et eae b 249
Table I-2:  Legislative situation in 2003 as to most important regulations ......................... 251
Table K-1  Smoking status and frequency of smoking in Austria by two different

surveys, 1997 and 1999 ...t 262
Table K-2  Odds of smoking, unadjusted and adjusted for age, education and

employment, Vienna 2000/2001...............cccocovieinenininiiiinicii s 274
Table K-3  Smoking status in the Austrian population 15 years and over by sex, 1991

ANA 1999 ..ottt e bt 275
Table K-4  Development of smoking status in Austria, 1972 10 1997 ............c.ccccocooevinns 276
Table L-1  Development of life expectancy in Austria, 1951-2001 .....................c.cocoeinrn. 286
Table L-2  Age-standardised mortality rates by causes of disease, Austria 2001 ............... 288
Table N-1 Taxes and duties for tobacco products in Austria before and after EU entry....305
Table N-2  Cigarette taxes in EU Member States..............cccoviviiiininiiininioiiniiniias 306
LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 7.1  Smoking-attributed deaths. thousands per year and percent of all deaths.

Austria 1955-2000.................ccccccooiiiiiniiniaiinieieeese et 88
Figure 7.2 Lung cancer. Age-standardised incidence- and mortality rates by sex,

Austria 1983=2001.............ccccooeoviireiiniiinieeie e e 90
Figure 7.3  Lung cancer incidence, relative development by sex, Austria 1983—1999........... 91
Figure 7.4  Age specific lung cancer mortality in Austria 1970-2001, by sex (N.B.

AIJErent SCALEs).................ccccocuvivimiieiinicirieiece sttt s 92
Figure7.5  Relative lung cancer mortality by age groups (5 year bands) in Austria,

1970=2000, BY SEX.......ooecverreiireiieeeieiieeeeeseees s eves et er e sessereb et seerenene 93
Figure 7.6 Lung cancer mortality by birth cohorts and age groups in Austria, 1970

2000, by sex (N.B. different SCAles)® .............couvuveieieninienniecsriniesseicseseseeees 94
Figure 7.7  Development of lung cancer mortality in selected European countries and

EU average, ages 0-64 years, 1970-1998, standardised rates ............................ 96
Figure 7.8  Trachea, bronchi and lung cancer mortality in Europe 1998, all ages,

SIANAArdiSed FALES...............coooueecuiieiciiiiisiceie et 97
Figure 8.1  Annual tax incomes from the sale of tobacco products in Austria from 1977

to 2002 (in million Euro) (excluding V.A.T) .....cccocvvvvveiiireceireeeeeeeesieneens 115

11



Figure 8.2

Figure 8.3
Figure C-1
Figure C-2:
Figure C-3:
Figure C-4:
Figure C-5:

Figure C-6:
Figure K-1

Figure K-2
Figure K-3
Figure K-4
Figure K-5
Figure K-6

Figure K-7
Figure K-8

Figure K-9
Figure K-10
Figure K-11

Figure K-12
Figure K-13

Figure K-14
Figure K-15
Figure K-16
Figure L-1
Figure L-2

Figure L-3
Figure L-4

Figure L-5
Figure L-6

Figure L-7

Tax revenues from tobacco taxes and V.A.T. from the sale of tobacco

products in Austria from 1995 to 2002 (in million EUro)............ccccocoovevnvnneunn. 115
Expenditure on cigarette advertising in Austria, 1997-2003.............ccccoevereenn.. 120
Cigarette production in Austria, 1970-2002.................c.ccoovevveveiviieeiereeeeiains 205
Cigarette turnover in Austria 2001 and 2002..................cccoovoveeevecceriieieirennnnn, 206
Total annual sales of cigarettes, Austria 1923-2002..............ccccoovviimrcnvnnnns 207
Average tar- and nicotine yields in Austrian cigarettes, 1970-2000................. 208
Percentage sales of tobacco in different forms (by weight) in Austria,

selected years 1925—1995 ...ttt 208
Cigarette tar segments 1997-2001, in percent...............c.ccccecurvervievunninivarenreninns 210
Smoking status in Austria in two different surveys, 1997 and 1999 (in

DEVCERL) ..ottt et e e s e 260
Smoking status and frequency of smoking in Austria in 1997 (by sex, in

PEFCERL) ...ttt bbb st bbb e 261
Smoking status, 15 years and over, by age and sex, Austria 1997 ..................... 263
Smoking frequency, 16 years and over, by age and sex, Austria 1997............... 264
Smoking intensity: cigarettes per day, by age and sex, Austria 1997 ............... 265
Potency (tar yield) of cigarettes of daily smokers, Austria 1997 (by sex, in
PEFCENL) ...ttt bbb s 265
Potency (tar yield) of cigarette smoking by age and sex, Austria 1997 ............. 266
Regional differences in smoking rates in Austria, 1997, by sex (age-

SIANAQYAISEA FALES ...ttt 268
Smoking in Vienna in 1991 and 1999, in percent (by sex) ..........c.c.cccccvveunene. 269
Quit rate in Vienna and in Austria in 1999, in percent (by sex)......................... 270
Development of smoking status in Austria, 1979 to 1997 (based on age-
SIANAQFAISEA FALES) ........cooeeveeveeeieiiiciiiect sttt 277
Proportion of never-smokers, Austria 1979—1997 .............ccccccovivivevninennnncn. 278
Regional differences in the development of smoking rates, 1979-1997, by

SX oo eeeeeree et eertabeaat e e et eR et et s st e et e ehe e s R bt e g s b e bt e b e e e s taeeranannre e bt eanteanes 279
European comparison: Percentage of population (15+ years) reporting

SMoking, by $€x, 1999 ......c.covimiiiiiiiiiic e 280
Quit rate of smokers in Austria, 1972 to 1997 (in percent)...................cccc........ 282
Quit rate of smokers in Austria, by age and sex (in percent) ............................. 282
Life expectancy at birth, 1980-2000...................ccccoveervinneecirnnrirenriaecneneeriens 286
Development of mortality rates and relative mortality — all causes, CVD and
cancer, Austria 1976-2001 .............c.ccccouremevenimcniiniiiiiiiniiine e, 287
Trends in cancer mortality in selected European countries, 1978-1998........... 288
Trends in mortality of diseases of the circulatory system in selected

European countries, 1978—1998..........ccccocuiirnivicminniiniiniiniiieeeenn, 289
Cardiovascular diseases. Age-standardised mortality rates and development

of relative mortality by sex, Austria 1976-2001................ccouveecniecniiricncrnane. 291
Cardiovascular diseases. Age-standardised mortality rates by sex, Austria

00T ..ottt b 291
Myocardial infarction. Age distribution of mortality rates by sex, Austria

2001 ...t s et 292

12



Figure L-8  Ischaemic heart disease in selected FEuropean countries and EU average,

ages 0—64 years, standardised mortality rates, 1970—-1998..............c..ccoeven.... 292
Figure L-9  Cancer of the upper respiratory tract and oesophagus. Age-standardised
incidence- and mortality rates by sex, Austria 1983-2001 ..........c..ccceoovvvrrnn. 294

LIST OF BOXES
Box 4-1  Evidence-based measures in tobacco control that have proven to be very

effective Or 1eSS EfeCliVe ..........cccceivieriei it e 54
Box 7-1  Diseases caused in part by SMOKING .............cccccooceeiviiciiiviiiiiniieniierce e, 81
Box 7-2  Health effects associated with exposure to environmental tobacco smoke (ETS).....98
Box 9-1  Terms used in media reports to describe smokers/smoking and non-smokers........ 167
Box G-1 Lessons learned: What works? Experiences of various countries........................... 241
Box G-2  What does not work? Tobacco control programmes that meet the interests of

the 10BACCO INAUSITY ........cveovireiiiiiiicciiiiii sttt e, 245
Box L-1  Major respiratory health effects by ETS exposure on children............................... 296
Box S-1  Participants and addressed topics at the Vienna Passive Smoking Hearing

JO87 ettt bt bt et saeae s aer e ra b 336
LIST OF PICTURES
Picture 1  Two different trade signs for tobacconist SROPS .................ccccceovvvvivinvinevenrennnn 202
Picture 2 Casablanca ashtray at entrance of Vienna underground stations........................ 315
Picture 3 Small posters in Vienna underground stations for fines for smoking. .................. 315
Picture 4 and Picture 5 "Smokers’ corners” at Vienna Airport..............c.cccoevcvvenvionenonnennn. 318
Picture 6  Hospitality industry & tobacco industry. A happy and successful couple............. 322

13



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

First and foremost, I would like to thank Martin McKee for his most professional, efficient and
patient supervision of this thesis. Despite an enormous workload, he revised my endless drafts,
with great commitment and often over night or while on holiday. My drafts also kept him busy
on numerous long-distance flights across the Atlantic or to various destinations in Eastern
Europe. Occasionally he would even make a stop-over at Vienna Airport for a meeting. During
the whole programme, and particularly during a difficult time I experienced in relation to my
professional attachment, he was extremely supportive and encouraging. During these last four
years, | have learnt so very much from him, both scientifically and technically. The cooperation
with him has also greatly improved my written language skills and his appreciation of my work
has made me more confident. I know I could not have found a better supervisor and I am very

grateful for his support and all his contributions to this thesis.

I am also very thankful to the members of my Advisory Committee for their contribution in
different stages of the research, including valuable comments on some of the chapters of the
thesis. Therefore I would like to thank Mar Pujades who helped me in drawing up the methods
chapter, discussing at length the various methods with me and, with her analytical mind, when I
already thought everything perfect, finding the flaws in them. I also thank her for her inestima-
ble friendship and her moral and emotional support during all these years. Ellen Nolte I would
like to thank for her valuable suggestions for the chapter on methods and the suggestions for
and even provision of literature. I also thank her very much for her friendship over all these
years, her readiness to help, her moral support, and for patiently listening to my ever new find-
ings on Austria’s tobacco policy landscape, giving numerous occasions for sometimes humour-
ous comparisons to the equally regrettable situation in Germany. The third member of the
Committee, Anna Gilmore, I would like to thank for her expertise on EU legislation, the discus-
sions on tobacco industry documentaries, and her always very swift replies to my inquiries on

literature.

Heinrich Gallhuber I would like to thank for his expertise in tobacco legislation during the Nazi
era and his help in digging up old Reich laws. He accompanied me bravely on my excursions to
Vienna coffee houses in search of possibly existing non-smoking rooms and endured with me
the various reactions of waiters to our unusual request. I also thank him for his long-lasting
friendship, his sympathy when things did not go as expected and his sharing my excitement

about new findings, and his advice whenever I needed it.

14



For statistical support in calculations on Austrian lung cancer mortality rates and performance
of a cohort analysis I am greatly indebted to Elfriede Urbas and Jeannette Klimont. In particular
I would like to thank Elfriede Urbas for giving much thought and time to my problems. Bern-

hard Amanshauser was kind enough to design the maps for smoking patterns in Austria.

There are two people I am very thankful to for being able to use EndNote — as I learned, a most
efficient tool to organise all my references: Mar Pujades for making me familiar with the pro-
gramme and, despite occasional problems and attacks of despair, convincing me repeatedly of
its benefits, and Bernd Rechel for being available in emergency cases from London or Venice

even at late night hours.

There are too many to be listed here individually, but nevertheless I want to express my thanks
to all my informants and all institutions and organisations which provided me with information
or data material. It is, of course, the basis of this thesis. However, without wishing to minimise
the help of all others, I would like to stress in particular the valuable information I received
from Robert Rockenbauer, Austria’s singularly committed and courageous anti-smoking advo-

cate, and Michael Ausserwinkler, Austria’s very committed former Health Minister.

For their help in correcting my English I would like to thank Rosanne Rushing and Brenda
Roche who, despite their own workload, were kind enough to read some of my chapters and
were also kind enough to listen repeatedly when I excitedly told them about my ever new and
“interesting” findings or worried about my problems with the word count. I will miss our lovely

and uplifting tea chats very much.

In this context I would also like to thank all other “Tavitonians™ for their moral support, their
conviviality and the exchange of experiences — in particular Pornthip Chompook, the former
students’ representative and now active vice-president of Taviton, and James Tibenderana, the
current president, for their endeavours to make Taviton such a nice and comfortable place to
stay. Pornthip I would also like to thank for her friendship and the nice time we spent together.
I also thank Mercy Mugo, Andreia Santos and Shunmay Yeung as some of my room mates in
the various rooms I stayed in during my visits for being such good companions; Sergio Cunha
for his friendship and his inspiring stories from the Amazon; and my colleagues from the DrPH
course, Catherine Murphy and Roisin Rooney, for the mutual encouragement at the various

stages of the programme.

Last but not least I would like to thank the Sisters I stayed with for providing me with such a
supportive and quiet environment, but also for their friendliness and kind-heartedness and for

making me feel at home.

15



Introduction Chapter |

1 INTRODUCTION

Austria (8 million inhabitants) has been a member of the European Union (EU) since 1 January
1995. Its accession has impacted positively on its policies on tobacco control yet, within the
EU, Austria is still seen as the ‘smoker-friendliest’ country; in an assessment of achievements
in the area of tobacco control and the extent to which the climate is against smoking, Austria

ranked last.’

Tobacco poses a major hazard not only to the health of those who use it but also to those
around them who, while not actively smoking themselves, have an elevated risk of developing
smoking-related diseases. Yet tobacco is also an important economic commodity, produced by
powerful companies with an interest in increasing sales, so opposition to regulation is very
strong. Widespread acceptance of these health hazards, the dangers of environmental tobacco
smoke, and the failure to reduce smoking among young people have led more governments to
confront the challenge of tobacco.’ As yet, however, the Austrian government is not among

them.

Tobacco use, and in particular cigarette smoking, is now recognised as the leading preventable
single cause of disease and premature death in industrialised countries. Smoking has two major
health consequences. First, the smoker rapidly becomes addicted to nicotine, a substance whose
addictive potential is often underestimated. Second, smoking leads to disabling and fatal dis-
eases, such as cancers of the lung and other organs, ischaemic heart disease and other circula-
tory diseases, and respiratory diseases. The accumulated effects mean that half of all long-term
smokers will eventually die as a result of smoking; of these, half will die before reaching re-
tirement.” The average loss of life attributable to smoking has been calculated to be 8 years?®
but those who die in middle age will loose, on average, 22 years of life.’ ® In Austria, an esti-
mated 9,000 people’ (according to previous estimates and estimates by Austrian officials,
12,000 to 14,000 people®®) die every year from the effects of tobacco use; this equates to 25 to
38 people every day.

Although most smokers are aware of the health risks of smoking (but underestimate the extent
of their relative risk), smokers tend to minimize the impact on themselves. One factor is the
addictive nature of nicotine, with addiction often established in adolescence or early adult-

hood."
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In Austria, almost one quarter of the population aged 16 years and over smoke on a daily basis,
most of whom have been men but now are increasingly women. The highest rate of smoking is
among young male adults, aged 20 to 24 years, of whom 48% smoke.'' However, the use of
data on over 16s, the standard approach in international comparisons, obscures the increasing
smoking prevalence among adolescents, particularly among girls. In an international compari-
son, Austrian teenagers (girls more than boys) rank very high in both alcohol consumption and
cigarette smoking. The Health Behaviour of School-aged Children (HBSC) study has reported

that 20% of boys and 25% of girls in Austria smoke daily."? "

According to Austrian mortality statistics, cardiovascular diseases are by far the greatest single
category of causes of death, accounting for more than 50% of all deaths, followed by cancers,

accounting for 25% of all deaths. Both are strongly related to smoking.

Apart from the severe health effects of tobacco on smokers and the highly addictive nature of
nicotine, smoking is not just an irritation to those exposed to it, but also damages the health of
non-smokers, with young children, who are not in a position to protect themselves especially
vulnerable.” Those at greatest risk of exposure to environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) include
babies born to mothers who smoke, children in the presence of smoking parents, partners of

heavy smokers, and people who work in smoky environments, such as hospitality workers.

Unlike the situation in some countries, the issue of passive smoking has not yet reached the
policy agenda in Austria. Emerging evidence on the health consequences of passive smoking
are rarely reported in the media (or if they are, in a way that is misleading, reflecting the to-
bacco industry’s disinformation campaign) and are therefore little known by the public. Public
support for smoke-free environments still reflects an acceptance of smokers’ rather than non-
smokers’ rights. Complaining non-smokers are typically viewed as intolerant and any problem
is seen as theirs rather than society’s. It is not surprising, therefore, that the health effects of
passive smoking and the establishment of smoke-free environments have received so little at-

tention.

Although, admittedly, there have been changes in attitude over the last ten or twenty years,
Austrians — unlike, for example, the people in Finland, Norway, or California — show little re-
spect for non-smokers and there is no evidence of the stigmatisation of those who smoke in the
presence of non-smokers (not even if they are pregnant women or children) that can be dis-

cerned elsewhere. A discussion such as that underway at present in the United Kingdom about
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the health effects of passive smoking is almost unimaginable, as is the possibility of introducing

“smoker-hostile” smoke-free pubs, bars/cafés and restaurants.

The consequences of smoking extend also to costs to the economy. Estimates from high-income
countries suggest that smoking-related health care accounts for between 6 and 15% of all an-
nual health care costs; inevitably the majority of the population who are non-smokers bear a
significant share of these costs. Jha & Chaloupka® have shown how the cost of health care for
smokers far exceeds that for non-smokers.* In Austria, the annual cost of treating the sequelae
of smoking (cancer, cardiovascular diseases, chronic lung diseases) was estimated to be 15 to

20% of the total health care expenditure, amounting to €1.5 to 2 billion per year.”'*'®

Thus, given the evidence that smoking leads to serious health effects in smokers and non-
smokers alike and both smoking itself and the resulting health effects also impose financial
costs on non-smokers (through their contribution to health care costs, costs of additional clean-
ing, etc.), the argument that smoking is a ‘private affair’ and an ‘individual right’ can no longer

be sustained.

It has been predicted that, without effective action, the burden of disease attributable to tobacco
will increase dramatically over the next two decades. According to the World Health Organiza-
tion’s 2002 World Health Report, the immediate implementation of appropriate policies to re-
duce tobacco consumption is essential. Although the full benefits of action will be delayed for
several years, due to the long time-lag between the onset of smoking and the occurrence of dis-

ease, these benefits would be very large and long-lasting.?

Measures to reduce smoking prevalence and to protect people from ETS exposure should there-
fore have a high priority in policy debates.” However, in many countries, and in particular in
Austria, the impact of smoking on the health of the smoker and on the national health care sys-
tem, and ultimately on the national economy, is poorly recognised and essentially ignored.
There is a clear lack of political will to tackle smoking. Furthermore, the health damage due to

passive smoking is still largely denied.

But not all countries have been as inactive as Austria. Many have drawn up comprehensive
tobacco control plans, often including explicit goals linked to evidence-based health policies.

Particularly known for their active tobacco control policies have been the American states of

*  The argument that because smokers die earlier, lifetime health care costs may possibly be even smaller for smok-

ers than for non-smokers, remains contentious.’
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California and Massachusetts, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. In Europe, Norway,
Finland and Sweden have been outstanding in their long-lasting and comprehensive efforts to
tackle smoking. More recently, Italy has introduced smoke-free environments in restaurants and
bars, making no-smoking increasingly the norm and smoking the exception, and Ireland’s intro-
duction of a smoking ban not only hit the headlines for being the first country of the EU to ban
smoking in all restaurants, bars and pubs, but even stimulated some public discussion in Aus-

tria.

Despite the adverse impact of tobacco on the quality and quantity of life, the ultimately adverse
impact of tobacco on the country’s economy and health sector, the international experience of
effectiveness of tobacco control policies, and the recognised need for co-ordinating tobacco
control interventions, Austria has not yet developed any kind of tobacco control plan, or even
fragments of one. So far, it has identified no goals or objectives to reduce smoking prevalence
or the burden of tobacco-related disease and the measures adopted in recent decades have
achieved little. Despite some half-hearted and small-scale youth campaigns, smoking preva-
lence among adolescents continues to rise, and services to help those who wish to quit smoking
are few, often unprofessional and demand much initiative and commitment by frustrated smok-

ers to access them.

The preceding paragraphs make the case a better understanding of the place of tobacco in Aus-
tria. This thesis examines smoking behaviour, the burden of tobacco-related disease, and im-
plementation of tobacco control measures in Austria. It seeks to examine tobacco policies in
Austria, in particular in the context of European Union policies. A qualitative methodological
approach is used to develop a better understanding of Austria’s tobacco control policies, to
identify key actors and analyse their motivation and involvement in the decision making proc-
ess. Based on the experience in other countries and findings from the literature, recommenda-
tions for more effective measures to reduce tobacco consumption will be developed, pointing
the way towards a comprehensive and effective tobacco control plan that is applicable in the

Austrian context.

The methods applied in this study comprise both quantitative and qualitative approaches, in-
cluding secondary analysis of routine and survey data, discussions with key informants and
documentary analysis. Chapter 2 describes the methods used in more detail; the structure of the

remainder of the thesis is as follows:
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Chapters 3, 4 and 5 review relevant literature, with Chapter 3 examining the tobacco industry in
Austria, while Chapter 4 places the evidence for effectiveness of tobacco control policies
within a strategic framework, and Chapter S examines the international context within which

Austrian tobacco control takes place.

In Chapter 6 smoking patterns in Austria are described, looking at changes over time and be-

tween different groups in the population. Existing survey data are further analysed.

Chapter 7 comprises an analysis of the health situation in Austria, with a focus on the burden of

smoking-related morbidity and mortality.
Chapter 8 provides a description and critical analysis of tobacco control measures in Austria.

Chapter 9 identifies key actors and analyses past and present tobacco policies in Austria.

Finally, in Chapter 10 the study concludes with an overall assessment of Austrian tobacco pol-

icy, providing recommendations for further action and implications for future research.
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2 METHODS

This chapter presents the aims and objectives of the thesis, lists the main research questions
examined during the work and summarises the methods used in addressing these questions.
Quantitative and qualitative methods are used in answering specific aspects of the research

questions and collecting different kinds of information.

2.1 Aims and objectives

The main objectives of this work were 1) to describe past and current tobacco control policies in
Austria, ii) to critically analyse these policies in the light of existing evidence of effectiveness,
ii1) to identify key actors and explain their roles in Austrian tobacco policies, and iv) to under-
stand the opportunities and constraints faced by the Austrian government, with reference to the
European Union’s tobacco policy. Conclusions drawn from past and present tobacco control
measures in Austria and from experiences reported from other countries should lead to an over-
all assessment of Austrian tobacco control policy. Secondary objectives were to describe cur-
rent patterns of smoking behaviour in Austria and to determine the health status of the Austrian
population with regard to smoking-related diseases. Table 2.1 lists the objectives of this thesis
in more detail. The ultimate goal of the thesis was to develop recommendations to policymakers
in Austria on how to best promote and support a comprehensive and effective tobacco control

programme.

2.2 Research questions and methods

The main research questions in this study are to determine the effectiveness (or ineffectiveness)
of Austria’s tobacco control policies and to understand the powers and influential factors driv-
ing the few initiatives identified, as well as the reasons for the limited efforts invested in reduc-
ing tobacco consumption in that country. Another question was about the role of the Austrian
tobacco industry in the decision making process leading to Austrian policies — for example,
through the obstruction of tobacco control measures, the promotion of smoking, and the crea-
tion of a widespread pro-smoking climate in Austria, where public opinion remains very sympa-
thetic to the convenience and rights of smokers and, ultimately, the interests of the tobacco
industry. A final question concerned the identification of key factors that influence smoking

behaviour in Austria.
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Table 2-1 gives a summary of the study questions and the methods used to address them. Quan-
titative and qualitative methods were used to obtain information, including i) review of scien-
tific journals, books and documents; ii) examination of ‘grey’ literature, media and conference
reports; iii) data collection and qualitative analysis of information obtained through discussions

with key actors and informants and through personal communication; and iv) secondary analy-

sis of routine data and existing survey data.

Table 2-1

Objectives, research questions and methods

Objectives

Research questions

Methods

To describe the history and examine
the role of Austria’s tobacco indus-
try in the promotion of smoking and
pro-smoking policies

What is the role of Austria’s
tobacco industry?

Documentary analysis
Literature review
Additional information from
Austria Tabak (Gallaher)

To provide a strategic framework
within which to consider tobacco
control measures

What measures could possibly
reduce tobacco consumption?

Literature review
Documentary analysis

To assess the effectiveness of to-
bacco control measures providing
evidence for successful tobacco
control policies from international
experience

What is the experience of to-
bacco control in other coun-
tries?

Which measures have proven to
be the most successful?

Literature review
Documentary analysis

To describe the European legal
framework for tobacco policy and to
understand the opportunities and
constraints faced by Austria

What are the implications of EU
tobacco control legislation for
national tobacco control pro-
grammes?

Literature and documentary
review

Additional information by per-
sonal communication with key
informants

To describe current patterns of
smoking behaviour in Austria and
re-analyse existing data on smoking
of national and regional surveys,
including international comparisons

What are the differences in
smoking behaviour with regard
to time, region, age and sex?
What factors influence smoking
prevalence in different groups of
the population?

Review of Austrian surveys on
smoking behaviour (national and
regional)

Secondary analysis and re-
analysis of existing routine and
survey data

Routine data review of interna-
tional data

To determine the level of smoking-
related burden of disease in Austria

What is the burden of tobacco-
related disease in Austria?
What are the current trends in
tobacco-related disease inci-
dence and mortality?

Are there age- and cohort-
specific differences in lung can-
cer mortality?

Routine data review of health
indicators (national data and in-
ternational databases)

Analysis and re-analysis of na-
tional health data

To investigate and critically analyse
Austrian tobacco policy by

describing and examining to-
bacco control measures in Aus-
tria,

identifying the most influential
factors in the implementation
(or non-implementation) of anti-
smoking initiatives,

What are the current and past
activities to reduce smoking in
Austria? What has Austria done
to reduce tobacco consumption?
Are current measures and activi-
ties adequate/successful?

Why are or were certain meas-
ures or initiatives adopted and
others not?

Discussions with key informants
Additional information by per-
sonal communication with key
informants (e-mail, telephone)
Literature review, documentary
analysis and review of interna-
tional databases

Outcome evaluation: Analysis of
trends in smoking prevalence and
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- assessing the effectiveness of
the implemented measures,

- evaluating and discussing the
chosen measures or initiatives,

- assessing tobacco control policy
in Austria compared with other
European countries that have
been more successful in reduc-
ing smoking prevalence,

- determining the nature and
influence of hidden forces

Why is there so little and why
have the measures not been very
successful?

What is the level of implementa-
tion of tobacco control policy in
Austria, compared with the rest
of Europe?

qualitative approach in assessing
effectiveness of tobacco control
measures

Review of ‘grey’ literature, media
reports, etc.

To identify key actors in Austrian
tobacco policy and examine their
roles and interests

Who are the key actors in Aus-
trian tobacco policy?

What are their interests?

What is their role (double-role)
and what have they achieved?
What are the crucial partner-
ships influencing related poli-
cies?

Stakeholder analysis:

Identification of key actors by
snowball technique
Discussions with key actors
Additional information by dis-
cussions with key informants

To critically appraise existing evi-
dence on the success of tobacco
control initiatives and examine the
reasons for that success.

What is the potential for a com-
prehensive and successful to-
bacco control plan or pro-
gramme in Austria?

What strategies need to be
implemented?

Which measures and initiatives
have proven to be the most suc-
cessful in other countries?
Would these measures (used in
other European countries) be
acceptable and feasible in Aus-
tria?

What would be the legal, admin-
istrative, and cost constraints?
What would Austria need for a
successful tobacco control pro-
gramme?

2.2.1 Literature and document review

A series of reviews were conducted to examine published literature, including peer reviewed

and other journals, books, and relevant published and unpublished documents such as reports

and industry papers, including internal documents from Austria Tabak and international to-

bacco companies. The review also included statistics on tobacco production and sales in Aus-

tria, legislation and related material on European smoking and tobacco policy, reports of smok-

ing surveys in Austria and Europe, data on health indicators, risk factors and the burden of

smoking-related disease; information on tobacco control and anti-smoking measures in Austria

and other countries, and literature on policy analyses.

Sources of information and methodology used in the searches are summarised below.
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Peer reviewed and other journal articles

Electronic search for peer reviewed journal articles on smoking, tobacco industry, tobacco con-
trol, environmental tobacco smoke, anti-smoking measures, smoking behaviour, smoking cessa-
tion, smoking-attributable morbidity and mortality, and EU legislation on tobacco policies was

done using PubMed and the search engine Google.

”, <

Initially, the following key words were used in the searches: “smoking”; “tobacco”; “tobacco
industry”; “cigarette*”; “tobacco control”; “environmental tobacco smoke” or “ETS”; “anti-
smoking measures/campaigns”; “(smoking) cessation”; “nicotine”; “smoking AND mortality /
morbidity / disease* / cancer / lung cancer / cardiovascular disease*”; “smoking AND children
/ adolescents / youth / women”, “addiction”; “smoking / tobacco AND European Union”; “to-
bacco polic*”. Subsequently, searches were conducted using the names of known authors (ex-

perts) or the titles of known studies.

For reviews on tobacco control measures and international experience, and the effectiveness of
interventions on smoking prevention and smoking cessation, the Cochrane Library and the Sigel

Library were searched.

The website of the British Medical Journal'® was searched separately for any articles related to

smoking and tobacco policies.

For tobacco control policies, in particular experiences and measures in various countries, and
environmental tobacco smoke, hand searching of later issues of the journal Tobacco Control
and the British Medical Journal was undertaken. Articles often led to new issues and new lit-
erature, and references were followed-up. For data on smoking prevalence and smoking behav-
iour in Austria, the journal Statistische Nachrichten of the Austrian statistics institute Statistics
Austria (not peer reviewed) was searched, and for Austrian publications on smoking, the jour-

nals Wiener Klinische Wochenschrift and Wiener Medizinische Wochenschrift.

Selection criteria were relevance to the study and, except for issues of tobacco-related mortality
and historical perspectives, publication after 1997/98.
Reports

Reports on tobacco control policies and measures were searched in websites of the following
organisations: the EU Public Health'’, the European Network for Smoking Prevention', the
World Bank", the World Health Organization (in particular with regard to the Tobacco Free
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Initiative”® and the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control*'), and the Centres for Disease
Control®%. In addition, reports were identified through electronic search of Google and PubMed,
using the same key words as for the search on journal articles (as listed above). Names of
known authors (experts) and titles of known studies were also used to retrieve reports on to-

bacco control policies.

Several websites of countries in which successful interventions in tobacco control have been

reported were searched by using Google.

Books

For issues such as policy analysis and strategies, relevant books were found in the library of the
London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine. In addition, references found in the litera-

ture and references provided by experts were followed up.

Other sources

Industry documents

Industry documents were searched by looking at the various on-line archives and collections of
industry documents and the search engine Google, using the term “Austria Tabak” in combina-
tion with the following key words: “Philip Morris”, “Health Minist*”, ”Government”, names of
several past Austrian health ministers, names of key persons linked to Austrian tobacco policies
or to Austria Tabak retrieved in previous searches, and names of anti-smoking activists or other
key actors in Austrian tobacco control policies. The websites of Austria Tabak* and the Mo-

nopolverwaltung (Monopoly Administration)* were also searched. All websites searched more

intensively are listed in Section 3.2.3.

To understand the various collections (partly industry-owned), a handbook and resource guide
to tobacco industry documents® and a paper on archives of industry documents®® were used.
Information obtained from experts and in conference presentations such as the 12 World Con-
ference on Tobacco or Health in Helsinki (2003) and various European Public Health confer-

ences (see below) was followed-up.

Selection criteria were reference to Austria and relevance to the interpretation of results of this

thesis.
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Laws and regulations

To categorise the European legislative framework on tobacco control (EU directives and rec-
ommendations), a framework developed by Gilmore & McKee?” was used. In addition, the
websites of the European Union® * were checked. Information was also obtained from the em-
bassy of the EU in Austria, conference reports and presentations, and published literature on

general issues relating to EU legislation.

For the search on Austrian legislation the government websites on federal laws* *' were exam-

ined. Documents and acts provided by government officials (Federal Ministry of Health and
Federal Ministry of Justice) and by the embassy of the EU in Austria were reviewed. The main
Austrian laws relating to smoking comprise the Tobacco Law (1995, amended in 2001 and
2003), the Tobacco Monopoly Law (1968 and 1996), and the Employees’ Protection Law
(1994, amended in 1999 and 2001).

Media reports

Electronically searchable archives of the leading Austrian newspapers Kronen Zeitung®, Ku-
rier”, der Standard®, and die Presse® were examined. Other relevant material was obtained by
hand searches and following up leads identified throughout the study. For example, additional
information on Austrian tobacco policies was sought in the quarterly NichtRaucher-Zeitung. An

7
*73% (one re-

extensive article in the Austrian news magazine Profil’® and two TV programmes
corded on video), reflecting the public debate following the implementation of enlarged health
warnings on cigarette packs in October 2003 and the introduction of the Irish smoking ban in

public places in March 2004, were analysed more intensively, using qualitative methods.

Conference papers

Conference presentations and papers (abstracts, reports, folders) were another important source
of information, in particular with regard to industry documents, international experience, and
EU legislation. The 12" World Conference on Tobacco or Health in Helsinki (2003) was espe-
cially valuable, but so were presentations at various European Public Health conferences held
in Paris (2000), Brussels (2001), Dresden (2002), and Rome (2003) and Austrian conferences
held by the Austrian Public Health Society (Linz 2002 and 2004).

26



N R

Methods Chapter 2

2.2.2 Data collection

Information from key informants

Meetings were sought with key actors involved in Austrian health and tobacco control policy
(former and present national policymakers, experts and consultants) and key informants on
policy measures to reduce tobacco consumption (government officials, experts from NGOs and
advocates for anti-smoking policies). An initial list of people and organisations known to be
involved or experienced in Austrian tobacco policies was prepared and completed using a

snowball technique. The final list is given in Table 2-2.

Given the diversity of topics to be addressed, a variety of formats was used to conduct the dis-
cussions: face-to-face, by telephone, or in written form by e-mail communication after provid-
ing a list of questions, often following an initial enquiry by telephone. Often it was an iterative
combination of e-mail- and telephone conversations. Only the meetings with high-ranking poli-
cymakers were structured more rigidly, and shorter or longer versions of lists of questions were
used according to the time made available for the meeting. Otherwise there was no fixed
framework for the discussions; they were open-ended and exploratory. Data were collected

between March 2003 and July 2004.

Table 2-2 summarises the main topics addressed during the meetings. General questions ex-
plored the situation in Austria, eliciting views on the pro-smoking climate in this country;
measures chosen by policymakers to reduce smoking; and possible reasons or, more subtly,
hidden forces (in the form of financial interests and personal relationships) that might account
for the diffidence, the lack of political will, and the widely known ineffectiveness of the chosen
measures. Topics addressed with national policymakers focused on reasons for the (non-) im-
plementation of effective measures to reduce smoking; exploring the depth of political motiva-
tion to reduce smoking prevalence; opposition against proposed effective measures; and what
would be seen by them as opportunities, obstacles, and threats in the implementation of a com-

prehensive tobacco control plan.
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Table 2-2  Discussions with key actors, key informants and experts

Data collection March 2003 to July 2004

Sought discus- Past and present policy makers
sions Two previous Health Ministers
Present State Secretary of Health

Key informants and experts from government and administration

Officials/administrators from the
Federal Ministry for Health and Women
Federal Ministry of Finance
Federal Ministry of Justice
Federal Ministry for Social Security, Generations and Consumer Protec-
tion

Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Labour, including the Re-
gional Labour Inspectorate (Arbeitsinspektorat)

Federal Ministry for Education, Science and Culture

Administrators from local governments and administration (Vienna Hospi-
tal Association; Vienna Health Authority; provincial governments of Vi-
enna, Styria and Vorarlberg)

Officials/administrators from social and health insurance funds (Federation
of Austrian Social Insurance Institutions; Vienna District Health Fund;
Upper Austria District Health Fund; Vorarlberg District Health Fund)

Administrators of the national statistics institute Statistics Austria

Representatives of the embassy of the European Union in Austria

Representatives of NGOs and various associations

Austrian Cancer Society; Vienna Cancer Society

Anti-smoking associations

Associations dealing with health promotion or youth campaigning (Fund
for a Healthy Austria; AKS Vorsorgemedizin in Bregenz/Vorarlberg;
various associations in Dornbirn/Vorarlberg)

Austrian Medical Chamber

Chamber of Pharmacists

Public transport (Austrian Federal Railways; Vienna Public Transport;
Austrian Airlines)

Hospitality industry (Chamber of Economics for Austria — Section Hospi-
tality Trade Association; Vienna guild of hospitality industry)

Science/research and smoking cessation

Leading representatives of University institutes (Institute of Social Medi-
cine in Vienna; Institute of Social Medicine in Graz/Styria; Institute of
Addiction Research in Bregenz/Vorarlberg)

Head of Nicotine Institute in Vienna

Head of research group on smoking among young people and youth cam-
paigning

Administrators of centres for smoking cessation (Vienna District Health
Fund; City of Vienna)

Media

Journalist of print media

Journalist of TV-programme

Advertising agencies

Experts and government consultants

Four experts (two of them governments consultants, all of them either
leading representatives or heads of anti-smoking associations)
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Representatives from the tobacco industry

Austria Tabak (Media Relations Office)

Monopolverwaltung GmbH (Tobacco Monopoly Administration Ltd.)
Tobaccoland Austria

Others
Law historian
Contemporary witnesses

Topics

General

Views on pro-smoking climate in Austria

Views and experiences on Austrian tobacco policy, at present and in retro-
spect

Views on measures chosen by policymakers to reduce smoking

Possible reasons and hidden forces (in the form of financial interests and
personal relationships) for the diffidence of ‘engaged’ advocates, the
lack of political will and the widely known ineffectiveness of the chosen
measures

Topics addressed at national policy makers

Reasons for the (non-)implementation of effective measures to reduce
smoking; opposition to proposed measures

Depth of political motivation to reduce smoking prevalence

Opportunities, obstacles, and threats in the implementation of a compre-
hensive tobacco control plan

Specific topics addressed at experts and key informants

Activities of anti-smoking associations

Smoking cessation / smokeless tobacco

Youth campaigns (including financing)

Anti-smoking activities on the regional level

Smoke-free environments in public places (public transport, restaurants
and bars, workplace, schools and hospitals)

Tobacco law and law on monopoly of distribution (contents and history)

Tobacco advertising and offences against tobacco law

Tax gains and earmarking of tobacco taxes

Smuggling

Anti-smoking policies in the 1930s and 1940s

Topics addressed at tobacco industry

History of Austria Tabak and the Austrian tobacco monopoly

Distribution and tobacco monopoly laws

Implementation of larger health warnings on cigarette packs

Cigarette production and sales, market shares, cigarette prices

Tax gains and turnover

Tar- and nicotine yields

Smuggling

Personal communication

The process of information gathering was iterative. While writing up this thesis, many issues

arose where it was necessary to clarify specific questions. Consequently, many individuals were

contacted or re-contacted for specific information.
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Similarly, for issues not published in the literature, or to confirm issues open to misunderstand-
ing or clarification, additional information was gathered by way of e-mail or telephone conver-
sation from Austria Tabak, the Monopoly Administration, Tobaccoland Austria, the Health
Ministry, the Finance Ministry, the Education Ministry, the social insurance funds, public
transport, local governments, various organisations, associations and societies on the national

and local level, centres for smoking cessation, Statistics Austria, etc.

Another important source of information, in particular with regard to industry documents and
experiences in other countries, was the communication with experts at conferences, in particu-

lar the 12 World Conference on Tobacco or Health in Helsinki (2003).

2.2.3  Data analysis

Data analysis was performed both on quantitative and qualitative data. Quantitative analysis
was based on analysis of secondary data. Qualitative data were collected through discussions
and personal communication; an outcome evaluation approach was applied to assess the effec-

tiveness of youth anti-smoking campaigns.

Secondary data analysis

Quantitative analysis included secondary analysis of i) data on tobacco production and sales,
profits and tax gains; ii) national health indicators and routine data provided by Statistics Aus-
tria and retrieved from international data bases; and iii) data from Austrian and European sur-

veys on smoking prevalence and behaviour.

Data on tobacco production and sales, profits and tax gains

Data on Austrian tobacco production and sales, profits and tax gains were mainly provided by
the Austrian tobacco company Austria Tabak and the Austrian tobacconists’ representation
Monopolverwaltung. In addition, data from international compilations, such as published by the
National Manufacturers’ Associations®®, and the WHO tobacco control database® were used.

These figures were summarised and where appropriate presented graphically.

Health indicators, routine data

A number of general and tobacco-related national health indicators were reviewed and analysed
descriptively, using routine data on life expectancy, mortality, cancer incidence, and hospital

discharge statistics published regularly in the statistical yearbooks of the Austrian national sta-
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tistics institute Statistics Austria. For international comparisons with other European countries,

the international databases of OECD*' and WHO* were used.

To enable time series analysis, data were re-calculated in some cases. Standardised, age-
specific death rates for lung cancer in five-year age bands were re-calculated by direct stan-
dardisation for every year from 1970 to 2001, using existing data from national mortality statis-
tics and the national cancer registry. The reference population was the European standard popu-

lation®.

In addition, analysis of lung cancer mortality for birth cohorts in 5-year bands back to 1895 was
performed. Yearly standardised death rates were calculated for age groups in five-year bands,
starting at age 35 and covering the period 1970 to 2000 (year of death). In a second step, the
central year of birth was calculated for every age group and for every year of death between
1970 and 2000. Subsequently, the association between calculated age-specific mortality rates

and birth cohorts was examined graphically.

Surveys on smoking prevalence and smoking behaviour

Prevalence and behavioural patterns of smoking by age, sex, birth cohort, region, socio-
economic status, and trends over time were examined by a review of Austrian surveys both on
the national and regional level."' *** Results from surveys conducted by Statistics Austria'' ***
and by the City of Vienna***® were summarised for this thesis. Access to the raw data from the
Vienna Health and Social Survey* allowed further analysis and adjustments for key determi-
nants of smoking behaviour: age, income, employment and education. Smoking behaviour, the
dependent variable, was dichotomised into current daily smokers and others. Explanatory vari-
ables used were nationality (Austrian / other), education (compulsory schooling / apprentice-
ship / secondary schooling / university degree), income (<€730 / €730 to <1,310 / €1,310 to
<2,200 / >€2,200), and employment status (experience of unemployment over the last three
years: yes or no). Crude and adjusted odds ratio and 95% confidence intervals were obtained by
logistic regression using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Three models
were constructed. The first looked at each variable alone. The second adjusted for age. The
third adjusted for age, nationality, income, education and employment. The analyses were un-

dertaken separately for males and females.

For a European comparison, data on smoking prevalence from Eurostat (Eurobarometer)55 were

used and described.
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Analysis of information provided by key informants

The qualitative data consist of information obtained by meetings with key actors and key in-
formants and personal communication with experts and other informants. All discussions were

conducted in the German language and later translated into English.

Notes from meetings with key informants, experts, and decision makers were typed immedi-
ately following the meetings and relevant information and impressions were summarised and
incorporated into the study. In one case (State Secretary of Health) permission was sought to
record the discussion on tape to be transcribed later. The analysis of these discussions sought to
identify the roles (or double-roles) and interests of key actors and the nature and influence of

hidden forces behind the decision making process.

In particular, the results from meetings with former and present decision makers in national
health policy were used i) to analyse the forces in Austrian tobacco policy; 1i) to assess the po-
litical atmosphere in relation to measures to reduce tobacco consumption; and iii) to explore

motivation and obstacles in creating an effective tobacco control policy.

Outcome evaluation

Outcome evaluation of effectiveness of youth campaigns allowed assessment of the effective-
ness of the anti-smoking campaigns by comparing trends in smoking prevalence among youths

with the adopted strategies of implementation and the chosen messages of the campaigns.
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3 THE TOBACCO INDUSTRY IN AUSTRIA

3.1 Introduction

This chapter and the two that follow review the current context of Austrian tobacco controt
policies, highlighting the role and importance of the European Union’s legislative framework
and drawing on the strategic framework on tobacco control measures developed by the World

Health Organization.

They pay particular attention to the binding directives developed by the European Community,
directives that have been crucial factors underpinning the implementation of national tobacco
control measures in countries that have otherwise resisted action and which, it is arguable,
would continue to do so if not forced into action. In addition, for many European countries,
among them Austria, an understanding of the nature of the debate at a European level is essen-
tial to understand the context within which reluctance to develop national tobacco control ac-

tivities has persisted.”’

As national tobacco control policies are often shaped by the position and activities of the to-
bacco industry in the country in question, this chapter looks more closely at the role of the Aus-
trian tobacco company Austria Tabak, examining both its international and national activities,
as well as the history of the company, which was a state-owned monopoly until 1997 before
being privatised, step by step, and finally being bought completely by the British company Gal-
laher in 2001.

In addition to the review of published literature, identified mainly by using PubMed and
Google, a considerable amount of information has been obtained from discussions with key
informants and conference presentations, in particular at the 12" World Conference on Tobacco
or Health of 2003. With regard to the tobacco industry, its meetings and its strategies, industry
documents were searched for on the intemet (the searched websites are listed in Section 3.2.3),
but relevant material was also obtained from journals (Tobacco Control, British Medical Jour-
nal, etc.), industry and other reports and other published literature. Documents relating to the
history of the Austrian tobacco company Austria Tabak were sought on the internet and from
the company itself; documents relating to the company’s activities were sought in press releases
and annual company reports published on the homepage of Austria Tabak. In addition, informa-

tion on various topics and data on production and sales were made available by the company in
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response to a request. Further sources of information included specific enquiries and other
communications with representatives of the Monopolverwaltung (Austrian tobacco monopoly
administration, the representation of Austrian tobacconists) and officials of the Ministry of
Health, the Ministry of Finance, the national statistics institute Statistics Austria, the embassy
of the European Union in Austria, and other relevant informants. Information was also obtained
through conference presentations, conference papers and personal communication with experts
at the 12™ World Conference on Tobacco or Health in Helsinki, 2003, and various European

Public Health conferences.

3.2 Austria and the tobacco industry

Austria has a very long tradition of tobacco manufacturing. For more than 200 years, it was a
state monopoly, member of the German Verband der Cigarettenindustrie (VDC) and an ally to
the US companies Philip Morris and R.J. Reynolds. Even before 1989, Austria Tabak had
strong business ties with Eastern European tobacco companies. After its partial privatisation in
1997 and in particular since 2001, when it was bought completely by the British Gallaher
Group, Austria Tabak has been playing a key role as the home market for continental Europe

and as a platform for the Eurasian region (new independent states® of the former Soviet Union).

However, these events taking place in Austria in the late 1990s were not unique; they were part
of a global trend at that time in two ways. First, the multinationals merged into a few major
conglomerates. Second, state monopolies were increasingly privatised and merged with multi-
nationals.* One factor was that state tobacco monopolies, particularly in respect of tobacco
production, no longer conformed to EU regulations. While in the past the strong monopolies in
Europe could resist the aggressive post-war marketing strategies of U.S. tobacco companies’®,
the pronounced market orientation of EU law, with its dismantling of state monopolies and the
“opening of the market” now serves the interest of the global tobacco industry. It is also a strik-
ing fact that the industry seeks to transform both state-owned monopolies (for example in
Europe) and private tobacco production (as, for example, in countries of the former Soviet Un-
ion) into industry-owned monopolies, either with the help of legislation and strong lobbying (as
with the European Union®’, Chapter 5; 5.2), or by more aggressive methods, including bribing

and corruption of weak and financially dependent governments (as, for example, British Ameri-

?  The 12 New Independent States (NIS) of the former Soviet Union are: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia,

Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan.
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can Tobacco’s actions in Uzbekistan>’) — in both cases using the argument of “opening the mar-

ket”.

Following a successful legal action in Minnesota in 1998, formerly secret internal tobacco in-
dustry documents were made public, first in print and then on the internet and in depositories.
The documents provide evidence of a 50-year conspiracy to resist smoking restrictions, restore
smoker confidence and preserve product liability defence.’® ** Meanwhile the publicly known
tactics and strategies used by the tobacco industry to resist government regulation of its prod-
ucts include conducting public relations campaigns, buying scientific and other expertise to
create controversy about established facts, funding political parties, hiring lobbyists to influ-
ence policy, using front groups and allied industries to oppose tobacco control measures (in
particular the hospitality industry and trades unions), pre-empting strong legislation by pressing
for the adoption of voluntary codes or weaker laws, and corrupting public officials.”® * Under-
lying these activities is the need to recruit a new generation of smokers and to promote the so-
cial acceptability of smoking.*' According to David Simpson, a leading British anti-tobacco
campaigner, the three major strategies of the international tobacco companies at present are
directed towards deliberate misinformation of the public about the dangers of smoking; support
of (ineffective) children’s and youth education campaigns (thus keeping tobacco control off the
political agenda and preventing further action on tobacco control by governments); and cam-
paigns to persuade the scientific community to re-admit tobacco industry scientists into the
mainstream of the scientific research community.® ® As shall be shown, support for (or even
initiation of) government campaigns by the tobacco industry as part of their public relations

strategy can be seen clearly in Austria.

The tobacco industry and its strategies to sell its products have therefore been compared with
the spread of an infectious disease, where tobacco manufacturers have been described as “vec-
tors” to transport an agent to susceptible individuals, just like a mosquito is a vector for ma-

laria.

“Thus, in the development of nicotine addiction and tobacco attributable disease, tobacco
manufacturers produce the agent and distribute it in ways that make the product appeal-
ing.... The industry uses packaging, advertising, and promotion to reach and influence as
many people as possible. The price of the product (the lower the price, the more will be
sold) and the ease with which it can be obtained (from vending machines, over-the-counter
displays, and sales by street vendors) are also key distribution factors. In the case of to-
bacco, the vector also serves to undermine public health attempts to limit use by denying for
decades the health consequences of use, and resisting many health-promoting programmes

and policies”.*
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However, the tobacco industry’s efforts have not been exhausted simply by good marketing.
For decades the “vector” has manipulated the product in ways that have made it more addictive
and potentially more harmful. For example, by manipulating the pH of inhaled smoke, manu-
facturers have enhanced the bioavailability of nicotine to the smoker.* ®* In addition, the general
public and in particular the consumers, governments, and even vast segments of the medical
and public health community have long been deceived by the use of misleading claims for
“Light” cigarettes (see later). Now that it becomes more and more evident to all those con-
cerned that all strategies to develop a “‘safer” cigarette over the last 50 years, from ineffective
filters to the claimed reduction of tar yields, have not resulted in a decrease of the smoking-
related disease burden®, a new myth of a “safe drug” is beginning to emerge — smokeless to-
bacco. In 2003, various arguments for and against smokeless tobacco have been presented by
the medical and public health community, by the tobacco industry, and by the media.** In Aus-
tria, although the issue is not yet publicly discussed, current opinion leaders as well as the me-

dia appear to be in favour®®

, thus supporting the industry’s aim of introducing smokeless to-
bacco to an otherwise shrinking market (see later). Although there seems to be no doubt that
smokeless tobacco causes less harm than cigarettes, there are well-founded concerns that the
public health disaster with ‘light’ cigarettes may be repeated in the playing down of the risks of

smokeless tobacco.

3.2.1  Austria Tabak (Gallaher Group Plc): The company

Austria Tabak (or “Osterreichische Tabakregie” or “Austria Tabakwerke AG”, as the company
was formerly named®), Austria’s tobacco manufacturing association, was a state-owned enter-
prise until 1996. It is one of the oldest companies in the tobacco business, with the tobacco
monopoly having been established in 1784 by Emperor Joseph II. The company also prides
itself in having the oldest tobacco research laboratory in the world, established in 1851.” Re-
maining a state-owned monopoly for manufacturing and selling tobacco products for over 200
years, Austria Tabak was partly privatised in 1997, following EU accession, and bought by the
British tobacco group Gallaher in 2001 (Appendix A). Altogether, the company was sold for the

sum of only five times its annual profit, an issue that has attracted criticism ever since.

® In 1784 Austria Tabak was founded by Emperor Joseph II with the designation “Osterreichische Tabakregie”. In

1939, after transformation into a 100% state-owned joint stock company, the company was renamed into “Aus-
tria Tabakwerke Aktiengesellschafi, vorm. Osterreichische Tabakregie”. Today, after the taking over of Austria
Tabak by the British company Gallaher Group Plc in 2001, the company is called “Austria Tabak AG & Co KG -
Continental Europe Division” (AT/CED), or “dustria Tabak Gallaher”.™ In this study, the company is generally
referred to with the commonly used name Austria Tabak.
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In 1997, when still half government-owned, Austria Tabak was the sole producer and distribu-
tor of tobacco products in Austria, controlling 59% of the domestic tobacco market (domestic
brands). In addition to tobacco manufacturing, Austria Tabak was also the sole tobacco whole-
saler in Austria, the leading tobacco wholesaler in Germany, and it also owned a wholesaling
operation in Hungary.” Austria Tabak’s tobacco manufacturing division produced cigarettes at
three Austrian factories and one small factory in Malta (opened in 1984 and now closed
down).” It also had built up business relationships with Japan, China, Cambodia, Taiwan and
Russia, already anticipating that these countries had a potential for market growth that could

offset stagnating and/or declining sales in Western Europe.”

Until EU accession in 1995, the Austrian market was thus characterized by a full monopoly,
comprising a) cultivation, b) import and processing of tobacco, and c) import, production and
distribution of tobacco products. This was according to the monopoly regulations, last laid
down in the Tabakmonopolgesetz 1968 (Tobacco Monopoly Law of 1968). Trading in tobacco
products was exclusively reserved to Austria Tabak and those authorized by the company. The
distribution by tobacconists was based on sale on commission. The history of the Tobacco Mo-

nopoly Law is described in more detail in Appendix B.™

As in Italy, France and Spain, a monopoly of retail sales by tobacconists still exists, its admini-
stration being subordinated to the Federal Ministry of Finance.”* Thus, although privatised, the
tobacco trade has brought large incomes for the state (whether through share of profits or

taxes), which makes the state, understandably, rather reluctant to fight tobacco consumption.

Today, Austria Tabak belongs to Gallaher, placing this company in top spot in Austria and
Sweden and making it the 4" largest cigarette manufacturer in western Europe, and the 6" larg-
est in the world.”® The company had chosen Vienna as the head office of the Continental
Europe Division (CED) with responsibility for 35 countries in Europe, except UK and Ireland.
As a trading company, Austria Tabak still holds important market positions in Austria, Ger-

many and Hungary.?

A more detailed description of the company and its present position in the tobacco market can

be found in Appendix A. Data on tobacco production and sales are summarised in Appendix C.
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3.2.2  Distribution: The Monopoly Administration Ltd.

Prior to 1 January 1995, Austria Tabak had an 81% share of the Austrian distribution market.
As already noted, since Austria’s accession to the EU, Austria Tabak has lost its wholesale and
retail trade monopolies. Any EU company or citizen is allowed to establish a wholesale distri-
bution company for tobacco products or to apply for a retail license to trade in tobacco products
in Austria. Nevertheless, the retail trade in tobacco products still requires a special license,
which is person- and site-related. Other outlets or operators of cigarette vending machines need
a Tobacco Order Contract (Bestellungsvertrag). This special license is issued by the Mo-
nopolverwaltung GmbH (Monopoly Administration Ltd), established by the Federal Minister of
Finance in 1996, who also administers the share rights of this company. Therefore, while the
retail trade monopoly still exists, it is no longer in the exclusive hands of Austria Tabak; indeed
it does not now play any role in the retail trade. However, to fully understand the nature of this
trade, one point must be borne in mind. By favouring disabled persons with a level of disability
graded at least 50 percent when issuing the licence for a tobacconist shop, the retail trade mo-

nopoly is an instrument of Austria’s social policy (4ppendix B).”

At present (January 2004), there are about 8,200 tobacco retail outlets operating all over Aus-
tria. Of these, 3,007 are independent establishments called ‘Trafik’ (special tobacconist shops
dealing in tobacco products, 75% of which are operated by a beneficiary of a group represent-
ing disabled persons) and 5,201 are shops or outlets linked to other business establishments

such as groceries, restaurants, and gas stations,?* ©

Restaurants have to buy the cigarettes from a tobacconist and must add an extra charge of at
least 10% to the price.”” A total of approximately 8,500 cigarette vending machines (“silent
salesmen”’"), half outside tobacconist shops and half in the catering business, are another im-
portant distribution outlet. Austria Tabak estimates 5-6% of cigarettes sold in Austria to be

distributed via vending machines; the trend being said to be consistent over the last few years.”

These are now slightly less than one year earlier. In January 2003, there were 8,292 tobacco retail outlets; 3,012
Trafiken and 5,280 other outlets.

38



The Austrian tobacco industry Chapter 3

3.2.3 Industry documents

Compared to the situation in Germany, where close relationships between the tobacco industry
and government or other respected bodies have been discovered and written about, the search
for industry documents that would compromise Austria Tabak, the Austrian Government or
respected Austrian bodies, has yielded rather poor results, in part because much potentially
relevant information is not covered by the disclosure provisions in the American court actions.
However, some interesting documents could be found that give insight into the very close per-
sonal and financial relationships between Austria Tabak, the Austrian government, and the
double-role of government consultants and so-called anti-smoking advocates, and scientists. It
is a close circle of individuals who influence directly or indirectly Austria’s tobacco policies
and, although it is often difficult to obtain real “proof”, the relationships are known to many

and in some cases displayed openly (Chapter 9).

Methods

Apart from the methods already mentioned in Chapter 2 and in the introduction to this chapter,

this section is based on a search of the following websites:

The websites of the University of California at San Francisco, including the Legacy Tobacco
Documents Library’ and the British-American Tobacco Document Collection from the Guild-
ford Depository (Tobacco Control Archives)” proved to be the most useful websites and there-
fore form the basis for this section. The CDC’s website on Tobacco Industry Documents®™, in
particular the Philip Morris sites®', was also examined. In addition, using the keywords “Aus-
tria” or “Austria Tabak™ or names of certain key actors, the following sites and industry-owned
archives were explored: the Guildford Document Depository®?; the websites of Philip Morris®®
(good results), RJ Reynolds® (some results), Brown & Williamson®® (no results), Lorillard®
(no results), The Tobacco Institute Document Site®” (no results) and The Council for Tobacco
Research Document Site® (no results); Gobalink (Austria News Items; some results)®’; and

TobaccoPedia® (no results).

For Austria Tabak’s internal papers, documents and press releases, the company’s own home-
pages and websites were searched.”™® Even though these sites are controlled by the company,
some relevant pieces of information could still be found. Questions about distribution of to-
bacco products were examined through the homepage of the Monopoly Administration (Mo-

nopolverwaltung)™.
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Industry meetings in Austria

When it was a monopoly, Austria Tabak hardly appeared as a player on the international to-
bacco industry stage. Within the documents found, Austria mainly appears as a favoured con-
ference location for meetings of senior executives — e.g. for the BATCo Chairman’s Advisory
Conference in May 1981, the Research Conference in August 1981 (both held in Pichlamn), or
the Research Policy Group Meeting held in the Hotel Schloss Fuschl, Salzburg, in September
1988. Austria Tabak was praised, however, as a “most effective” host of the 8" International
Scientific Tobacco Scientists’ Conference of CORESTA® ** in Vienna, 7-12 October 1984, and
it was one of the co-sponsors for a major Vienna Conference, the Sixth World Tobacco Exhibi-

tion and Symposium, held from 22 to 25 October 1990.

However, apart from the Vienna meetings in 1984 and 1990, Austria Tabak participated in sci-
entific work groups, task forces and meetings, in particular with chemists from its laboratory

(Dr H. Kuhn and later his successor Dr Hubert Klus).

Detailed research on the strategies and policies pursued by the global tobacco industry have
been described at length elsewhere.” * °” For the purposes of the present study, examples are
limited to those that involve Austria. Although the examples identified are now up to two dec-
ades old, other research suggests that the basic approaches adopted by the industry have not

changed, even if their public face.has.

The chosen examples are the BATCo®-Meetings that took place in Austria, one of them being
hosted by Austria Tabak, and the Vienna Conference of 1990, consisting of a major exhibition
and symposium, which was important in relation to developments in Eastern Europe. Apart
from the Vienna Conference, the meetings were held in the 1980s; most of them involved sen-
ior executives — so permitting some deeper insights into the policies pursued. It can be assumed

that the topics and strategies discussed reflect the general policies at that time, or represent the

¢ CORESTA is the Paris-based Cooperation Centre for Scientific Research Relative to Tobacco. It is an industry-

related, non-profit association with the objective of enhancing scientific co-operation for research on tobacco. In
a note by H.F.D. Dymond (accompanying other documents) to Mr. B.D. Bramley from March 1992, CORESTA
is described as follows: “It was founded in 1956 and since those early days it has gained an international reputa-
tion not only within the Industry but also among standard organisations, regulators and government laboratories
world-wide. It is perceived as being objective, technical and independent. It is this perception which makes
CORESTA unique and very valuable for the Industry, as it is not regarded as a lobbying organisation of
the tobacco industry. It is the only organisation involved with the Industry where every major Company
and organisation is a member. To date, CORESTA has approximately 190 members.” According to the attached
list of members, Austria is represented by Austria Tabak (entered in 1956), Papierfabrik Wattens (1976), and
Kali-Export (1991).°® [Bolding by the author.]

BATCo = British American Tobacco Companies.
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initiation of subsequent policies. Due to the limited space in this thesis, the contents of these

meetings are described in Appendix D.

Symposiums funded and organised by the Austrian tobacco industry (such as the 1988 Vienna

Passive Smoking Hearing or the 1993 Vienna Symposium on ETS) are discussed in Chapter 9.

Within the documents searched there are limited references to the Ministry of Health or indi-
vidual Health Ministers. An exception are references to the 1988 Vienna Passive Smoking
Hearing and the then Health Minister Franz Loschnak (Chapter 9; Appendix S) and comments
on the “favourable environment” of Austria’s Health Ministry with regard to environmental
tobacco smoke®.” Other references were more indirect, such as contemplation of the very high

costs of the 1984 Conference in Vienna when Austria Tabak celebrated its 200" anniversary.”

The following sections deal with aspects of smoking and health and the industry’s tactics in
misleading the public and using politicians. This information forms the background for later

chapters where tobacco control measures in Austria will be discussed.

Smoking and health

Already from the mid of the 1970s, the issue of “Smoking and Health” had become a “concern”

for the industry. One of the strategies discussed in a 1975 meeting of the German Verband said:

“A smoker-ABC must be established for employees of the industry and for the trade, giving
them information on ‘Smoking and Health’ and with this a new self-confidence.”'®

In 1980, in a response by D. von Specht (B.4.T-Cigaretten Fabriken, Germany) to a previous
announcement of details regarding the Chairman’s Advisory Conference by Sir Patrick Sheehy
(former chairman British-American Tobacco), von Specht addressed certain matters of interest
that should be dealt with in this forthcoming meeting.'” One issue of particular interest to von
Specht was the experience available with regard to “training our staff about the problems of
‘Smoking and Health’”, indicating that health, or rather concerns about health, was seen as an
up-coming “problem” at that time. Another point focused on the significance of nicotine as a
stimulant and the policy that individual companies would pursue in respect to nicotine levels

during product development. “We assume that too great a reduction of the nicotine figures en-

Discussing the objectives of the research on environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) and the response of the tobacco
industry (in particular Philip Morris) to critical epidemiological studies at the 1988 meeting in Salzburg, it was
agreed that there was a need for more internal and external research. “The recent meeting in Austria, when scien-
tists had given their views on both sides of the question to the Austrian Health Minister, showed what could be
done when the environment was favourable”.®® - It is referred to the so-called Passive Smoking Hearing in May
1988, called by the then Minister of Health Franz Lischnak and sponsored, influenced and unofficially organised
by the Austrian tobacco company (Chapter 9; Appendix S).
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tails a big risk (quitting)”.'” As history proved, however, these fears of Mr. von Specht were

unfounded.

This need was fulfilled by Austria Tabak in a 1982 publication for its employees on arguments
on the topic of smoking and health. The company followed the traditional “low delivery line”.
In particular, it stressed its contribution to risk reduction, which would exceed by far any other

by health policy.

“... the tobacco industry, and our firm in particular, has contributed more to rendering the
problem harmless than all the campaigns and all the well-intentioned advice, all the protes-
tations and all the anxious words. Our basic attitude, which is so simple, and which has been
followed through so logically, in favour of the further development and promotion of the
light cigarette, has a series of elements which are lacking in the anti-smoking action.” ”'

This position is still maintained by the ex-general director, Beppo Maubhart, in public discus-

sions (Chapter 9; 9.3.1 and 9.3.8. Appendix V).

A 1975 inter-office correspondence of Philip Morris Europe SA related the internal approach to
“Smoking and Health” at the Austrian company following a visit by Dr. Kuhn, the leading
chemist at the then Austria Tabakwerke, in Neuchatel in November 1975. The note also hinted
at the activities of Philip Morris within the German Verband der Cigarettenindustrie (VDC).

“At the same time, he [Kuhn] wanted to discuss with me certain scientific aspects of “Smok-
ing and Health” in view of the contacts we had with Dr. Kloimstein and our activities within
the German Verband. ...

“I was explained the internal situation at Austria Tabak where — as in most Companies - the
opinion is divided as to which policy to follow in the case of “Smoking and Health”. A
grouping around Director General Musil prefers to follow the principle of letting sleeping
dogs sleep and to react as little and as carefully as possible.

“Dr. Kloimstein, who is at the deputy level below Director General Musil, coming from an
aggressive marketing background, would like to attack. His approach tends to be to disre-
gard scientific findings except for following the traditional ‘low delivery’ line, and he has
the tendency of engaging in trying to cash in on cheap effects. The latter has sensitized un-
necessarily hitherto neutral scientific quarters. If I gauged my Austrian colleague’s opinion
right, he feels that Dr. Kloimstein’s drive ought to be hamessed and directed along a less
dangerous course. ...

“Needless to say, having Austria Tabak lining up with us would be of great importance in
view of the effort directed towards the new German Verbandspolitik.” '**

42



The Austrian tobacco industry Chapter 3

Environmental tobacco smoke and health

In Austria, smoking in public had emerged as a “significant issue” at the end of the 1970s'*

although no official restrictions have ensued for many years. However, evidence linking passive
smoking to disease and legislation to implement smoking bans are among the greatest threats to
the tobacco industry. In a 1983 board of directors meeting (BAT, Imperial, Philip Morris,
Reemtsma, R.J. Reynolds, and Rothmans) the industry was well aware of the “serious” issue of

passive smoking.

“Perhaps the most serious aspect is the emphasis being placed on passive smoking and
smoking in the workplace. Scientific papers to defend this issue are in the pipe-line, and
some activity is planned for 1984, including publication of material dealing with social
costs/social values.”'”®

In an advertisement entitled “A message from those who do... to those who don’t”, authorised
by John Dollisson, a well-known figure from the Tobacco Institute in Sydney (no date, pre-
sumably about mid/end 1980s), the industry perspective on health effects of passive smoking is
expressed quite straightforwardly. It represents not only the industry’s opinion on this subject,
but also reveals some of the “favourable” studies that provided the scientific basis for its argu-
ment. In addition, these statements have been disseminated rather successfully by the industry
via the hospitality industry and the media, and one still confronts them frequently in Austria —
in particular statements on “intolerance of non-smokers”, being “a people problem” rather than
a “governmental or medical problem”, “no scientific proof” of health hazards by passive smok-
ing, and “smokers’ rights” versus “minority group” (of non-smokers who express their dislike).
Dollisson also refers to the 1984 Vienna Health Conference. As these statements not only sum-
marise more or less the industry’s arguments and its lobbying on these subjects, but also char-
acterise quite well the present situation in Austria, this document is cited in full in the following

footnote.?

8 “Some smokers are annoyed by cigarette smoke. This is a reality that’s been with us for a long time.
“Lately, however, many non-smokers have been led to belicve that cigarette smoke in the air can actually cause
disease.
“And yet there is little evidence and nothing which proves scientifically that cigarette smoke causes disease in
non-smokers.
“The London Times reported findings from the Institute of Cancer Research in Surrey, England, published in this
month’s edition of the ‘British Journal of Cancer’, that ‘passive smoking’ for life-long non-smokers carries no
significant increase in the risk of lung cancer, bronchitis or heart disease (all allegedly associated with smoking).
The Institute’s conclusions are based on a wealth of statistical detail from a study involving 12,000 people.
“In a study by a Vice-President of the American Cancer Society in 1981 which invelved 175,000 people, it was
reported that ‘passive smoking’ had “very little, if any’ effect on lung cancer rates among non-smokers. In the fol-
low-up study published in 1985, no statistically significant increase in risk was reported.
“Researchers at the Harvard School of Public Health found that a non-smoker would have to spend 100 hours
straight in the smokiest bar to ‘absorb’ the equivalence of a single filter tip cigarette.
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Not surprisingly, in order to promote social acceptability of smoking, the industry’s principal
tactics include denial of scientific evidence and the funding of industry-friendly research to
provoke controversy.'® They also include the manipulation of public opinion, often with the
participation of the hospitality industry.”’ The recent industry-funded study by Enstrom and
Kabat'”’, published in the British Medical Journal only a few days before voting on the World
Health Organisation’s Framework Convention on Tobacco Control in May 2003, is one exam-

ple of this.'®

Enemies and allies of the tobacco industry

In Austria, it is not quite clear who the real enemies or allies are. As already indicated above,
the situation is characterised by a close circle of personally related and/or financially suscepti-
ble individuals, some of whom seemingly operate on both sides. In addition, as there is abso-
lutely no interest from the state in any effective measures to reduce smoking”, the linkage be-
tween the former state monopoly Austria Tabak and the government being traditionally very
strong. The prolonged lobbying by Austria’s tobacco industry of the hospitality industry, trade
unions, the media, and the sports business (sponsoring of clubs and events) has been most ef-
fective so that its allies are not only strong and organised, but their number is clearly over-
whelming the few, mostly rather diffident individuals engaged in anti-smoking activities (Chap-
ter 9). Similarly, it has not always been clear on which side the various Austrian health minis-
ters and decision makers stand or stood. Apart from two engaged ministers, the motivation to
implement anti-smoking measures has been very poor so far. This seems to confirm the finding
of the previously cited John Dollisson, when he presented his insight at the 1990 Infotab Con-
ference in Paris that politicians have never been a real threat or enemy to the industry. They

were classified by him as being “mostly weather cocks who rotate to the whims of fashion and

“Major reviews on ‘passive smoking’ over the last few years have concluded that ‘passive smoking’ cannot
be shown to be a health risk. The weight of evidence is summed up in the remarks at the conclusion of the
1984 Vienna Health Conference which was held in co-operation with the World Health Organisation:
‘should law makers wish to take legislative measures with regard to passive smoking, they will, for the pre-
sent, not be able to base their efforts on a demonstrated health hazard from passive smoking.’

“Often our own concerns about health can take an unproven claim and magnify it out of all proportion; so what
begins as a misconception turns into a frightening myth.

“Alright, cigarette smoke may be annoying to some non-smokers, but how shall we deal with these problems?
Confrontation? Segregation? Legislation? — No.

“We think annoyance is neither a governmental nor a medical problem. It’s a people problem. Smokers can help
by being more considerate and responsible. Non-smokers can help by being more tolerant. And both groups can
help by showing more respect for each others rights and feelings.

“Don’t let intolerant minority pressure groups use you to create divisions between Austr(al)ians.” 1% [Bold
sections as in the original text; brackets in the last word added by the author.]

Just to mention the various tax gains from VAT, income taxes, or import purchases taxes for tobacco products
from outside the EU, or the profits from the state’s shares in the Monopoly Administration Ltd.
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perceived advantage”.'” The real enemy was considered to be “much more formidable”. “Our
enemy is composed of a vanguard of clever, able and formidably persistent [anti-smoking] ac-
tivists who have, after many years of relentless permeation, increasingly taken over the com-
manding heights of the health and other government bureaucracies of the world. ... Our ene-
mies are assisted in their ‘long march through the institutions’ by their ideological peers in the
media, and in the universities”.'® Unfortunately, however, the rather flattering description of
the “much more formidable” enemy and his assistants does not apply to the situation in Austria

(except for one notable, but powerless individual).

The recruitment of scientists to justify the position of the tobacco industry or to vilify oppo-
nents has been common for many years. John Dollisson praised, for example, Professor Peter
Berger, “one of the most distinguished sociologists in America”, whom he characterised as “the
shrewdest observer of our condition and the sharpest analyst of our opponents” — in this case
the anti-smoking activists. As well as classifying anti-smoking activists as “people who desire
power, prestige, or income from the anti-smoking campaign” and the enthusiasts among them
“think of anti-smoking in terms of a crusade”, Berger points at the World Health Organisation
as the major vehicle for the internationalisation of the anti-smoking phenomenon. As quoted by
Dollisson: “The injection of the anti-smoking cause into the UN universe of discourse has had
ideological as well as organizational ramifications. The UN is, above all, an organization of
Third World governments. Logically enough, the anti-smoking cause has here become entan-
gled with other strands of Third World ideology, notably hostility to multinational corporations.
The tobacco industry has thus become targeted as yet another nefarious manifestation of multi-
national capitalism”.'” Berger also noted that the anti-smoking movement is class specific.
While smokers are increasingly drawn from the lower income groups, the anti-smoking move-

ment is largely upper middle class in its composition.

Concluding his speech at the Infotab-Conference, Dollisson reminds the audience of his “ten
commandments” with regard to the industry’s tactics, including that coalitions are essential and
that one has to work on one’s allies, maintain relations and “not leave everything to the last
minute”. He also stresses the point that “results are more important than claiming authorship”,
Le. the involvement of the industry should not be openly visible, and argued that the industry
defence against “the antis” should be put above petty corporate differences. Finally, Dollisson
stated that it was time to complement “private affairs campaigning” with a major “public affairs

campaign”.'”
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Advertisement and advertising bans

In the 1980s, several reports published by the tobacco industry attempted to prove the ineffec-
tiveness of tobacco advertising directed at children and youth. These included, for example, the
industry-sponsored study by The Children’s Research Unit in London on juvenile smoking
initiation and advertising''® or the report of the UK Tobacco Manufacturers® Association on

111

children, smoking and advertising . The introduction of the latter begins:

“Anti-smoking campaigns frequently invoke the emotive argument that tobacco advertising
encourages children to start smoking. In fact, however, there is no convincing evidence that
such advertising causes anyone — adult or child, male or female — to start smoking, or to
smoke more.

“In the UK, companies advertise tobacco products to increase market share among existing,
adult smokers. Such advertising encourages those smokers either to switch to, or to remain
loyal to the brand being advertised.

“However, such advertising cannot — and does not — increase the size of the total mar-
ket.” '"! [Bold in original text]

This report expands on various “frequently asked questions” and justifies (partly referring to
the results of the previously mentioned and other industry-sponsored reports) why an advertis-
ing ban would not stop young people from smoking. Interestingly, some of the statements in
this document can still be found, for example, in the contemporary self-portrayal by Gallaher

(Appendix E).

An Austria Tabak publication from 1982 to provide its employees with “balanced information”,
justifies the necessity of advertising in particular with the development and marketing of “light”

(and “safer”) cigarettes (see below) and the company’s responsibility for risk reduction.

“Development of new products [light cigarettes] makes sense only when they can be made
acceptable on the market. For this purpose, corresponding advertising possibilities are nec-
essary. The firm must therefore oppose limitations on advertising, must exploit all legiti-
mate possibilities of getting round existing limitations on advertising, and must campaign in
public for the further extension of advertising possibilities, taking into account the necessi-
ties of the health policy aspect.””"

In contrast to official industry claims of the absolute ineffectiveness of advertising, John
Dollisson emphasised in his speech at the Infotab-Conference in Paris 1990 the importance of
resistance to advertising bans. “In the case of advertising bans, the consequential effects could
be enormous, even possibly denying us whatever political and media clout we still have. The
power of advertising is so great, we will probably only realize the scale of its influence after we
lose our freedoms. The loss of the support of the media will further accelerate the decline of the
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industry’s and smoker’s social acceptability”'™ — as already mentioned, one of the greatest

threats to the tobacco industry.
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The myth of “light” cigarettes

Cigarette manufacturers have employed several tactics to encourage consumers to perceive
filtered and low machine yield brands as safer than other brands. These tactics include using
cosmetic (that is, ineffective) filters, loosening filters over time, medicinal menthol, high tech
imagery, virtuous brand names and descriptors, adding a virtuous variant to a brand’s product
line, and generating misleading data on tar and nicotine yields. Earlier filters on cigarettes
turned out to be not only completely ineffective, but to produce even higher delivery of tar and
nicotine compared to unfiltered cigarettes. These reversals even occurred within brand fami-
lies.”? In addition, machine-measured yields (those stated on the side of each cigarette pack) do
not reflect the smoker’s real tar exposure. For example, smokers tend to block the ventilation

holes designed by the industry to reduce machine (but not actual) yields.”” "> '*

While cigarette design has been changing over the last 50 years, first by the introduction of
various filters and then by substantially lowering machine-measured tar and nicotine yields,
they have not contributed importantly to any meaningful reduction in the disease burden caused
by smoking. Thun reported in 1997 that the relative risks among smokers of all the major smok-
ing-related diseases are higher today than they were in the 1950s and 1960s. According to
Shopland, this is quite remarkable, considering that tar and nicotine levels are supposedly 60

'3 Although claims are made for meaningful

percent lower today compared to 40 years ago.
reductions, there are no standards as yet. As Jack Henningfield pointed out on the 12™ World
Conference on Tobacco or Health in Helsinki 2003, cigarettes are more addictive than is neces-
sary to retain smokers. In summary, tobacco delivered nicotine is in a form that is highly toxic,
addictive, and delivered explosively fast in a chemical cocktail which increases dose and speed,

with additives reducing sensory barriers.''®
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A recent study by Pollay & Dewhirst’ “ shows that advertisements of filtered and low tar ciga-
rettes were intended to reassure smokers concerned about the health risks of smoking, and to
present use of these products as an alternative to quitting. This approach was first developed in
the early 1950s, when scientific and popular articles presented lung cancer research findings
and consumers heard allegations about the possibility of fatal health risks. Tobacco companies
reacted to this “health scare” with filtered products, accompanied by advertisements with ex-
plicit health assertions. The first Surgeon General’s report on smoking in 1964, however, re-
awakened public concerns about the potential health consequences of smoking. In order to re-
duce these consumer concems, the tobacco industry reacted quickly by offering an attractive

alternative to quitting for many smokers — by switching to a lower yield cigarette. Light and
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Ultra Light cigarettes were first introduced in the 1950s and 1960s, followed by aggressive
marketing that sought to diminish health concerns and to reassure smokers that they could
smoke with less risk. The majority of the current generation of low yield products were first
launched in the mid 1970s. By the end of that decade, 50 percent of the cigarette brands on the
market were officially classified as “low tar” according to the FTC method.'"”® In Austria, com-
pared to many other European countries, ‘light’ cigarettes were marketed relatively early

(1970s).

Many “Light” smokers still believe that smoking these cigarettes causes less harm to health.'"®
According to a study by Shiffman et al."'"’, this is partly due to their experience that ‘light’ ciga-
rettes are less harsh and the belief that these cigarettes deliver less tar. Considering the fact that
smokers, addicted to nicotine and desirous to get their required fix, compensate for reduced
nicotine yields by smoking more intensively, i.e. inhaling more deeply and more often (a fact

120 _ see below), it is not surprising then

that has been known to the industry since the mid 1970s
that the smoker’s actual tar exposure may be as high, or even higher as when smoking regular
brands.”” It was recognised that a smoker’s level of exposure is not based on the type of ciga-
rette and the supposed amount of tar, nicotine, and carbon monoxide it allegedly contained, but
on the smoker’s own behaviour: the number and size of puffs taken on each cigarette, the depth

of inhalation, the blocking of filter vents, the number of smoked cigarettes, etc.* !> !¢

As was demonstrated in an article by William Farone, the former director of applied research of
Philip Morris USA, in a recent issue of Tobacco Control, the cigarette industry has managed to
avoid any real harm reduction in their products over the years. The differences in tar levels
between ‘Lights’ and ‘Low Tar’ versions of cigarettes is minimal, and also the use of descrip-
tors such as ‘Lights’ and ‘Ultra Lights’ creates more confusion than giving an informative de-
scription of composition. Farone proves that, while regular brands with a low tar level were
already on the market, versions labelled ‘Lights’ were introduced to the market with equal or
much higher tar levels.'?' Similar results were reported in a recent study by Pollay & Dewhurst

on the illusion of harm reduction in cigarettes in the 1990s.'** '**

Although numerous studies began document publicly how smokers who switched from higher

tar and nicotine products to lower yield brands experienced exposure levels that were totally

Manipulations of nicotine yields in cigarettes were already reported from Germany from the mid-1930s.""”’

? The FTC method was developed by the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) in the late 1960s, to test cigarettes on a
routine basis for tar and nicotine levels. In June 1994, the accuracy and appropriateness of the FTC test was ques-
tioned and found “broke”. However, this method is still used today.'"
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inconsistent with the published FTC-determined tar and nicotine values'”®, the industry had
earlier arrived at the same conclusion, leading to the massive marketing strategy for their new
‘Light’ products. The industry was also conscious of its endangered position. At the Research

Conference in Pichlarn in August 1981, this fear was expressed quite clearly:

“It is felt that the time is close when Government agencies worldwide will take more notice

of compensation — and of the scale of the differences, for a given commercial product, be-
tween smoking machine numbers and the dose of smoke actually obtained by smokers”.'**

There are thus sound grounds for concern that the designation of ‘light’ cigarettes may under-
mine cessation as they are promoted as a reasonable (and easier) alternative to quitting. Over

the past 30 years, as Canova and colleagues point out,

“increasing numbers of smokers have switched to low tar cigarettes brands, in the hopes of
reducing the harm from smoking. We now know, however, that the public health benefit of
low tar cigarettes is likely negligible, or actually negative, because the evidence indicates

that (1) the health risks of smoking have increased, not decreased.... and (2) it appears that
more people are smoking than would be the case were these products not on the market”.%

This can be seen in the Austrian 1997 survey on smoking habits where a change of brand and
the switching to lighter cigarettes are seen by many people as a means to reduce their tobacco
consumption or to avoid giving up smoking completely. One in four interviewees reported that
he/she has changed brands between 1992 and 1997; women more often than men and individu-
als in urban areas more often than in rural parts of Austria (Chapter 6, Appendix K). Not sur-
prisingly, therefore, according to the study of Shiffman and colleagues, “Light” smokers
showed a greater interest in quitting than Ultra Light Smokers. In addition, strong promotion of

“light” cigarettes seeks to draw more female smokers into the market.!'® '

This change in smoking behaviour is already apparent in epidemiological trends. According to
Christian Vutuc from the Vienna University Cancer Research Institute (Chapter 9; 9.3.3 and
Appendix U), a clear shift in the localisation of lung cancer from central to peripheral foci can
be observed over recent decades. While in the 1970s, 11% of carcinomas in Austria were pe-
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ripheral, in 1990, it was already 28%. Today, this figure amounts to 57%.'*° A recently pub-

lished study by Harris and colleagues on the risk of lung cancer among smokers of cigarettes
with different tar levels concluded that risk is similar in people who smoke medium tar ciga-

rettes (15-21mg), low tar cigarettes (8-14mg), or very low tar cigarettes ( <7mg).'?’ ¥

In Austria, these kind of studies have been carried out by Kunze and Vutuc since the late 1970s. At least some of
them were financed by the Austrian and German tobacco industry (Chapter 9, 9.3.3 and Appendix U). However,
the results are still treated as something ‘new’.'?®
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The increased market share of new “Light” brands and the realisation that these cigarettes do
not reduce risk have led to increased concerns within the medical and public health community.
The Surgeon General’s report of 1981, therefore, strongly cautioned smokers not to increase
their smoking or change their behaviour in other ways. The report ended with the advice that
there is no safe cigarette. The only way to reduce one’s risk from smoking completely was to
quit or not to begin smoking. As Shopland points out, that advice is as true today as it was 20

years ago.

“Although the public may believe that the major change in terms of cigarette design over the
past 40 years has been the reduction of risk posed by low tar filter cigarettes, cigarettes to-
day are just as deadly as they were back in the 1950s, and perhaps even worse”. 13

Therefore, as stated by Thun & Burns, tobacco control policies should not allow changes in
cigarette design to subvert or distract from interventions proven to reduce the prevalence, inten-
sity, and duration of smoking'?’, and the medical and public health community should no longer
recommend that smokers switch to lower yield cigarette brands as a means of reducing their

future disease risks.''*!"®

At present, activities similar to the marketing of ‘Light’ cigarettes can be observed with smoke-
less tobacco, which is praised as a ‘healthier’ option to cigarettes. In the US, every three or four
months new tobacco products are launched on the market, with new claims (e.g. nicotine water,
nicotine lollipops, nicotine wafers, etc.), in addition to the promotion for smokeless tobacco
(snuff).”*® As in other countries, hidden advertising for this product is now starting in Austria,
pointing to the long tradition of snus (moist snuff) and the low lung cancer rate among men in
Sweden. Michael Kunze, the leading smoking cessation expert in Austria, and Karl Fagerstrém
from Sweden are pushing for a “controlled legalisation” of snus in Europe, allegedly with a
view to it becoming an alternative for heavy smokers (Chapter 9; 9.3.3 and Appendix U). Sci-
entific ‘proof”’ of the safety of this “largely harmless” and “mild” nicotine drug can also be
found in a recent corporate article by Emest Groman, head of the Vienna Nicotine Institute and
colleague (and son-in-law) of Michael Kunze, and Karl Fagerstrsm®. The results of this study
and the product itself were praised (or advertised) in two (sic) newspaper articles in the Wiener
Zeitung of 31 May 2003.5 © Of course, nothing was mentioned about any risks from this “re-
placement drug”. Yet in the end, as the majority of public health advocates have noted, adver-
tising this product as a ‘safer’ drug might easily lead to the same results as the public health
disaster with ‘Light’ cigarettes, preventing smokers from quitting and resulting in an increase of
tobacco consumers. In any case, the issue of its use as a substitute for cigarettes raises scientific

and ethical questions, as Lynn Kozlowski formidably demonstrated in her recent article.”’ Per-
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haps the most that can be said is that consumers of smokeless tobacco at least are not posing a

risk to others.

It seems that the once freely expressed opinion by the tobacco industry that people have to die
from something and that “cancer is an essential ingredient of life” has not been really overcome
as yet, although since the publication of many formerly secret industry documents, industry
staff are certainly more careful with these kinds of statements. As cited in Kozlowski, one can
read in a proposal from 1978, prepared for the UK’s Tobacco Advisory Council by the UK firm
Campbell Johnson Ltd:

“2.7. This last point, a brutally realistic one, implies that, with a general lengthening of the
expectation of life we really need something for people to die of. In substitution for the ef-
fects of war, poverty and starvation, cancer, as the disease of the rich, developed countries,
may have some predestined part to play. The argument is obviously not one that the tobacco
industry could use publicly. But its weight, as a psychological factor in perpetuating peo-
ple’s taste for smoking as an enjoyable if risky habit, should not be under-estimated.

2.8. .... inits controlled and positive aspects, cancer is an essential ingredient of life without

which the cells of the human body would be unable to renew themselves”.*

3.24  Self-portrayal of Austria Tabak (Gallaher)

Although definitely meant for the public and therefore a ‘lighter’ version of the industry’s posi-
tion, the present self-portrayal of Gallaher still reflects the same tradition and the same justifi-
cation with regard to advertising and other smoking-related topics. However, the industry is
now aware of the higher sensitivity on the part of governments and the public with regard to
smoking and smoking-related problems. The concept of corporate social responsibility has been
taken up, at least in rhetorical terms. So, in its overall concept, Gallaher sees itself as a “respon-
sibly behaving, good corporate citizen”, boasting of its success and its strong position on the

stock market.

Smokers are described as “those people who choose to smoke”, i.e. as “informed adult smok-
ers”, and the classification of smoking not being an addiction but rather a “habit”, although
possibly a “very strong habit”. Environmental tobacco smoke is not considered as a health haz-
ard to others; at worst, it might be “a source of considerable annoyance to non-smokers”.">' As
the issue of environmental tobacco smoke is closely related with programmes to tackle the
harmful effects of tobacco it will be dealt with later in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.3. A more de-

tailed view of the company’s homepage is presented in Appendix E.
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4  TOWARDS A STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK FOR
ACTION: TOBACCO CONTROL MEASURES

4.1 Introduction

By looking at the various tobacco control interventions® reported in the literature and employed
in other countries it is possible to examine what has been done in Austria in the field of tobacco
control and what is still to be done. However, while the situation in Austria will be examined
more closely in Chapter 8 and 9, this chapter will primarily look at the international evidence

and experience, thus providing the basis for the later analysis.

Several measures to reduce tobacco consumption have been recommended by various sources,
based on the experience of many countries. Most important is the insight that it is not the im-
plementation of a single measure that accounts for the success of a tobacco control programme,
but the simultaneous implementation of a whole package of measures, which should comple-
ment and reinforce each other. Thus, a comprehensive, sustainable, adequately funded pro-
gramme, supported by decision makers, stakeholders such as cancer societies or anti-smoking
groups, committed individuals, health professionals, service providers, and the public, has
proven to be very effective in reducing tobacco consumption, smoking prevalence, and smok-

ing-related disease and mortality.

The strategic framework in this chapter is based on the WHO-publication European Strategy for
Tobacco Control (ESTC)"?, which sets out strategic directions for action. Examples of success-
ful tobacco control policies in other countries were found via the internet (using Google) and by
hand search of later issues of some journals, in particular Tobacco Control and the British

Medical Journal. The methods used were described in more detail in Chapter 2.

The industry perspective is represented by excerpts from literature on Gallaher’s position on
the World Health Organization’s Framework Convention on Tobacco Control."** Other influen-
tial factors known to deter key actors from the implementation of a comprehensive and effec-
tive tobacco control plan — such as the promise of enormous financial gains for both the tobacco
industry and the state — are also discussed. Experiences from other (particularly European)
countries, which could serve as models of good practice for Austria, have been reviewed and

described.
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4.2 Measures to reduce the demand for and supply of tobacco
products

The World Health Organisation distinguishes demand-side and supply-side measures. Measures
to reduce the demand for tobacco products include price and taxation; prevention of exposure
to environmental tobacco smoke (passive smoking); control of advertising, promotion and
sponsorship; information, training and public awareness; smoking cessation; product control
and consumer information. Measures to reduce the supply of tobacco products involve reduc-
tion of illicit trade; availability to young people; and tobacco subsidies. The latter, however, are
in general less effective, while demand-side measures work well, in particular when imple-

mented simultaneously. However, it has also been recognised that

“Member States and the European Community, when applicable, will have to adopt differ-
ent sets of measures, based on their concrete needs, resources, and the stage they have
reached with their tobacco control policy, and according to a realistic time frame. In the

meantime ... national tobacco control policies should be comprehensive enough to cover all

major aspects of the demand for and supply of tobacco products”. '

Despite the fact that cigarette smoking damages human health, leading to chronic disease and
premature death, many governments (including Austria and Germany) have avoided taking
action to control smoking because of concern about potential economic harm, but also due to
the strong, long-term influence of the tobacco industry in the form of very close and friendly
relationships between government and industry and most of all the latter’s effective lobbying.
Yet while it cannot be said that Austria has been inactive in enacting public health measures,
what is striking is that, from the range of possible interventions, most measures chosen have
been from the category “less/not effective” rather than “very effective” or even “likely to be
effective”, as presented by Heather Selin'* in the following overview (Box 4-1) of the effec-

tiveness of key measures (see also Section 4.3.4).

According to the definition of the WHO intervention means “any health action — any promotive, preventive,
curative or rehabilitative activity where the primary intent is to improve health”.?
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Box 4-1 Examples of evidence-based measures in tobacco control that have proven to be very
effective or less effective

Very effective measures Less effective measures
e Significant tax increase e Controls on sales (age limits)
¢ Comprehensive legislation, including adequate e Controls on production

penalties for violations of the law
¢ Complete ban on direct and indirect advertising | ® Measures focussed exclusively on youth
e 100% smoke-free environment e Voluntary agreements

e Large, meaningful package messages (health
warnings), memorable images

e Widespread and sustained media campaign
addressing the whole population and different
audiences

e Tackling of smuggling

e Tobacco tax used for health promotion funds,
particularly targeting smoking behaviour

For example, Austria’s efforts to control tobacco consumption concentrate on (mostly ineffec-
tive, or even counter-productive) youth campaigns, the formal (yet not enforced) setting of age
limits for the consumption and purchase of tobacco products (while permitting vending ma-
chines), and a very weak tobacco law with few provisions for sanctions or, even where they
exist (as in the case of regulations of tobacco advertising), no enforcement. Although a certain
percentage of tobacco tax is used to finance the national Fund for a Healthy Austria (activities
in health promotion), and in 2002 the Federation of Austrian Social Insurance Institutions re-
ceived a certain amount of the tax income, this money is not earmarked and the anti-smoking
activities of both recipients are thus negligible or null. The delayed implementation of enlarged
health warnings in September 2003 was more or less “enforced” by the European Union. The
circumstances in which cigarettes are sold suggest that they are harmless, and information on

health hazards is very limited.

The following measures have been recognised to affect tobacco consumption.'** Again, in order
to be effective, the importance of comprehensiveness, i.e. the implementation of several meas-

ures at the same time, has to be emphasised (Section 4.3).

e Legal and regulatory measures

e Taxation and fiscal measures

e Environmental tobacco smoke (passive smoking): Smoking bans and restrictions
e Tobacco advertising, promotion and sponsorship

* Anti-smoking campaigns and other educational measures (information, training
and public awareness)

e Therapeutic measures, smoking cessation
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e  Product control and consumer information
e Control of illicit trade (smuggling)
¢  Youth access

Due to the limited space in this thesis, the various measures, together with the response of the

industry, are explored in more detail in Appendix F.

4.3  Reducing smoking: What works? Influential factors on policies

4.3.1 Introduction

Several countries have established successful measures to reduce smoking and may serve as
“models of good practice” for other, less successful or less committed states, or for policymak-
ers who still doubt the effectiveness of incisive tobacco control programmes. Apart from dem-
onstrating the effectiveness of tobacco control interventions, the experiences of those countries
that have committed themselves to reduce smoking prevalence, smoking-related death and dis-
ease also make it possible to reach conclusions about what are the most effective elements of

tobacco policies.

Compared to the achievements in tobacco control in the United States (particularly in Califor-
nia and Massachusetts), Canada, Australia and New Zealand, but also other countries such as
Thailand or South Africa, Europe as a whole can seem far behind. However, the Scandinavian
countries, Sweden, Finland, and Norway, although not Denmark, can boast a long tradition of
tobacco control policies. They have implemented very successful interventions for reducing
smoking and are certainly the leaders in progressive anti-smoking policies within Europe. From
the viewpoint of the situation in Austria, though, where anti-smoking policies remain underde-
veloped, other European countries with comparatively limited programmes, such as Poland,
France, Italy, the UK, or Ireland could also serve as examples. A particularly important issue at
present in many European countries is that of smoke-free environments in restaurants, pubs and

bars.

In Austria, anti-smoking policies from overseas (particularly in the United States, for Austrians
the best known “negative” example of smoking restrictions), no matter how successful, are
viewed as being rather eccentric, puritanical, militant, dictatorial, exaggerated and, all in all,
“too extreme” — and by no means to be followed. Potentially, examples of successful interven-
tions from other European countries might be viewed as more acceptable models. Therefore,

this overview of successful interventions in controlling tobacco consumption puts more weight
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upon the achievements by European countries, the underlying assumption being that these
countries elicit fewer adverse responses in Austria and also that they seem to be more promis-
ing as arguments for a change in Austrian policies. Perhaps a glance over its own border could
reassure those who fear hordes of desperate smokers in the streets and grieving restaurant own-

ers in their empty premises, with the economy of the country in tatters.

However, given that the space available in this thesis is limited, a detailed overview of experi-
ences from other countries has been placed in Appendix G. While in the following section only
tobacco control programmes in European countries are discussed, the results from broader in-
ternational experience will be considered when discussing the issue of environmental tobacco
smoke and measures to restrict or ban smoking in workplaces. This seems legitimate as this
discussion is based largely on evidence from outside Europe. Similarly, a summary of experi-
ences in tobacco control from both European and further afield countries in the form of “les-
sons learned” will be presented in Section 4.3.4 and Appendix G. In due course these will form
the basis for the development of recommendations for effective Austrian tobacco control meas-

ures in Chapter 10.

4.3.2 National strategies in selected European countries

This section will deal with those European countries that are at the cutting edge of tobacco
control, featuring the most successful characteristic of each country. In particular the Scandina-
vian countries Sweden, Norway and Finland are outstanding within Europe in their sustained
tobacco control policies, having begun their efforts to reduce tobacco consumption decades
ago. In these countries, non-smoking has become a socially accepted cultural norm, and a
smoke-free environment is part of the notion of a healthy environment. To some degree, smok-
ing in northern European countries is now seen as a sign of social exclusion and deprivation."**
139

A detailed description of the history of tobacco policies and the measures taken in these

Nordic countries can be found in Appendix G.

The important achievements of other countries should not however be ignored. France, for ex-
ample, is known for its early introduction of a total advertising ban (direct and indirect advertis-
ing, and sponsorship) in 1993'*’ and a commitment to tobacco control by a series of health min-
isters since 1988 (starting with Frangois Mitterand’s administration but with the exception of
Jacques Chirac), spearheaded by a strong media-based lobbying of a handful of committed

medical practitioners.”' '
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Austria’s neighbour Italy, too, has had advertising bans since 1962, with provisions for fines
since 1983 and the inclusion of indirect advertising and sponsorship since 1991."*° In 2000, the
Italian health minister introduced a proposal to ban smoking in public and private indoor areas
open to the public, including bars, restaurants, prisons, and police stations, and to enable law
suits against tobacco producers. People caught smoking in public places are fined €250, a sum
that can be doubled if children or pregnant women are present. If restaurants and other public
places wish to permit smoking they must set aside a smoking room and install a ventilation
system — or risk a fine of €2,000 and temporary closure, a real revolution'*"'** (4ppendix G). A
second law which came into force on New Year’s Day 2004 limits the availability of cigarettes
in vending machines."*® Since 1 March 2004, smoking has also been banned on Italy’s Eurostar

'47 While similar to Austria with its high smoking prevalence, a predominantly pro-

trains.
smoking climate, and the notion of a “very tolerant society”, Italy’s achievements indicate that
even in such conditions legal measures are effective, but also reflect the commitment of its

health ministers Umberto Veronesi and Girolamo Sirchia.

Ireland has introduced a ban on smoking in all workplaces, including restaurants, pubs and bars
in March 2004, thus being the first country within the European Union with a complete ban on
smoking in the workplace (Section 4.3.3). The ban also provides severe fines of around £2,000
(€3,000) for those caught smoking illegally. Ireland seems to play a particularly important role
in initiating discussions on smoking bans even in reluctant countries such as Austria. In addi-
tion, as with Italy, the public approval if these measures in a country considered to be as indi-
vidualistic and non-law-abiding as Ireland, with a traditional “pub smoking culture” nobody
could imagine could be changed, shows that anti-smoking measures are not necessarily dictato-
rially enforced upon people, as argued in other countries. Examples like these will at least make
counter arguments less believable. Italy and Ireland also demonstrate the importance and the

potential of engaged and courageous health ministers.

In the United Kingdom, despite growing public support for a complete ban on smoking in pub-
lic places, at present, there are no official restrictions for smoke-free environments in restau-
rants, pubs and bars; these are purely a matter of voluntary agreement. The government has,
however, committed considerable resources to support smokers wishing to quit. While some
commentators wanted to see the experience of the Irish smoking ban, a similar ban in England

under the present health minister is not very likely.

Poland, on the other hand, is outstanding within the formerly eastern European countries. De-

spite enormous pressure from the tobacco multinationals, the Polish government has enacted
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comprehensive tobacco control legislation first in 1995 (being far ahead its time compared to
most western European laws on tobacco control) and amended by a law in 1999 (4dppendix

G).I48 149

Given the extent of the current debate about the scope for legislating for smoke-free environ-
ments in restaurants, pubs and bars, a debate that presumably will also reach Austria at some

stage, the following section is dedicated to this issue.

4.3.3 Smoke-free environments in restaurants, pubs and bars

Restaurants, pubs and bars are among the most frequented public places where both smokers
and non-smokers are involuntarily exposed to environmental tobacco smoke (ETS). Since the
1970s there has been growing evidence that second-hand smoke endangers non-smokers and, at
least in the United States and north European countries, a reduction in social acceptability of
smoking has accelerated its decline. This decline in social acceptability has been recognised by
the tobacco industry to be one of the most serious problems it faces. Furthermore, smoke-free
environments have led to a significant decrease in cigarette consumption and, consequently, to

a loss of profits for the tobacco industry. In 1993, an analyst of Philip Morris observed:

“Financial impact of smoking bans will be tremendous. Three to five fewer cigarettes per

day will reduce annual manufacturer profits a billion dollar plus per year”.'"*

The industry also recognised that declining social acceptability also increases voluntary quitting

and weakens the industry’s ability to develop allies.

In the face of these developments, by the late 1980s and early 1990s, the industry realised that
it urgently needed to address these issues in a proactive manner, rather than simply reacting to
some countries’ tobacco control initiatives before they would spread out to other countries. To
do this, several approaches were taken, one of these being attacks on science. A study by Drope
et al. reveals the industry’s deliberate strategy to use scientific consultants to discredit the sci-

ence on ETS. They summarise their findings:

“The industry built up networks of scientists sympathetic to its position that ETS is an in-
significant health risk. Industry lawyers had a large role in determining what science would
be pursued. The industry funded independent organisations to produce research that ap-
peared separate from the industry and would boost its credibility. Industry organised sym-
posiums were used to publish non-peer reviewed research. Unfavourable research con-
ducted or proposed by industry scientists was prevented from becoming public.”"*!

As will be shown in Chapter 9, Austrian scientists were also part of this game.
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Other approaches were directed at influencing the public’s perceptions, invoking arguments
about “courtesy”, “choice”, “freedom”, and (with a view to those who complained about smok-
ing) “tolerance”. It also used arguments that business would decline, accompanied by the pro-

motion of ventilation as the best solution.?

“The industry adopted two main approaches to address the problem of declining social ac-
ceptability of smoking: attacking the science demonstrating that second hand smoke was
dangerous (as it had done with active smoking) and working to change the public’s percep-
tion of smoking in public. The industry’s original defence against restrictions on smoking
(creation of non-smoking sections) in the 1970s was to invoke arguments about ‘courtesy’,
‘choice’, and ‘freedom’ as well as to claim that any limitations on smoking would hurt busi-
ness ... (without mentioning the fact that tobacco industry sales and profits would suffer). In
the 1980s they also began to promote ventilation as a solution.” '*

While these arguments clearly reflect the situation in California and northern Europe at that
time, they also correspond to the present situation in Austria where the industry’s early argu-
ments about “courtesy”, “personal freedom” and “own choice” are still courted, and where
there is still a conviction that there is a simple solution: good ventilation systems (Chapters 8

and 9).

However, as a result of these pressures from other countries, the tobacco industry started to
focus increasingly on the debate about clean indoor air and smoke-free environments in the
hospitality industry (restaurants and bars). Knowing that its public credibility is low, the to-
bacco industry has a well established practice of speaking through front groups.'*® In this case,
the core message which was used to recruit allies in the hospitality industry and which is still
dominant in Austria’s perception of “tolerance”, has been “accommodation” of smoking and
non-smoking patrons (Chapter 8; 8.4 and Appendix Q). Of course, there was no mention of the
interests of employees. As has since been discovered, a key element in this strategy has been
“to commission and release studies claiming that smoking restrictions have major negative eco-
nomic effects on the hospitality industry, a claim even a PM [Philip Morris] lobbyist reported

was untrue”.'>®

Meanwhile, surveys particularly in California and northern European countries, but also in
some other countries, indicate strong and increasing public support for smoke-free restaurants,
pubs and bars. Apart from the forerunners in North America, Canada, North Europe, Australia

and New Zealand (4ppendix G), now several more countries, including France, Italy, Ireland,

At least in some countries, this argument about ventilation “eventually lost credibility because a consensus devel-
oped that workers should not be forced to breathe the toxic chemicals in second hand smoke, and business saw no
need to install expensive ventilation systems (that would not solve the problem anyway). In addition, many em-
ployerls5 0(particularly large employers) independently concluded that smoke-free workplaces were good for busi-
ness”.
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The Netherlands, and many cities in the USA (New York, for instance, banned smoking in pub-

lic places in April 2003), have been enacting legislation to ban smoking in bars and restaurants.

However, despite the positive results achieved by smoking bans in restaurants and the strong
community support found in many studies, the tobacco industry, hospitality associations, res-
taurant lobbying groups, and many restaurant owners have been consistently opposing propos-
als to restrict smoking in restaurants, arguing that smoke-free policies would result in a loss of
business by successfully echoing the unfounded arguments developed and reinforced by the

industry.

To date the industry has remained constant in its encouragement to maintain the “controversy”
on ETS (although there is no real controversy). As pointed out by Bartosch & Pope'*? and other
authors, tobacco and restaurant industry funded studies claim that restaurant jobs would be lost
and/or restaurant sales would decline under such restrictive policies — arguments still used by
Austrian media and health politicians. Yet these claims are unwarranted. Dearlove and col-
leagues describe how the tobacco industry used the “accommodation” message to mount an
aggressive and effective worldwide campaign to recruit hospitality associations, such as restau-
rant associations, to serve as the tobacco industry’s surrogate in fighting against smoke-free

environments.'°

In reality, there is good evidence from independent studies in the USA, Canada and Australia
that turnover is not affected, or has even increased after the introduction of smoke-free restau-

rant and bar laws.'*> 1

The strongest argument in favour of smoking bans in all public places is the scale of the health
hazards from environmental tobacco smoke that both non-smoking patrons and employees are
exposed to. An investigation in New Zealand tried to quantify the actual extent of exposure of
hospitality workers to ETS during the course of a work shift, relating the results to the customer
smoking policy of the workplace. The results of this investigation showed that hospitality
workers in premises allowing smoking by customers had significantly greater increases in sali-
vary cotinine concentrations than workers in smoke-free premises and those in premises with
no restrictions on customer smoking were more highly exposed to ETS than workers in prem-
ises permitting smoking only in designated areas. Overall, there was a clear association between
within-shift cotanine concentration change and smoking policy. In addition, workers in prem-
ises permitting customer smoking reported a higher prevalence of respiratory symptoms and

irritation than workers in smoke-free workplaces. Concentrations of salivary cotanine found in
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exposed workers in this study were at levels consistent with substantial involuntary risks of

cancer and heart disease'*’ (Chapter 7; Appendix L).

A recent study from the United Kingdom estimates that one hospitality worker a week dies

136 Not even these alarming results are enough to stimulate a serious

from passive smoking.
prospect of public smoking bans, neither in the United Kingdom itself nor in Austria, where

this study was also reported in the media.

According to an Australian study by Trotter et al. to assess the perceived effects of smoking
bans in bars, nightclubs, and gaming venues on smoking behaviour, 70% reported that they
would smoke more (socially cued smokers) and 25% (especially young people aged under 30
years) indicated that they would be likely to quit if smoking were banned in social venues."’
Thus, these findings confirm what is already known from other countries where smoking bans
have been established for a couple of years: that the introduction of smoke-free policies could

reduce cigarette consumption and increase quitting among smokers.

In England, a total ban on smoking in public places, including pubs, bars, restaurants, and other
workplaces, was proposed by the chief medical officer, Sir Liam Donaldson, who pointed to the
increased risks of passive smoking, especially for children and babies, but also for adults. He
even noted that action on second-hand smoke was what the tobacco industry has long feared

most.'*

Reacting to this proposal, Simon Clark, director of pro-smoking and industry-funded
group Forest, used the standard formulation of the tobacco industry and their allies in the res-

taurant business:

“We are against a total smoking ban in public places, we believe there is no justification for
it. Pubs, restaurants and clubs are private business and they should be free to choose their
own policy... We would actually like to see more non-smoking areas. We are prepared to
compromise but the anti-smoking industry is not willing to do the same”. 8

It is not quite clear what Mr. Clark imagines to be the “anti-smoking industry” (obviously some
sort of organised, relentless and very powerful enemy) but what is very clear is that the health
hazard of passive smoking is not at all an issue for him. Sir Liam Donaldson’s proposal was
not, however, supported by his health minister, who favours local action where agreement can

be achieved.

Forest’s arguments are similar to the view expressed by the Austrian State Secretary of Health,
Reinhart Waneck, who is strictly opposed to smoking bans in restaurants and bars, using strong
words when arguing that smokers should not be “criminalised” and ignoring successfully the

fact of health hazards in favour of further gains from tobacco taxes.'*
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Luckily, there are several states that have been more successful in the past and can report posi-
tive effects of smoking restrictions based on lengthy experience, although obviously attribution
of health effects to smoking bans is complicated by the co-existence of other measures. Some
states in North America (in the forefront are California and Massachusetts), Canada and Aus-
tralia long ago banned smoking in restaurants and bars (Appendix G), and there is evidence that
not only smoking rates but also smoking-related mortality decreased significantly.'® For exam-
ple, Canada, California and Massachusetts report a significant decline in smoking rates.'®'*
California has also experienced a significant decrease in mortality from myocardial infarction

and lung cancer.'®' In Canada, too, the impact of the decline in smoking prevalence is beginning

to show in decreased lung cancer rates among Canadian males aged 20 years and over.'®’

Other countries, states or cities have recently issued a total smoking ban in public places (in-

cluding restaurants and bars), as, for instance, Thailand, New York, Ireland, and Norway. Other

countries are following.

In the Nordic countries (especially Norway, Sweden, Finland, and Iceland), in general, ETS has
been tackled fairly heavily over the last years. Although Denmark still has much to do, all coun-
tries share the challenge of transforming restrictions into bans, but Norway is the only country
that has a complete smoking ban in restaurants and bars, entering into force on 1 June 2004.
Sweden will follow suit on 1 June 2005. The Norwegian bill ensures equal protection for all
employees in their working environment, but also protection of customers and removal of an
important setting in which teenagers might start smoking. A glance behind the curtains reveals

some of the key criteria that influenced the passing of this bill:

“A success criterion for the progressive legislation is the fact that the influential

labour unions gave their full support and campaigned actively for the outcome.

Another was the decision of the Supreme Court that ruled in favour of a plaintiff

who sued for damages due to illness caused by exposure to passive smoking in a

bar. The new act is an example that legislation enacted at an opportune time can be

a powerful public health tool”."*’
In Norway, separate areas for smokers and non-smokers in restaurants and cafés have been
highly appreciated for many years. According to a survey conducted in 2001, about two thirds
of the population prefer the non-smoker’s area. Only 10% found the 50/50 areas too strict —
90% found it balanced or too weak. The new provisions for totally smoke-free restaurants have
more moderate, but still majority support. A poll conducted in May 2003 showed 53% in sup-

port, while 44% were against and 3% were ‘don’t knows’."”” However, experience of previous
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restrictions and experience in other countries show that public support increases after the intro-

duction of smoking restrictions.

In Finland, despite considerable effort and the general success of tobacco control policies, it has
been difficult to enforce smoke-free legislation for bars and restaurants. Restaurant and bar
owners reported finding it hard to implement the legislation, and a softer approach did not have
the intended effect. Restaurants and bars have to set aside non-smoking areas, but these can
hardly be called smoke-free as they adjoin smoking areas. The three-year transition period
ended on 1 July 2003. Now restaurants and bars of S0m’ or over must reserve half of their seats
for non-smokers. Smoking areas must be ventilated so that tobacco smoke does not spread to

the smoke-free area.'’

In summary, therefore, smoke-free environments not only offer protection from passive smok-

ing; they also constitute a key element in reducing smoking prevalence among young people.'”’

Counter arguments

One of the most frequently used counter arguments against total smoking bans is the magic
word “ventilation”. Ventilation systems are not effective because ETS consists of particulate
and gaseous materials that are difficult to remove. Also factors such as design of the room,
number of patrons, building materials and temperature make it impossible to design a ventila-
tion system that will remove all the constituents of ETS.'®'" To achieve a “clean” indoor air
quality which is within limits set for outside air pollution, the ventilation would need the
strength of a tornado, with about 40,000 air-changes per minute.'”'”? In addition, ventilation
systems that make any difference to air quality are very expensive and not easily affordable.
The introduction of smoke-free environments is certainly the cheaper and more effective inter-

vention to reduce both harm and annoyance.

Another argument is the allowance that “everybody” (i.e., in particular, smokers) has the
“right” to smoke, being a matter of freedom of choice and implying that neither the state nor

“intolerant” non-smokers have the right to interfere.

Confronted with evidence of the health hazards of ETS for non-smokers, it is often argued that
the case is not scientifically proven. Although studies on health hazards resulting from second-
hand smoke are difficult (due to the difficulty in measuring previous exposure to ETS and con-
ducting appropriate follow-up studies), there have been numerous studies (more than 42 case-

control studies and 6 longitudinal studies) from many countries over the last two decades that
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demonstrate a relationship between exposure to ETS and increased risk of smoking-related
diseases in non-smokers — particularly increased risk of lung cancer and other respiratory dis-
eases in hospitality workers and life partners of heavy smokers, and increased risk in respira-
tory diseases in children of smoking parents. ETS contains more than 50 human or animal car-
cinogens and because much of it arises from smouldering cigarettes, burning at lower tempera-

tures than with active smoking, it is more toxic than smoke inhaled actively.

When all its arguments proved unsuccessful, the industry and its allies attempted a last try:
surely one can solve this problem with less dramatic measures, usually involving another magic
word: “tolerance” (by non-smokers, obviously, whatever that means). But many restaurants and
bars may find it difficult to separate their premises so that non-smokers will not feel harassed
by the smoking of others and, as already noted, the cost of a “good” ventilation system is high
(and it does not make much difference either). For most restaurants and bars it would therefore

be easier to provide total smoke-free environments than divided sections.

4.3.4 Lessons learned

The experiences in tobacco control in countries and states that have been examined most
closely (United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Norway, Finland, Sweden, Brazil,
Poland, South Africa, and Thailand), all point to one main finding: tobacco control measures
can work. Although the situation in each continent, in each country, state, or city is different
and to a certain degree unique, there are commonalities that are applicable to other countries in
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different settings.'” Many lessons have been learned about what works, from both the suc-

cesses and the setbacks and may now serve as guidelines for other countries.

A summary of measures that have proven to be effective in tobacco control in various countries
as well as measures that meet the interests of the tobacco industry (many of them to be found in

Austria’s tobacco policies) is given in Appendix G.

The following chapter presents the international framework European tobacco control policy is
embedded in. This consists in particular of the binding laws and regulations of the European

Commission, but also of various policy initiatives by the World Health Organization and the

European Union.
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S THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK: EUROPEAN
SMOKING AND TOBACCO POLICY

Since 1989, when the European Community passed its first directives on labelling, advertise-
ment and smoking restrictions in the workplace, and particularly since 1999, when negotiations
for the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control (FCTC) “have opened the door to global
agreements that aim to reduce tobacco consumption and the related death toll worldwide”'*?,
the tobacco control climate has changed considerably. The decision by the European Union to
legislate on tobacco and the FCTC process launched by the WHO were responses to the in-
creasingly global nature of the tobacco industry with its inventive and aggressive strategies to
undermine national legislation (e.g. smuggling, cross-border advertising in television and
printed media, etc.).'™ ' These new developments made it increasingly necessary to enact

supranational legislation.”” '

Therefore, within the wider framework of European tobacco policy, particularly with regard to
the laws and regulations on production, marketing, taxation and advertising of cigarettes estab-
lished by the European Union, tobacco control is no longer a national issue and policies pur-
sued by individual governments in Europe cannot be seen in isolation from those being pursued
by the European Union.”’ For Austria, like most other European countries, the need for effec-
tive supranational tobacco control policies becomes evident from the persistence of weak na-
tional policy measures. Where changes have taken place they have often been in response to

European law and would otherwise not have been initiated.

This chapter, therefore, identifies the main actors in European tobacco policy, describes the
legislative situation at the European level and addresses the various actions and programmes

initiated by these actors.

5.1 Actors on the European level

The two main actors in European tobacco policies are the World Health Organisation (WHO)
and the European Union (EU), formerly the European Community (EC).* The World Bank, an
important actor on the global level, also has some influence on European tobacco policies. For
example, after reviewing the evidence regarding the effects of cigarette advertising, the World

Bank concluded that advertising increases cigarette consumption so that legislation ending ad-
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vertising would reduce consumption — provided that it was comprehensive, covering all media
and uses of brand names and logos. A modelling exercise applying these data to the entire
European Union (then 15 countries) led the World Bank to conclude that the comprehensive
advertising ban outlined in the — later annulled — 1998 EC directive (98/43/EC) would have
reduced overall cigarette consumption within the EU by 7%. From a public health perspective,
such a reduction in cigarette consumption would have immediate short-term and long-term

' In tobacco control, the World Bank itself sees its role as a partner with the World

benefits.
Health Organization, which is recognised as the lead organisation in responding to the epidemic
(particularly with its Tobacco Free Initiative), while offering in particular its economic perspec-

tive.?

The United States Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) also have some indirect
influence on European tobacco policy through their important publications (e.g. reports of the

Surgeon General) but cannot be considered a major actor at the European level.

Last but not least, many non-governmental or EU-funded organisations and agencies, such as
the now disbanded Bureau for Action on Smoking Prevention (BASP), the Association of
European Cancer Leagues (ECL), the International Union against Cancer (Union Internationale
Contre le Cancer, UICC), the British advocacy organisation Action on Smoking and Health
(ASH), or the International Agency on Tobacco and Health (IATH), have all played an impor-

tant role in influencing European tobacco policy.

5.1.1  The European Community (European Union)

According to Article 95a, the EC is mandated to pursue “a high degree of public-health protec-
tion”. As of 2003, EC tobacco control legislation is still generally weak, although two recent
directives, 2003/33/EC which bans cross-border advertising and sponsorship and 2001/37/EC
which, inter alia, bans misleading product descriptions such as “light” or “mild”, have led to
considerable strengthening of efforts to reduce cigarette consumption in Europe, particularly in
the context of enlargement, although as noted above, some acceding countries such as Poland

have more stringent laws than existing member states.

Starting in 1989 with the first directives on tobacco control — i.e. the television advertisement
(or broadcast) directive “Television without frontiers” 89/552/EEC; directive 89/622/EEC con-

cerning labelling of tar and nicotine yields and health warnings; and directive 89/654/EEC con-

*  After the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, the former European Community (EC) became the European Union (EU).
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cerning the minimum safety and health requirements for the workplace — the European Union
has enacted several directives and recommendations to control tobacco consumption, in particu-
lar with regard to product labelling, maximum yields for tar and nicotine in cigarettes, tax lev-

els, advertising and sponsorship (Section 5.2 and Table I-1 in Appendix I).

A major set-back that had far-reaching significance was the annulment by the European Court
of Justice (ECJ) in October 2000 of directive 98/43/EC that had established a comprehensive
ban on tobacco advertising (see later). The ECJ’s verdict illustrated the legal subordination of
public health to internal market issues, or the so-called harmonisation of the single market.
Although the treaties require that the European Union pursue a “high level of protection for
public health”, they place constraints on the scope to pass legislation for purely public health
purposes. Most tobacco control legislation has therefore been enacted on the basis of internal
market provisions — even though it concerns trade in a substance that kills more of its citizens
than any other. The advertising directive was overturned on the grounds that it was enacted as
an internal market issue but was deemed to obstruct rather than facilitate trade in tobacco prod-

ucts.'”

Thus, overall, the role of the European Union in combating tobacco consumption has been
somewhat disappointing. According to Collin & Gilmore, the weakness of the European posi-
tion can be explained “by a combination of the deficiencies in European tobacco control legis-
lation and a lack of political will”.!”

However, although the weaknesses, delays and omissions in European tobacco control legisla-
tion and the economic might of the tobacco industry cannot be ignored, the positive influence
of the existing directives on the progress of national tobacco policies, at least in some countries,

has to be recognised. Section 5.2 will explore in more detail the legislative framework for

European tobacco control.

5.1.2  The World Health Organization

In the 1980s and 1990s, policymakers became increasingly aware that smoking is not only — as
previously believed — an issue of personal responsibility and individual behaviour (arguments
successfully propagated by the tobacco industry), but also a social issue that should be subject
to health policy. The scale of the health consequences of smoking compelled the World Health
Organization, the principal international agency responsible for health, to give concrete recom-

mendations to its member states for containing tobacco consumption over many years.
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Since 1987, three five-year European Action Plans on Tobacco have been launched (1987-
1991; 1992-1996; 1997-2001)."”” Meanwhile, the WHO has taken the lead in responding to
what is now termed the “tobacco epidemic” through its Tobacco Free Initiative (TFI). The most
significant action arising from this initiative is the WHO Framework Convention on Tobacco
Control (FCTC) (Appendix H). Prior to the launch of negotiations in October 2000, the follow-
ing statement was issued jointly by EU Health and Consumer Affairs Commissioner, David

Byrme, and WHO Director General, Dr Gro Harlem Brundtland.

"Tobacco use is the most significant avoidable source of disease and premature mortality. In
the European Union alone, over 500,000 deaths per year are caused by tobacco consump-
tion while globally 4 million die annually from tobacco. Smoking leads to significant death
and disease from cancer, cardiovascular disease and respiratory disease in adults as well as
severe health effects in children exposed to tobacco smoke. The death toll caused by to-
bacco consumption can and must be avoided."?

The FCTC is a unique framework-protocol approach® which will come into force only after 40
countries ratify. Ratification, acceptance, approval and accession are international acts by
which states that have already signed the FCTC signify their consent to be bound by it. To date
(4 August 2004) there are 168 signatures; Austria signed on 28 August 2003. Twenty-five coun-

17 As soon as 40 countries

tries have ratified the convention so far, with Norway being the first.
expressed their consent by ratification, the Convention will become law for those countries and

thereafter for other countries that become contracting parties to it.

The FCTC process arose from the recognition that individual states can no longer effectively
control the global factors that drive the tobacco epidemic. This convention offers a unique op-
portunity to tackle this pandemic, although progress has been inhibited by some key states (4p-
pendix H).""* 1™

Despite known problems with implementation of the convention (scientific uncertainty, com-
plex technical details, and — presumably most importantly — lack of political will)'™®, the FCTC
process has already had a major impact in advancing global and national tobacco control ef-

forts. So far, the tobacco industry has been relatively mute (or is still offended at not being in-

Frameworks describe an agreement on broadly stated goals. Subsequently, the parties will possibly conclude
separate protocols with specific measures to implement these goals. Unlike a framework, a protocol is an interna-
tional agreement, which can be adopted or accepted.'”®
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cluded®) but is expected to engage in the fight at the national level, trying to ensure that imple-
menting legislation is weak with many loopholes and continuing to promote self regulation as
the answer to the tobacco pandemic.'® Consequently, it is most important that more countries
ratify and implement tobacco control legislation as soon as possible. In the words of Hammond
and Assunta: “Without a swift and concerted action to bring the FCTC into force and ensure
that countries implement it to the fullest, there is the danger that the treaty will end up as just

another well intentioned resolution.”"®

However, the role of the WHO was not always as pronounced against smoking. A 1979 indus-
try memorandum regarding the industry-organised International Public Smoking Symposium
(ICOSI) discloses that the then WHO sub-director, Mr. Tibblen, would though “not be totally
on our [the industry’s] side” but his remarks would be “fairly moderate”. He would thus help a
“balanced” or even “controlled controversy” where his views were then going to be discred-

ited.l82 183 4

In 1993, the WHO was described by the industry as rather weak (due to its limited funding),
though influential.®

An overview of effective interventions, actions and programmes by the WHO and the EU can

be found in Appendix H.

In its position paper on the FCTC of 21 February 2003 Gallaher expresses its disappointment at being passed
over (something it has not been used to, obviously): “Gallaher is disappointed that tobacco manufacturers have
been largely excluded from the process of developing the Framework Convention, other than an opportunity to
submit a four page written statement and to make a five minute presentation at the October 2000 Geneva Conven-
tion. Article 5.3 of the Framework states that the parties are asked ‘to avoid undue interference by the tobacco in-
dustry’. No matter what views those responsible for the proposed Framework may have, Gallaher contends that
balanced debate, that truly takes account of the interests of all parties, is more likely to result in principles and

goals that are more appropriate and more proportionate in their aims™.'*>

BAT spokesman Michael Prideaux expressed the industry’s anger as follows: “The WHO has been taken over by
a coalition of anti-tobacco activists whose stated purpose is to hound tobacco companies out of business... To-
bacco is not an environmental issue which needs a supra-national convention. It is a consumer product and best
regulated by the people that consumers vote for.” This argument becomes more transparent when he says shortly
afterwards: “National governments earn ten times as much money from the tobacco industry as we do. They have
no desire to put us out of business.” What he did not quite understand was why, “while BAT and the other to-
bacco companies could not take part in negotiations with the WHO, anti-tobacco groups such as Ash were in-

volved in the talks”.'®

This just shows the carefully prepared tactics of the industry: “If Tibblen makes his point ... The response to
Tibblen will come from carefully briefed and placed floor discussing people.”'*°
“In light of its poor funding arrangements, the WHO cannot be looked upon as the powerhouse for smoking

control around the world. The monies it does have available are basically ‘seedcorn’, to provide the framework
and climate through the media for the growth of smoking control strategies in the Member States.”'*
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3.2 EU legislation and non-binding provisions

Although much of this section has had to be placed in Appendix I because of space limitations,
it is mainly drawn from the framework developed by Gilmore & McKee’’ and the publications

149

by Gilmore & Zatonski'*® and Gilmore et al.’®’, updated by the latest information from EU web-

sites?® %,

The various EU Directives regulate the contents, packaging and labelling of tobacco products;
they impose an obligation to provide health warnings; and they ban direct tobacco advertising

in print media, on television, on the radio, and on the Internet.”

As European law takes primacy over domestic law, member states must incorporate Directives
enacted by the European Council and Parliament into national law within a defined period
(usually two years). A failure to do so means that the directive automatically becomes legally

enforceable in the state in question.”’

Where the law dictates that the EU cannot (or does not want to) legislate, but the member states
can, the EU has developed a complementary set of non-binding recommendations for member
states. These are, for example, the Council Recommendation 2003/54/EC on the prevention of
smoking and on initiatives to improve tobacco control — including tobacco sales to children and
adolescents; tobacco advertising and promotion that has no cross-border effects; provision of
information on advertising expenditure; environmental effects of tobacco smoke — or Council
Resolutions on combating tobacco consumption, on reduction of smoking, and on banning

smoking on the workplace and in places open to the public.”*** '*

The issue of smoking in the workplace and other public places has yet to be addressed effec-
tively at a European level. A directive regulating smoking in the workplace (89/654/EEC) and a
specific directive on measures for the safety and health at work of pregnant or breastfeeding

workers (92/85/EEC) are being revised'® (4ppendix I).

Similarly, a weak, non-binding resolution of 1989 invites member states to adopt measures to
176

end smoking in public places and on all forms of transport . David Byrne, the outgoing EU
Commissioner for Health and Consumer Protection, has recently asserted his determination to

strengthen smoke-free policies in Europe.'*’

Although there are also some other regulations in effect (e.g. a directive regulating taxes

(99/81/EC), the television broadcast or advertisement directive (89/552/EEC), etc.), the present
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6 PATTERNS OF SMOKING IN AUSTRIA

6.1 Introduction

This chapter analyses current and historic smoking patterns in Austria. In particular, it looks at
the social determinants of and attitudes towards smoking. Existing surveys containing informa-
tion on smoking were identified and explored. However, the various studies available differ in
the questions used, sample size and sampling methods, and methods of analysis. Thus, it was
concluded that the most useful aggregate information was that from a recent survey on smoking
behaviour in Austria, based on the results of the December 1997 Microcensus. This report,
published in 2002, includes comparisons with comparable previous surveys and contains both a
detailed description of the methods of data analysis and a comprehensive interpretation of the
results. Where appropriate, these data were complemented with information from the latest
Microcensus on health in 1999, although this included only one question on smoking status. In
the case of Vienna it was possible to obtain access to the raw data from the Vienna Health and
Social Survey, conducted in the winter months 1999/2000 and 2000/2001, and thus to under-
take a more detailed analysis in which the relationships of various correlates with smoking

could be explored using logistic regression.

6.2 Surveys on smoking

Most national surveys containing information on smoking in Austria have been performed by
Statistics Austria. In particular, these are the 1997 Microcensus with its special section on
smoking habits (December 1997, hereafter abbreviated as smoking survey)"', the 1986 Micro-
census with its special section on smoking habits and health (September 1986), and the 199/
and 1999 Microcensus focussing on health, which included one question on smoking status
(December 1991 and September 1999).** All surveys in the microcensus programme are con-
ducted in form of oral interviews in private households and comprise sample sizes of about

60,000 persons aged 15/16 years and over (4ppendix J).*

The quarterly conducted microcensus surveys are established in law since 1967 (BGBI. Nr. 334/1967). The sur-
vey consists of a basic part with a set of consistent questions and a special part with varying topics from the areas
of social or health statistics. However, while everyone is obliged to give information as to the basic part, the in-
terviewees are free to answer the questions of the additional special part of the microcensus (e.g. microcensus on
health, microcensus on smoking habits, microcensus on smoking and health).
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legislative situation with regard to tobacco control is characterised by the three latest directives
and recommendations of the European Commission: the Tobacco Products Directive
(2001/37/EC)'®, the Advertising and Sponsorship Directive (2003/33/EC)", and the Council
Recommendation on the prevention of smoking and on initiatives to improve tobacco control
(2003/54/EC)"*°. These and an overview of all major EU tobacco control regulations since 1989

are presented in two tables in Appendix L

Appendix I also gives a more detailed description of regulations on advertising and sponsor-

ship, labelling and cigarette composition, and smoking in public places and workplaces.
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Separately from these surveys, a small self-completed questionnaire survey was conducted by
the Austrian Nicotine Institute and the associated Institute of Social Medicine of the University
of Vienna on a sample of nearly 5,000 individuals at the end of the 1990s.>* This survey was
primarily done to assess the Austrian market for measures on smoking cessation.” This and the
fact that this survey is less representative than the microcensus are the reason why this survey
will only be considered regarding its findings about the smoker’s willingness to reduce or stop

smoking when discussing the attitudes towards smoking in Austria (Section 6.3.5,; Appendix K).

For children and young people, data from the WHO Study on Health Behaviour in School-Aged
Children (HBSC study'? '*'%) are used.

On the regional level, there have, however, been a variety of other surveys conducted in indi-
vidual cities or federal provinces. Vienna (being both a city and a federal province) in particular
has been the setting for several surveys which address, among other subjects, smoking behav-
iour. The City of Vienna, for example, commissioned the Vienna Health and Social Survey
2000/2001. Some results, so far only partly analysed, have been published in a variety of re-
ports.** * It also commissioned and published the regional analysis of the 1999 Microcensus on
Health in Vienna.** Examples of other surveys initiated and financed by local governmental
offices are the 1995 mega-survey on Life in Vienna, undertaken by the Institute for Empirical
Social Research (IFES)*, which was repeated in 2003, and the series of surveys from the Vi-
enna Study on Addictive Drugs, last conducted also by IFES in 2001.*' A more detailed descrip-

tion of the various surveys can be found in Appendix J.

The federal provinces that were traditionally more active in the area of health surveys and
health promotion are Vienna, Upper Austria (in particular the capital Linz), Vorarlberg (Bre-
genz and Dornbirn) and Styria (Graz). Apart from Vienna, however, only Styria has data on
smoking behaviour at a regional level, drawn from cross-sectional health surveys conducted
between 1989 and 1993, which included 14 questions on smoking.*®* However they are not fully
representative as they were conducted in 79 rural communities and thus exclude cities. All

other regions must use data from the microcensus, disaggregated by provinces.

For example, by referring to the result of a ‘representative’ Austrian survey by the two institutes (Chapter 9),
according to which the majority of smokers would like to reduce smoking rather than quit, Kunze and Groman
state that they would rather prefer campaigns for those willing to reduce smoking than campaigns aiming to get
people to stop smoking (sic).'®! (In fact, there are no campaigns at all that are targeted at adults, whether suggest-
ing to reduce or to stop smoking.) Being the national representatives for Austria in all international committees,
Kunze and Groman also provided these data on smoking prevalence to international bodies.
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There are, however, several relevant activities currently underway in some of these provinces.
Upper Austria, for example, has been targeting smoking as a major health issue, with the de-
clared target of reducing the number of young smokers to less than 95% of the present rate by
2004. A survey is currently (2003) being planned that will cover 8,000 children in Linz. In
Vorarlberg, the Institute for Addiction Research (Dornbirn) is currently (2003) planning a sur-

vey addressing alcohol consumption and smoking among teenagers.

6.3 Data on smoking in Austria

In essence, therefore, there are two main sources of data on smoking in Austria: the microcen-
suses that have specific sections on smoking; and those that only ask a single question. How-
ever the figures differ and other sources, derived from other surveys or international studies
(e.g. Eurobarometer, HBSC study) produce figures that are not identical with either of these. It
should be noted, though, that figures for smoking prevalence derived from Eurobarometer in
other countries are also suspect, producing rates that are often inconsistent with specific health

surveys.'®?

This chapter is therefore based mainly on the results of the survey on smoking habits, last con-
ducted in 1997 within the framework of the microcensus programme of Statistics Austria"’,
supplemented where possible by the results of the latest 1999 microcensus on health* '**. For
the discussion on smoking in Vienna, however, the 1999 microcensus had to be used. Both
surveys are based on interviews of 60,000 individuals aged 16 years and over (1997 survey) or
15 years and over (1999 survey). However, in addition to the minor differences in the age cov-
erage and the two years time span, the two surveys are not comparable. The 1997 survey was an
explicit survey of smoking behaviour, using several questions and filters, whereas the 1999
survey was a general health survey, including only one question on cigarette smoking.® There is
also reason to believe that the substantial differences in smoking rates between the two surveys
might arise from important flaws in the statistical process of imputation® used in the 1999 sur-
vey.'”

Consequently, the different results of the two types of surveys are not strictly comparable and

allow no conclusions to be reached about developments over time. Comparisons are possible

The questions contained in the two surveys are listed in Appendix J.

To counteract the problems of non-response (total non-response or item non-response), Statistics Austria devel-
oped a method of imputing missing values. Using socio-demographic characteristics, the most resembling re-
spondent is being determined and the missing values complemented accordingly.'*
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only within each type of survey, for instance comparisons between the 1991 and 1999 micro-
census on health (although even these surveys are not really comparable because of different
questions), or comparisons between the 1997 smoking survey and similar surveys in 1986, 1979
and 1972. Taking all these factors into account, an in-depth analysis on the most recent data is
only possible on the basis of the 1997 smoking survey with its comprehensive and altogether

more reliable data, which was therefore chosen as main source for this chapter.

Notwithstanding these limitations, it is possible to infer some broad trends over time, with dif-
ferent developments among men and women, and those of different ages and social groups, etc.,
while not attributing unjustifiable precision to the numbers of smokers, which can only be ap-

proximations.

Again, due to the limited space in this thesis, a more detailed analysis of smoking rates in Aus-

tria may be found in Appendix K.

6.3.1 Smoking rates in Austria

According to the 1997 Microcensus on Smoking Behaviour, conducted by Statistics Austria,
almost 30% of the Austrian population aged 16 years and over smoke, and nearly one quarter
(24%) smoke on a daily basis. Roughly one quarter of the daily smokers are considered heavy
smokers, smoking 20 or more cigarettes per day. Nevertheless, the number of ex-smokers is
increasing and in 1997 represented 17% of the Austrian population, corresponding to a quit rate
of 37%. More than half of all interviewees (53%) had never smoked (never-smokers) and 17%
had given up smoking (ex-smokers), totalling 70% of non-smokers. The rate of non-smoking

among females is even higher (77%).

As in other countries, Austrian men smoke more frequently than women; they are also more
likely to be ex-smokers. In 1997, 36% of men and 23% of women smoked, the vast majority of

them daily (men 30%, women 19%).

Of Austria’s population, 17% of men and 4% of women are heavy smokers (more than 20 ciga-
rettes per day), thus representing 29% of all men who smoke daily and 14% of all women who
smoke daily. The majority of daily smokers (51% of men and 48% of women) smoke 11 to 20

cigarettes per day.

In 1997, the highest smoking rate was found among young male adults aged 20 to 24 years

(48%). However, while for men, smoking becomes less common with age, the proportion of
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female smokers rises until the age of 35 to 39 years (37%) before declining again. Very low
smoking rates are found in older age groups, in both men and women. Of 60 to 64 year old men,
only 19% smoke, and in the age group of 75 years and over the figure is even lower (11%). Of
60 to 64 year old women, 9% are smokers, but the rate hardly decreases in women aged 75 year

and over.

As in other countries, smoking among adolescents is increasing in Austria, and a clear gender
difference in trends in teenage smoking can be observed over the last decade. While tobacco
consumption among boys has declined, daily smoking among 15 year-old girls has become
more frequent. In an international comparison, Austrian teenagers (especially girls) rank very
high with regard to both alcohol consumption and cigarette smoking. One in four girls and one
in five boys aged 15 years smoke daily, placing Austrian teenagers in fifth position among all

countries surveyed.

The average age of taking up smoking has changed dramatically over recent decades and a clear
shift towards younger age groups can be observed, especially in women. In 1997, more than
half of daily smokers had started smoking habitually before the age of 17. Above this young age

smoking is rarely commenced.

Particularly for women, but also for men, smoking is more frequent in urban than in rural areas.
Vienna, for example, has the highest proportion of heavy smokers. More than half of the Vien-
nese population aged 15 years and over smoke at least occasionally; 44% smoke daily. While
the figures must be interpreted with caution because of methodological limitations, among the
female population an apparently dramatic increase of daily smokers by 45% between 1991 and
1999 is observed, while the increase for men was only 12.5%. In 1999, 48% of Viennese men
and 40% of Viennese women were daily smokers. However, ‘only’ 10% of men and 5% of
women are heavy smokers, indicating a marked decrease in heavy smokers since 1991 — espe-
cially in men, who show a reduction of 50%. There has also been an increase in daily smoking

among teenagers and young adults, especially among females.

6.3.2 Socio-economic determinants

Socio-economic factors, such as education, employment status, income and job position, are
known to affect lifestyle and behavioural patterns, such as alcohol consumption or smoking.'*®
Education, for example, is not only an important determinant of achievement of social and pro-

fessional status; it is also related to health awareness and the ability to adopt health conscious
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behaviour. It therefore influences receptiveness to both tobacco advertising and health promo-
tion activities. The usual indicator for assessing educational level is the highest school gradua-

tion level or academic degree achieved by an individual.

In developed countries it is now a common finding that members of higher social strata smoke
less than those in lower social strata. In Austria, however, this assumption cannot wholly be
confirmed as yet.'"" Although men with the highest educational level (university degree) indeed
have the lowest smoking rates, due both to the high proportion of ex-smokers and never-
smokers, and men with the lowest educational levels had the highest rates of smokers and an
above-average proportion of ex-smokers, hardly any differences could be identified for the
groups in between. Women showed a strong polarisation in the lower educational groups but no

obvious differences could be found in university graduates.

I undertook a more detailed analysis (using logistic regression) of the Vienna Health and Social
Survey looking at socio-economic determinants of smoking. Data were adjusted for the factors
that appear to have the strongest influence: age, employment and education (Chapter 2; 2.2.3).
This analysis shows clearly that unemployment in particular plays a significant role in smoking
behaviour, especially for men. Other influential variables are age (for both sexes) and education

(for men). Results of this analysis are described in more detail in Appendix K.

6.3.3 Trends over time

A comparison of smoking rates in Austria over the last three decades reveals that the increase in
smokers has not been steady; in addition, tobacco consumption patterns have developed differ-
ently for men and women. From the beginning of the 1970s until the mid-1980s, the proportion
of smokers and ex-smokers rose steadily. Since the 1980s, however, the proportion of smokers
has decreased slightly while the proportion of ex-smokers has increased markedly. Neverthe-
less, while smoking seems to be becoming less common among men, smoking rates among
women have increased noticeably. Since 1986, however, the proportion of daily smokers has

declined for both men and women, accompanied by a preference for lighter cigarettes.

Altogether, between 1972 and 1997, the male smoking rate decreased by 21% (from 45% to
36%), while the female smoking rate increased by 78% (from 13% to 23%). As with men, the
proportion of women who had stopped smoking (ex-smokers) increased markedly over that
period of time. Accordingly, since 1972, the proportion of never-smokers has been growing

slightly but continuously among the male population, while falling significantly among the
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female population. Nevertheless, the proportion of non-smokers is much higher among the fe-

male than the male population.

6.3.4 Smoking in Austria compared to other EU countries

In comparison with the rest of Europe, smoking rates among both men and women in Austria
lay well above the European average in 1999. According to these figures, Austrian men rank

fourth, Austrian women fifth among the 15 EU member states.

6.3.5 Attitudes towards smoking / smoking cessation

In 1997, 1.1 million ex-smokers were living in Austria. The general quit rate for Austrian men
is reported to be 38%, for Austrian women 35%. There are, however, certain groups of the
population who are more successful (i.e. display a higher quit rate) than others. For example,
the tendency to stop smoking increases with age. For young women, pregnancy and childbirth
represent the main reasons for giving up smoking. Education also plays a significant role. How-
ever, reflecting the success of the tobacco industry in promoting their vision of a “safer” ciga-
rette, many people see switching to lighter cigarettes as an alternative to giving up smoking
completely. Almost one in four of daily smokers have changed their preferred brand over the

last five years, women more frequently than men.

6.3.6 Hazards from passive smoking

In 1997, one third of all employees reported that they were exposed to second-hand smoke at
their work place, and more than one third of those affected felt harassed by the smoking of their

colleagues, women more often than men and non-smokers more often than ex-smokers.
As noted, a detailed analysis of smoking patterns in Austria can be found in Appendix K.

The next chapter will examine what is known about the impact of tobacco on health in Austria.
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7 TOBACCO-RELATED DISEASE AND MORTALITY
IN AUSTRIA

7.1 Introduction

While aggregate measures, such as life expectancy, can act as indicators of the general level of
health of a country, the health impact of certain risk factors, such as tobacco or alcohol con-
sumption, is more effectively assessed by looking at trends in those disease processes with
which they are most closely linked. While it must be borne in mind that the relationship be-
tween smoking and disease, as with many lifestyle factors, is characterised by long time-lags
between exposure and outcome (sometimes many decades), the causal relationship between
smoking and certain diseases is well established, leading to a growing body of research on
smoking attributable disease.'”’ Peto and colleagues have estimated that 12% of all deaths in
Austria (i.e. 116 of every 1,000 deaths or, in total, roughly 9,000 deaths per year) are tobacco

related.’

As noted in Chapter 6, the increase in smoking prevalence among youths in Austria (particu-
larly among girls) and young women is of growing concern. In addition, there is a clear lack of
information and education on possible health hazards resulting from smoking and, in particular,
the risks associated with passive smoking. This chapter provides an overview of the health of
the Austrian population and, in particular, the burden of disease attributable to smoking, includ-
ing the harmful effects of passive smoking. It is one of the cornerstones of the later recommen-

dations on the necessity of effective and comprehensive tobacco control policies in Austria.

7.2 Risk factors and burden of smoking-related disease

There is no doubt that tobacco damages human health. Furthermore, tobacco, and in particular
cigarette smoking, has been recognised as the single largest avoidable cause of premature death
and the most important known carcinogen to humans.” It is estimated that 25% of all cancer
deaths and 15% of all deaths in the European Union could be attributed to smoking.'” Among
smokers in industrialised countries, the average loss of life is 8 years. Those who die in middle

age have lost 22 years of their life on average.’®

The relationship between smoking and certain diseases is complicated by the long delay be-
tween the onset of smoking and the occurrence of disease and, on the population level, a long

delay between an increase in smoking rates within a population and the full effect on that popu-
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lation’s death rates from tobacco-related diseases.'®® Due to the high number of people who
started to smoke many years ago, tobacco has created a major public health disaster in many
countries of the developed world over recent decades, and it is emerging as a global public
health disaster over the next few decades.’ In addition, risks to smokers increase greatly the
longer they smoke. This becomes especially important in view of the tendency to start smoking

99
at an ever younger age.'

Tobacco smoke can contain over different 4,000 chemicals, including hundreds that are toxic,

200 201 and of course including the alkaloid nicotine, an addictive

radioactive or carcinogenic
compound that is a constituent of all tobacco products.’”? The highly addictive nature of nico-
tine may lead to addiction even after just starting to smoke.’*>> ** More than 40 constituents of
tobacco smoke are known to cause cancer, particularly tar.’ Therefore, the direct health effects
of tobacco consumption are two-fold. One effect is nicotine addiction (experts conclude that
nicotine is as addictive as hard drugs, such as heroin, and that smoking meets both the DSM-IV

6 130

and ICD-10 criteria for substance dependence” ), another effect is the development of chronic

diseases.

In addition to lung cancer, the health effect most closely associated with smoking, prolonged
smoking causes many other diseases. For instance, smokers experience increased risks of heart
attacks, strokes, and chronic respiratory diseases. They also have a significantly higher risk of
developing cancers, both of organs that are directly exposed to smoke — such as the oral cavity
(mouth, lips, tongue, etc.), oropharynx, oesophagus, larynx, and lungs — and of organs and tis-
sues that are not directly exposed — such as the pancreas, bladder, kidney, stomach, cervix, and
haematopoietic tissues.? ?® 2% According to a meta-analysis by Meltzer™” in 1994, the most
frequent tobacco-related diseases are cardiovascular diseases (acute myocardial infarction, dis-
eases of the cerebrovascular system, peripheral arterial obstructive disease), cancer (particularly
of the lungs), and diseases of the respiratory organs (e.g. chronic bronchitis and COPD). Very
recently, an JARC (International Agency for Research on Cancer) working group added addi-
tional sites to the list of smoking-related cancers, including cancers of the stomach, liver, uter-
ine cervix, and kidney (renal cell carcinoma) and myeloid leukaemia. In addition, so the find-
ings of this group, the risks of developing some cancer sites increases when combined with

exposure to other known carcinogens.'”’

Due to the variety of components, including thousands of chemicals, among them known poi-
sons and carcinogens, tobacco smoking has proved to be a cause of multisystem disease.’*®

Some of the components of tobacco and tobacco smoke damage blood vessels, others cause
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cancer, but in summary they can harm almost every part of the body.’ Altogether, nearly 40
diseases have been found so far to be positively associated with cigarette smoking.””” The “ma-
jor killers” are known to be coronary heart disease (‘heart attacks”), chronic obstructive pulmo-
nary disease (COPD), lung cancer and other smoking-related cancers.® The principal diseases

caused in part by smoking are listed in Box 5.1: ¢! %214

Box 7-1 Diseases caused in part by smoking

Principal diseases

Cancers
lung, mouth, pharynx, larynx, oesophagus, pancreas, bladder
Cardiovascular diseases
ischaemic heart disease, hypertension, myocardial degeneration,
pulmonary heart disease, other heart disease, aortic aneurysm,
peripheral vascular (arterial obstructive) disease, arteriosclerosis,
cerebral vascular disease (stroke)
Respiratory diseases
chronic bronchitis and emphysema (chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, COPD),
pulmonary tuberculosis, asthma, pneumonia, other respiratory diseases
Other major diseases
peptic ulcer
but also
Cancers
lip, nose, stomach, kidney (pelvis and body), liver, uterine cervix,
myeloid leukaemia
Other harmful effects
reduced growth of foetus, Crohn’s disease, osteoporosis, periodontitis,
tobacco amblyopia, age-related macular degeneration, reduced fertility
some evidence
increased risk of
cataracts, impotence, reduced production of sperm

small increase in risk of
cancer in children as a result of mutations produced in the father’s gonads
no evidence as yet

unaffected cancer risks
breast cancer, endometrial cancer, prostate cancer

Doll contends that the discovery of so many diseases being related to smoking is one of the
most remarkable medical research findings of the 20" century.”” Evidence of the harmful ef-
fects of smoking has been accumulating for 200 years, since the end of the 18" century, but it
was not until the late 1920s, the 1930s and early 1940s with the publication of studies in Ger-

many’'*??° and Austria®' (although these studies were not known or essentially ignored in an-
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glophone countries) * ''7 22 and then the 1950s with the publication of a number of case-control
studies in the United States® and Britain that the relationship between smoking and lung cancer
began to gain credence.’” *** Two large cohort studies followed, confirming the health hazards
of smoking and particularly emphasizing the increased risk with duration of smoking. One was
by Doll and Hill, on British doctors, which covered a 40-year period of observation?'® 24226,
confirming the enormous health impacts of tobacco on population health, and showing that
overall mortality was twice as high in smokers as in non-smokers, and three times as high in

2% The other was the second American Cancer Society Cancer Prevention Study

middle age.
(CPS-II) observing a cohort of over 1.2 million adults, with comparisons with CPS-I, initiated
20 years earlier.”!" Similarly, an association between smoking by pregnant women and infant
mortality, stillbirth and miscarriage was already reported from Germany in the late 1930s'"’
and, although initially weak, an association between maternal smoking and premature delivery
and low infant birth weight was reported from the United Kingdom and the United States in the

late 1950s.2%

*  Reports of the ill-effects of tobacco already exist from the times of the First World War (by the German military

physician E. Beck), and a call to “all German Doctors” to combat smoking as both a cause of harm to the body
and a financial drain on the German nation was published in 1921. In 1924, the Viennese gynaecologist Robert
Hofstitter addressed the particular vulnerability of women who smoked and in 1938, Martin Stimmler argued
that tobacco use by pregnant women was responsible for the growing incidence of stillbirth and miscarriage. The
interference of smoking with male sexual performance was also reported as early as 1941. Various medical theses
dealt with the health hazards of tobacco from as early as 1927.

The relationship between smoking and cancer of the mouth was already established in the 19™ century, but it was
Isaac Adler in 1912 who for the first time hinted at a link between smoking and lung cancer, and the German
physician Fritz Lickint (Chemnitz, Dresden) who for the first time published statistical evidence (case series)
connecting lung cancer and cigarettes in 1929 and subsequently published his monumental 1,100 page volume
and standard work Tabak und Organismus (Tobacco and the organism) in 1939, linking smoking to cancers all
along the Rauchstrasse (“smoke alley”) lips, tongue, lining of the mouth, jaw, oesophagus, windpipe, and lungs,
but blaming smoking also for arteriosclerosis, infant mortality, ulcers, halitosis, and dozens of other maladies.*?°
He also compared tobacco addicts to morphine addicts and made a convincing argument that “passive smoking”
(Passivrauchen — he seems to have coined the word) posed a serious threat to non-smokers.'"”

The Argentinean Angel H. Roffo, who published much of his work in German cancer journals, established a link
between tars derived from tobacco smoke and cancer as early as 1930, and in 1935 Fritz Lickint stated that
benzpyrene was more likely as a carcinogenic potency than nicotine. Neumann Wender of Vienna showed in
1933 that tobacco smoke contained not only tar and nicotine but also methyl alcohol and other toxins. In the
same year, Enrico Ferrari of Trieste related tar to lung cancer.''’ Rudolf Fleckseder of Vienna reported on the re-
lationship of smoking and lung cancer in 1936. In 1939, a paper by Franz Hermann Milller of Cologne, which
presents the world’s first controlled epidemiological study of the tobacco-lung cancer relationship?'®, and in 1943
a paper by Eberhard Schairer and Erich Schoniger®'® provide the most sophisticated proofs up to that time for
smoking as the major cause of lung cancer.'"”

In March 1939, 15,000 people attended a German conference (Frankfurt) on the hazards of tobacco and alcohol
consumption. In 1941, there was scientific consensus in Germany that tobacco was behind the explosive rise in
lung cancer.!’?

It is thus hardly believable that German born and US immigrant Ernst Wynder, who was in Germany towards the
end of World War 11 as a US intelligence officer, did not know about these studies when later (after a 1950 publi-
cation in the JAMA, together with E.A. Graham, on a case control study) being praised as the “first” to relate
lung cancer to smoking. (See Appendix S [Footnote b] and Appendix U.)
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Richard Doll describes the additional risk of lung cancer for smokers as varying from about
30% to double.”” A recent review of epidemiological data on cancer by the IARC provides
evidence that not only is the harm caused by smoking greater than previously thought — impli-
cating tobacco in cancer sites not previously shown to be associated with smoking (see above) —
but it also demonstrates that second-hand smoke causes an increased risk of cancer for non-

22829 It is now beyond dispute (although still contended by the tobacco industry) that

smokers.
there are major health risks from passive smoking — for the foetus, for children of smokers, for
life partners of smokers, and for all those exposed to passive smoking at their workplace (Sec-

tion 7.2.5 and Appendix L).

20231 examined the influence of smoking on the duration of chronic disease

A Norwegian study
before death. The follow-up study, covering 23 years, demonstrates that smokers, on an aver-
age, tend to develop chronic diseases nine years, and to die five years before non-smokers; on

an average, they are ill for four years longer than non-smokers before they die.

As a result of the close association between smoking and a variety of diseases, in populations
where smoking has been common for many decades, tobacco use accounts for a considerable
proportion of mortality, as illustrated by estimates of smoking-attributable deaths in industrial-
ised countries.'”” Estimates by WHO and other sources suggest that about half of persistent
smokers who started in early adult life (not counting those who started already in childhood or
adolescence) and who do not give up smoking will eventually die as a result of their smoking.
In addition, about half of them will die prematurely in middle age, before age seventy, losing on

an average 20-25 years of life.’ ** *2

Smoking has long been a serious public health problem in many European countries, and as
more young people, teenagers and children have been taking up smoking in recent years, this
will produce a marked increase in tobacco deaths over the next half century.® Especially among
girls and young women, deaths can be expected to increase further, which is particularly worry-
ing as, according to the US Surgeon General’s Report on women and smoking 2%, women are
even more vulnerable to the health hazards of smoking (Section 7.2.6 and Appendix L). In the
developed world tobacco now accounts for about one-third of all male deaths in middle age.®

For women, however, particularly in European countries, the epidemic has just begun, while in

Although the main diseases developed by smoking are substantially different in various countries all over the
world - for instance, America with a predominance of cardiovascular diseases, China with a predominance of
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, or India with increased risk of death from tuberculosis — the overall 50%
risk of death from persistent smoking is estimated to be about the same in all populations.’
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the United States tobacco-related mortality in middle age is already almost equal in men and

women.2%

7.2.1 Risk assessment

According to the WHO’s World Health Report 2002, which focuses on risks to health as a key
to preventing disease and injury, risk is defined as a “probability of an adverse outcome, or a
factor that raises this probability”. Accordingly, risk assessment is defined as a “systematic

approach to estimating the burden of disease and injury due to different risks”.”

Diseases are very often not caused by one single risk factor, but by the joint action of two or
more risk factors (multi-causality). In addition, the sum of the separate contributions of two or
more risk factors can easily be more than 100% (e.g. smoking and alcohol consumption). It is
essential that the whole of the causal chain is considered in the assessment of risks to health.
But just as one outcome can be caused by many risk factors, one risk factor can also lead to
many outcomes. Similarly, a whole set of interventions can be employed to achieve the same
goal (e.g. control of blood pressure, cigarette smoking and cholesterol to reduce cardiovascular
disease) while some interventions will reduce the burden associated with multiple risk factors
and diseases (e.g. interventions against cigarette smoking to reduce cancers and cardiovascular
disease). In general, risk reduction strategies are more likely to be effective if based on a com-

bination of interventions rather than just one.?

To assess risk and burden of disease within a population, standardised comparisons and com-
mon outcome measures are used. One common metric, for example, combines loss of quality of
life with loss of life years, measured in DALYs (disability-adjusted life years) whereby one
DALY is equal to the loss of one healthy life year. According to the WHO, tobacco is the lead-
ing risk factor in industrialised countries, accounting for about 12% of the total disease and
injury burden, followed by alcohol and high blood pressure (9—10% of DALYSs) and cholesterol
and body mass (overweight) with 6-7% DALYs.?

Mortality attributable to smoking

In its World Health Report 2002, the World Health Organization differentiates between attrib-
utable versus avoidable burden of disease. Attributable burden is the current burden due to past
exposure, while avoidable burden denotes the proportion of future burden that could be avoided
if current and future exposure levels were reduced. To date, risk assessments have typically

been based only on attributable risk estimates. More policy-relevant, however, is the question

84



Tobacco-related disease and mortality in Austria Chapter 7

of the likely future effects if the current exposure was partly removed. The difference between
attributable and avoidable burden becomes especially important for exposures with a long time-

lag between exposure and health outcome — as is the case with smoking.’
Attributable burden

About one third of all cancers can be attributed to smoking (Box 7-1), as can a substantial
amount of cardiovascular disease, as well as conditions such as peptic ulcer, low birth weight
and sudden infant death. According to WHO estimates, approximately 90% of all lung diseases
are tobacco-induced; for the development of several other diseases (e.g. cardiovascular dis-

eases) the harmful components of smoking are seen to be at least partly responsible.’

For certain diseases the contribution of smoking to mortality is estimated to be up to 90% (e.g.
lung cancer or cancer of the oral cavity). In its latest World Health Report, the WHO estimates
that about one quarter of all deaths due to myocardial infarction as well as a substantial portion
of diseases such as chronic bronchitis, peripheral circulatory disturbances — to name but a few —
can be attributed to tobacco smoking. Deaths due to tobacco consumption exceed deaths due to

illegal drug consumption by far.

Yet, it is difficult to assess the precise impact of smoking on health as other factors, such as
diet, air pollution, dust and occupational harmful exposure also contribute to many smoking-
related diseases. For example, smoking combined with alcohol consumption greatly increases
the risk of oral and oesophageal cancer.”*>#*® Air pollution and dust exposure at work can have
additive effects to smoking in the development of chronic bronchitis.”*’ Female smokers taking
oral contraceptives have a higher risk of thrombosis, heart attacks, stroke or cerebral haemor-

rhage. 6238239

But not only is active smoking harmful to the health of the smoker. As described in more detail
later, passive smoking is also very harmful for both children and adults, healthy people and
those who suffer from chronic disease, smokers and non-smokers alike (Section 7.2.5 and Ap-

pendix L).
Avoidable burden

To assess the risk of future disease burden that could be avoided if adult smokers stopped
smoking and young people did not start smoking, Peto and colleagues have estimated the poten-

tial scale of tobacco-related deaths worldwide over the next two to five decades.®*'® According
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to these projections, a high quitting rate over the next decade or two would halve global ciga-
rette consumption per adult by the year 2020 and prevent about one third of tobacco deaths in
2020 and almost one half of tobacco deaths before 2050. If, on the other hand, the proportion of
young adults who become smokers were to be halved by 2020, this would avoid hundreds of
millions of deaths from tobacco worldwide after 2050. It would, however, avoid very few of the
millions of tobacco-related deaths in the first quarter of the century, and avoid only a relatively
small proportion of the deaths from tobacco in the second quarter of the century. These calcula-
tions show that quitting by adult smokers (preferably before or at least in middle age) offers the
only realistic way to prevent large numbers of tobacco deaths over the next half century, while
helping large numbers of young people not to become smokers could avoid millions of tobacco
deaths in the second half of the century.’ Therefore, to achieve substantial changes in smoking
behaviour, both strategies are needed: getting adult smokers to quit and preventing children,

teenagers and young people from starting smoking.

The following section will examine smoking-related morbidity and smoking-attributable mor-

tality in Austria.

7.2.2 Smoking-related mortality in Austria

In Austria, according to the most recent country-specific estimates of Peto and colleagues’,
roughly 9,000 individuals® die as a consequence of smoking every year, i.e. one in eight adult
deaths. According to estimates of the Austrian Social Insurance Funds and the Institute of So-
cial Medicine of the University of Vienna, 15 to 20 percent of the annual expenditure on health
care in Austria may be accounted for by the treatment of diseases primarily due to smoking
(such as cancer, cardiovascular diseases, chronic lung diseases). The yearly smoking-related

healthcare costs to the social insurance funds are estimated to be €1.5 to 2 billion.2*® 2*!

To overcome the lack of data on smoking in many countries, Peto and colleagues used lung
cancer mortality rates to estimate smoking attributable mortality as a measure of population
exposure to tobacco.® This approach estimates indirectly the mortality from tobacco in devel-
oped countries by assuming that the excess lung cancer rate of smokers compared to non-
smokers in a population is the best indicator of cumulative population exposure to smoking
hazards; so the absolute lung cancer rate in a particular population is used as an indicator of the

proportion of deaths from various other diseases that can be attributed to smoking.**? According

Previous estimates by the WHO, as still cited by the Federation of Austrian Social Insurance Institutions and
Austrian health politicians, report 12,000 to 14,000 individuals.
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to these estimates by Peto, Lopez et al. (last updated 2003, the effects of smoking can particu-
larly be seen in smoking-related deaths in middle age (35 to 69 years). In Austria, the mean
years lost per death from smoking was 23 years in this age-group in 2000 (7able 7-1). The pro-
portion of smoking-related deaths within all cancers was 41% for men and 13% for women
(Table 7-2) and the number of smoking-attributed deaths amounted to 3,200 in middle-aged
men and 700 in middle-aged women in 2000, representing 26% (male) or 12% (female), respec-
tively, of all deaths in this age-group (7able 7-2 and Figure 7.1). Among all ages, smoking-
attributable deaths in 2000 amounted to 6,300 among men and 2,600 among women, represent-
ing 18% (male) and 6% (female), respectively, of all deaths. The estimated share of mortality
attributable to smoking is shown in Figure 7.1. The clear decrease in mortality in men and the

marked increase in women is apparent.

Table 7-1  Relative importance of deaths in middle age (35-69 years), Austria 2000
Age Deaths attributed to smoking / total deaths Mean years lost per
range (thousands) death from smoking
(years) Male Female
0-34 -/1.4 -/0.6 -
35-69 3.2/12 0.7/6.3 23 years
70+ 32022 1.8/35 8 years
All ages 6.3/35 2.6/42 15 years
Source:  PETO, LOPEZ et al. 20037

Table 7-2  Numbers of deaths attributed to smoking / total deaths (thousands), Austria 2000
Cause Males (by age) Females (by aFe)
0-34 35-69 70+ 0-34 35-69 70+
Lung cancer -/0.0 1:1/4.2 0.9/1.1 -/0.0 0.3/0.4 0.3/0.5
All cancer -/0.1 1.7/41 1.4/5.3 -/0.1 0.4/3.0 0.5/6.2
(41%) (26%) (13%) (7%)
Vascular -/0.1 1.0/4.2 1.0/12 -/0.1 0.2/1.7 0.8/22
Respiratory -/0.0 0.3/0.5 0.6/1.5 -/0.0 0.1/0.2 0.5/1.9
All other -/1.2 0.3/3.4 0.2/2.8 -/0.5 0.11.4 0.1/4.5
All causes /1.4 3.2112 3.2/122 -/0.6 0.7/6.3 1.8/35
(26%) (15%) (12%) (5%)
Source:  PETO, LOPEZ et al. 2003.”
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Figure 7.1  Smoking-attributed deaths: thousands per year and percent of all deaths. Austria
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Given the nature of the relationship between smoking and lung cancer, this cause of death
seems to be the best marker for smoking-related mortality and will therefore be looked at more
closely. Cardiovascular diseases, although less appropriate as a marker than lung cancer, as
they are also attributable to other risk factors, also play an important role in the overall total of

smoking-related diseases and deaths and are discussed in Appendix L.

7.2.3 Cancer (incidence and mortality) in Austria

About one third of all cancers can be attributed to smoking. Besides the lungs, the organs most
affected by smoking are oral cavity, lips, pharynx, larynx, trachea, oesophagus, bladder, kid-
neys, pancreas and stomach.? '* 2 2®212 Although all of these cancers have causes other than
just smoking, cancer of the respiratory system including oral cavity (ICD-9 140-149, 160-165),
oesophagus (ICD-9 150), stomach (ICD-9 151), pancreas (ICD-9 157) and urinary tract (ICD-9
188, 189) accounted for 51% (male) and 32% (female) of all cancers in Austria in 2001.**
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However, lung cancer accounts for the greatest share of cancer directly related to smoking,
although the proportion of male deaths resulting from cancer of the lips, oral cavity and throat
(e.g. cancer of the tongue, etc.) should not be underestimated. In Austria, more than 3,000 peo-
ple die of lung cancer every year, i.e. one in six (17.3% in 2001) of all cancer deaths or 4.3% of

all deaths, respectively.

Lung cancer (including bronchi and trachea)

Malignant neoplasms of the trachea, bronchi and lungs (ICD-9 162) are the most common can-

28209 approximately 90%

cers attributable to smoking. According to WHO- and other estimates
of all lung diseases are tobacco-induced. The actual development of the disease is preceded by
many years of tobacco consumption. Thus the peak incidence is only reached at about 50 to 60

years of age.

The increased consumption of low-tar, “light” cigarettes (often related with an increase in the
quantity of cigarettes and deeper inhaling of the smoke, called “compensation”) is already be-
ing reflected in the types of lung carcinoma encountered: while earlier cancers tended to be

central, cancer is increasingly likely to arise in the peripheries of the lungs.* '

Incidence and mortality

Over the last two decades, after a peak in incidence among men in 1993, a marked downward
trend in lung cancer has been observed for men (Figure 7.2). Between 1993 and 1999, the latest
year for which data were available, incidence fell by more than 20%. In women, on the con-
trary, there has been an increase in incidence of more than 17% between 1990 and 1999. This is
consistent with the rising rate of female smoking since the early 1970s (see below), a phenome-

non that can be expected to lead to further increases over future decades.

In 1999, 3,602 persons — 70% of them men — developed lung cancer. This corresponds to an
age-standardised incidence rate of 61.6 per 100,000 for men compared to 19.0 per 100,000 for

women,?®

a  According to Christian Vutuc (Vienna University Cancer Research Institute) a clear shift in the localisation of
lung cancer is observable over the last decades. While in the 1970s, 11% of carcinomas were peripheral, in 1990,
it was already 28%. Today, this figure amounts to 57%.'%
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Figure 7.2  Lung cancer. Age-standardised incidence- and mortality rates by sex, Austria 1983—
2001*

100

90
80
70

| —®—male incidence |
—&— male mortality

F-—O—-female incidence |
»—t—female mortality |

60
50
40 4
30 1

standardised rates, per 100,000 **

]

20

1983
1985
1987
1989
1991
1993
1995
1997
1999
2001

*  Cancer incidence: latest available year under review 1999.
**  Age-standardisation based on European standard population (World Health Statistics Annual 2001, online version).*}

Source:  Statistics Austria — cancer registry and mortality statistics.””

Male mortality from lung cancer fell significantly over the last two decades; between 1983 and
2001 it dropped by —28%. Over the last decade, however, the decrease was especially marked
(—22.5% between 1991 and 2001). Still, lung cancer constitutes the second most frequent type
of cancer (after intestinal carcinoma) in Austrian men. In women, consistent with the increase
in lung cancer incidence, lung cancer mortality is on the rise, increasing by 35% between 1983
and 1999. In 1999, 19.0 of 100,000 Austrian women (age-standardised) were diagnosed with
lung cancer and 12.0 of 100,000 women died of this type of cancer (Figure 7.3).>* While the
risk of developing lung cancer remains disproportionately higher for men, the female to male
ratio dropped from 1:4.9 to 1:3.2 over the past decade (1989 to 1999). This marked increase in
female lung cancer can be interpreted as a consequence of the growing share of female smokers
in the population. With regard to mortality, the female to male ratio dropped from 1:4.7 in 1991
to 1:3.3 in 2001.
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Figure 7.3  Lung cancer incidence, relative development by sex, Austria 1983-1999
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Source:  Statistics Austria — cancer registry™*; own computations. Standard population: World Health
Statistics Annual 2001, online version™.

In conclusion, one can say that the incidence rate as well as the mortality rate is more than three
times as high in men as in women and, although still very high, male mortality rates are de-

creasing while female rates are rising slightly.

Age-specific lung cancer mortality

Standardised death rates for lung cancer were calculated by direct standardisation for every
year from 1970 to 2001 and for age groups in five-year bands. The reference population was the

European standard population (Chapter 2, 2.2. L)

In total, and disregarding minor fluctuations, the trends in age-specific lung cancer mortality
confirm what has been already reported in the general analysis. While for men mortality rates
are clearly decreasing, particularly in the age groups 60 years and over, women show a slow but
continuous increase in mortality rates in all age groups. A notable increase in female lung can-
cer mortality can be observed between 1995 and 2001 for the ages 50 to 59 years. This seems to
reflect a cohort effect among those born between 1940 and 1950, who as young adults experi-
enced the economic recovery in the late 1950s and 1960s and the women’s liberation move-

ments in the late 1960s and 1970s (see below).

Although there are still clear differences in lung cancer mortality between men and women, this
reversal of trends has led to an increasing equalisation of age-specific mortality rates between

the sexes (Figure 7.4).
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Figure 7.4  Age specific lung cancer mortality in Austria 1970-2001, by sex (N.B. different scales)

male
600,0
500,0 4
8
S 400,0
o
=]
= 300,0 1
5
17 200,0 4 \/———\w—\/\/\\
< S =
100,04 — i —————
/\_»_A—’\_—/\M—-
0,0 e ———— e e et

female

120,0
100,0
80,0

60,0 1

ASDR / 100,000

40,0 -
200 di
0,0 e

1970
1972
1974
1976
1978
1980 |
1982
1984
1986 |
1988 |
1990
199
1994
1996
1998
2000

70+
———65-69
| ——60-64 |
‘ -55-59
——50-54
! 45-49 |
| ——40-44 |
| ——35-39|

70+
- 65-69
——60-64
— 55-59
—50-54
45-49
——40-44
—35-39

Source:  Statistics Austria — mortality statistics (crude data)™; own computations. Standard population:

World Health Statistics Annual 2001, online version®.

Figure 7.5, which shows the relative mortality over the last three decades, illustrates this devel-

opment even better.

To maintain the five-year gaps, 2000 was chosen as last year of reference.
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Figure 7.5  Relative lung cancer mortality by age groups (5 year bands) in Austria, 1970-2000, by
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Cohort analysis

A cohort analysis of lung cancer mortality makes these findings even clearer. The analysis is

based on yearly standardised death rates®*

for age groups in five-year bands, starting at age 35
and covering the period 1970 to 2000 (year of death). In a second step, the central year of birth
was calculated for every age group and for every year of death. For example, those who died in
1970 aged 35 to 39 years were born between 1931 and 1935; the central year of birth for this
cohort was assumed to be 1933. Accordingly, those who died in 1971 (the same age group)
were born between 1932 and 1936 and the central year of birth was calculated to be 1934,
Figure 7.6 below will illustrate more clearly the procedures and the associations revealed be-

tween birth cohorts and lung cancer mortality.
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Figure 7.6  Lung cancer mortality by birth cohorts and age groups in Austria, 1970-2000, by sex
(N.B. different scales) *
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Cohort effects are the manifestation of influences acting on individuals at different stages in
their life. For social, cultural and economic reasons, smoking was generally initiated at a later
age at the beginning of the 20" century than at the end."" There are, of course, also gender-
specific differences. While the main increase in cigarette smoking among young men took place
during the first half of the 20" century, women increasingly started to smoke during the second
half of the century.’ In Austria, however, this increase in female smoking was even longer de-

layed than, for example, in the United Kingdom or the United States."!

Within the male population, a noticeable peak in lung cancer mortality is visible in those born
between 1899 and 1905. This is the cohort that experienced the First World War (1914-1918)

as adolescents or young adults. Contemporary accounts describe how, during war times, ciga-
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rettes have been distributed freely to soldiers by many governments.'"” World War I occurred
soon after mass production of cigarettes had begun and is particularly well-known for the wide-
spread distribution and popularisation of cigarettes; smoking among young men in industrial
countries began to increase dramatically.?*® With nicotine serving as a psychotropic agent, ciga-
rettes had a relaxing effect, repressing fatigue, weariness, feelings of hunger, and helping estab-
lish contacts. Almost all soldiers smoked. During World War II, the consumption of cigarettes
quadrupled worldwide.?*¢ 2*” It may, therefore, be assumed that for many young men the foun-
dation of a prolonged smoking career was laid then. Similarly, although to a lesser degree than
with World War I, the effects of the Second World War on male lung cancer mortality are visi-
ble in this cohort analysis (Figure 7.6). In addition, with a time lag following developments in
the United States, the active marketing of cigarettes after World War II showed marked results
in tobacco consumption in the beginning of the second half of the twentieth century.?** *** (4p-

pendices C and R).

Compared to previous birth cohorts, a clear decrease in age-specific mortality rates can be seen
in those men born at the beginning or in the middle of the 1930s. As with those who experi-
enced the depression between 1930 and 1935 as young adults, the vulnerable period for this
cohort fell in the post-war period when tobacco products were simply not affordable for most
young people, leading to an imposed abstinence from tobacco (4ppendix R).% At later ages
there was less interest in starting smoking. However this decrease in lung cancer mortality ap-
plies only to the age groups from 50 years onwards. The earlier experience of lung cancer mor-
tality in this cohort does not follow any consistent pattern, in part it even shows an increase. It
is possible that, with these early deaths, other reasons than smoking might be decisive — as for

instance, environmental factors such as asbestos at the workplace®.'?°

For women, apart from the general trend of a slow but continuous increase in lung cancer mor-
tality and a noticeable peak in lung cancer mortality in the birth cohort from 1925 to 1930, a
particularly pronounced increase can be observed in those born between 1940 and 1945. (In
men, this trend is also seen, but to a lesser degree.) The main reason for the increasing uptake
of smoking among women was the new marketing strategy adopted by the tobacco industry,
emphasising modern, independent women, and the manufacture of brands specifically targeted

towards females. Although increasing cigarette consumption cannot be linked precisely with

Although, according to documents of the tobacco industry from the 1970s, studies from the United States could
show that 97% of the asbestos workers who died of lung cancer were smokers (RJR 500872076, memo by E.
Brueckner of the German Verband'?) - thus allowing the industry to point “safely” at the risks of occupational
diseases.
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trends in economic development (level of industrialisation or per capita income)**°, these birth
cohorts also enjoyed the period of economic recovery that started at the end of the 1950s. At
least it made it more affordable to respond to cigarette advertisements, particularly for the
young. The clear increase in age-specific mortality rates continued in females born between
1945 and 1950. This cohort might have been influenced by the feminist movement of the late
1960s and 1970s. As with men, early lung cancer mortality among women follows only partly

the trend seen at older ages, with a possible added factor being the relatively low numbers.

The increase in mortality in this birth cohort (1945 to 1950), although also in the younger age

s s s 249
groups, can also be observed in a cohort analysis in west Germany.**

Lung cancer in a European comparison

While in other countries, such as the United Kingdom, Denmark, or Spain, a rather spectacular
decrease in lung cancer mortality has been identifiable since the mid 1980s, the development in
Austria is rather continuous and no evidence of a consistent decrease is as yet visible for both
sexes combined. Until the early 1980s, the Austrian values were somewhat below the European
average. Since then, however, the gap has been decreasing with the decline of the value of the

European average (Figure 7.7).%"

Figure 7.7 Development of lung cancer mortality in selected European countries” and EU aver-
age, ages 0-64 years, 1970-1998"", standardised rates

o France
30.00 ~—o— Netherlands
—o—Denmark
200 ] —a— Spain
e {
S 20.00 | e EU average
'8 } «— Germany
% e | et Austria
" 900 ] | —e— United Kingdom
| —e—Italy
= | —e— Switzerland
0.00 PR S | —o—Sweden

B70 V75 P80 B85 W0 W95 1198
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** Unequal intervals, as due to incomplete availability of data 1998 was selected as year of reference (Switzerland: 1997).

Source:  WHO — Health for All database, last update January 2002.”

In a ranking of all EU member states plus Switzerland and Norway, Austria still lies below

European average in 1998 (Figure 7.8).**°
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Figure 7.8  Trachea, bronchi and lung cancer mortality in Europe” 1998, all ages, standardised
rates
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7.2.4  Other smoking-related diseases

Other smoking-related diseases include cancer of the upper respiratory tract (oral cavity, lips,
pharynx, larynx) and oesophagus (4ppendix L), but also asthma, bronchitis, respiratory infec-

2 130 206 209 212 . o nls
In most industrialised

tions, and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD).
countries COPD is one of the three major killers in adult life. In Austria, about 400,000 per-
sons are estimated to suffer from COPD, representing 5% of the whole population or more than
10% of over 40 year olds, although this is likely to be an underestimate. 90% of sufferers are

reported to be smokers, most aged 40 years and over.”'

According to the European Lung White
Book*” the risk of COPD in smokers compared to non-smokers is sixfold higher. For Austria,

though, there are no relevant studies.”’

There is a lack of representative statistics on the incidence of other smoking-related diseases, in
particular as related to the individual’s smoking behaviour, so no data for Austria can be given
here. The 1999 microcensus on health asks about difficulties in breathing and 3.8 per 1,000

men and 4.0 per 1,000 women stated they suffered from one of these ailments.**

International comparisons of overall mortality data from bronchitis, emphysema, and asthma
are problematic, in particular because of different national coding traditions for deaths at old

age where multiple processes are present.
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7.2.5 Diseases related to passive smoking

Although important for the discussion of smoking bans in public places, due to limited space,
discussion of diseases related to passive smoking has had to be shifted to the Appendices. In
this context, therefore, only an overview in the form of Box 7-2 can be given. For a more de-

tailed description please refer to Appendix L.

Box 7-2 Health effects associated with exposure to environmental tobacco smoke (ETS)™

Effects causally associated with ETS exposure

Developmental effects
- Foetal growth: low birth-weight or small for gestational age
- Sudden infant death syndrome (SIDS)

Respiratory effects
- Acute lower respiratory tract infections in children (e.g. bronchitis and pneumonia)

- Asthma induction and exacerbation in children
- Chronic respiratory symptoms in children

- Eye and nasal irritation in adults

- Middle ear infections in children

Carcinogenic effects
- Lung cancer
- Nasal sinus cancer

Cardiovascular effects
- Heart disease mortality
- Acute and chronic coronary heart disease morbidity

Effects with suggestive evidence of a causal association with ETS exposure

Developmental effects
- Spontaneous abortion
- Adverse impact on cognition and behaviour

Respiratory effects
=50 Exacerbation of cystic fibrosis
- Decreased pulmonary function

Carcinogenic effects
- Cervical cancer

In Austria it is estimated that every year about 1,400 people die as a consequence of the smok-

ing of others.>*
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7.2.6 Women and smoking

Women not only feel more disturbed and harassed by the smoking of others (Chapter 6, Ap-
pendix K), they are also more vulnerable to health hazards from both active and passive smok-
ing. In addition, the issue of female smoking is becoming ever more important in view of the
increasing smoking prevalence rates among girls and women in nearly all countries in both the
developed and less developed world. Women are also actively targeted by the tobacco indus-
try’s marketing strategies, associating social desirability and independence and featuring slim,
attractive, athletic models in their advertisements.® *°° A study of young female adolescents
indicates that the importance placed on being slim predicts future smoking initiation.””” To-

bacco companies have also produced brands specifically designed for women.

The issue of ETS becomes particularly important in view of the fact that, although the majority
of women are non-smokers, many non-smoking women have a smoking partner, resulting in a
life-long exposure to ETS in their homes. The increased incidence of lung cancer in wives of

%8 2% and more recently particularly by

heavy smokers was already reported two decades ago
Fontham and others®®, Jarvis and others?', and the review by Hackshaw®®. According to the
epidemiological studies reviewed, women who are lifelong non-smokers have a statistically
significant excess risk of developing lung cancer (24%, CI 95%) if exposed to ETS by their
spouse, increasing with the number of cigarettes smoked and duration of marriage.” If these
women, who are already exposed to passive smoke in their homes, are additionally exposed to
ETS in their workplace, their risk increases even further. According to the Fontham study,
women who do not smoke and who have never smoked face a 30% greater risk of developing
lung cancer if their husbands smoke in the home, a 39% greater risk of lung cancer if they are
exposed to second-hand smoke in the workplace, and a 50% greater chance of lung cancer if

they are in social settings.”

For more studies on women and smoking please see Appendix L.

7.2.7 Smoking cessation

No matter at what age one stops, smoking cessation decreases health risks.”* Some excess risks

due to smoking are significantly reduced within a very short time (please see Appendix L).
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7.3 Conclusion

In Austria, currently 11.6% of all deaths are attributed to smoking. For Austrian men, however,
this rate is markedly higher than for Austrian women. For 18% of all male deaths and 6.2% of
female deaths the cause of death is related to their prolonged previous smoking.” As in many
other western European countries, smoking-attributable death-rates are decreasing significantly

in Austrian men and increasing markedly in Austrian women.

About half of the persistent smokers (those who start young and do not give up) will die as a
result of their smoking and half of them (i.e. a quarter of all smokers) will die in their middle

age, losing on average about 20-25 years of life.’

The predominant diseases attributable to prolonged smoking are lung cancer and cardiovascular
diseases, in particular increased risk of heart attacks and strokes. In general, smokers have a
greater risk of developing cancers, both of organs that are directly connected to smoking - such
as oral cavity, pharynx, larynx, oesophagus, and of course lungs — and of organs and tissues that
are not directly connected to smoking — such as the pancreas, urinary track, kidney, stomach,
and haematopoietic tissues. In addition, women experience specific risks related to reproductive

health. In pregnancy, smoking increases the risk of adverse birth outcomes.”**°

A cohort analysis of lung cancer mortality of Austrian men and women shows the impact of
events, in particular both world wars for men and the feminist movement for women, on smok-

ing behaviour.

Smoking not only harms consumers, but also people exposed to their smoke. Over the last 20
years or so epidemiological evidence as to the harmful effects of environmental tobacco smoke
(ETS) to non-smokers has accumulated and exposure to ETS has been linked to a variety of
adverse health outcomes. ETS is harmful to all who are exposed to it, but especially harmful to
children, people with respiratory and heart problems, and pregnant women. It also has signifi-
cant effects on hospitality employees who are exposed to ETS continuously and for many hours

every day.

Giving up smoking would reduce the excess risk of many diseases relatively quickly, and the
promotion of cessation would benefit not only the health of the ex-smoking individual and all
non-smoking individuals, including children, around him, but also significantly reduce the enor-

mous excess health care costs for smokers.
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Despite all these findings and more active approaches in other European countries, in Austria
public awareness is still very low to non-existent, and legislation on smoke-free environments is
still rather weak. However, in view of the serious health consequences and the high prevalence
of cigarette smoking in the population, the enormous negative impact on public health should
be sufficient to justify measures to restrict smoking in all public places and workplaces, and to
discourage people from smoking in their homes.”® *** In the words of Hackshaw: “Passive
smoking is an avoidable cause of mortality and morbidity. Prevention strategies to reduce the

amount of cigarette smoking in public places should be part of public health policy”.**

The following chapter will examine the measures taken by the Austrian government to restrict

smoking in public places and reduce smoking rates in the population.
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8 ANTI-SMOKING MEASURES IN AUSTRIA - A
CRITICAL ANALYSIS

8.1 Introduction

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 have explored the various frameworks that can be used to understand to-
bacco policy, the forces driving that policy, and assessed the overall effectiveness of tobacco
control measures. This chapter exparids on these findings and attempts to apply these frame-
works to the situation in Austria. It focuses on the current status of its tobacco control policy,
provides an overview of initiatives taken over the last two decades, and assesses its overall

approach to tobacco control.

Among western European countries, Austria has been found to be the “smoker-friendliest”
country®®, priding itself on its “tradition of tolerance” (i.e. at least in the matter of tobacco and
alcohol). A recent study conducted in EU countries, plus Poland, distinguished Austria as hav-
ing the least developed anti-smoking climate, with Germany almost equally bad. In contrast,

Poland showed the most developed anti-smoking climate, closely followed by Sweden.'

Austria’s legal situation is characterised by weak laws with little provision for enforcement and
virtually no sanctions. It is not surprising that adherence is poor. Therapeutic support for those
willing to quit is still very limited and often handled unprofessionally. A lack of information or
educational measures is reflected in the poorly developed public awareness about smoking in
public places and the smoking-related health hazards to both smokers and non-smokers. The
issue of environmental tobacco smoke in the workplace, including restaurants, pubs and bars, is
not yet on the political agenda or subject to public discussion. Although Austria’s EU entry in
1995 led to regulations on smoking in the workplace, this law is rather weak and noncommittal,
even after two recent amendments designed to strengthen it. The issue of smoking in restau-
rants, pubs and bars has been cautiously tackled by a small part of the diminutive Austrian pub-
lic health community over recent years but has not penetrated the political agenda, nor has it
attracted media interest. The public is therefore mostly unaware of any concern. Equally, the
issue of reduction of the toll of premature death from smoking-related disease is not a key ele-

ment of Austrian health policy.

Although the government is not inactive in its efforts to tackle smoking, almost all of the few

measures taken are those which have been shown to be not at all or hardly effective, or even
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counter-effective. In addition, those feeling harassed by the smoking of others and favouring
restrictions on smoking consider themselves as a minority and are not organised. Generally,
non-smokers in Austria have been very reluctant to express or assert their rights, often not even
knowing that they have rights. Although the employees’ protection act regulates smoking in the
workplace, the approach of ‘voluntary agreement’ between employers and cfnployees is pre-
dominant and complaints are rarely, if ever, brought to court as this would often be tantamount

to losing one’s job.

Using the ESTC framework, outlined in Chapter 5, this chapter examines tobacco control
measures in Austria with regard to legislation, taxation and pricing, advertising, education,
campaigning and support offered for those who want to quit smoking. Smuggling and youth
access are also addressed. Present and past measures and policies are described, asking why
some measures have been adopted and others not. Since Austria has become a member of the
European Union in 1995, its tobacco control policy must be seen within the wider European
political and legislative framework. However, while other countries are already far ahead of the
requirements stipulated in the European Commission’s recent directives on tobacco control
(Chapter 4), for Austria these minimum requirements may be seen as a chance to stimulate and

accelerate measures that otherwise would not have been set.

8.2  Concept and rationale of Austrian tobacco control policies

8.2.1 Implementation of EU legislation

Austria is in conformity with EU legislation but does not go beyond it. Considering that, for
example, the advertising and sponsorship directive 2003/33/EC sets only the minimum standard
that the European countries could agree upon, it is noteworthy that even these minimum re-
quirements are met only very reluctantly and ‘at the last minute’, and are widely seen as “too
extreme”. In August 2003, the European Commission sent “reasoned opinions” to the govern-
ments of Austria, Italy and Luxembourg over their failure to implement the tobacco products
directive 2001/37/EC.2%® They should have done so by 30 September 2002 at the latest. Only as
late as September 2003, after this rebuke from Brussels’®’ and the threat of taking the Austrian
government to the European Court of Justice, were larger warning labels placed on cigarette
packs and terms such as “light” or “mild” excluded, one year later than they should have been.
The reason for this delay, so the Health Ministry reports, was the premature termination of the

Federal Government following elections in 2002. Given the federal legislative system in Aus-

103



Anti-smoking measures in Austria Chapter 8

tria, this excuse has been accepted by the European Commission.’®® Adustria Tabak, on the other
hand, had claimed the reason lay with the paper industry and the prolonged time required for
conversion.”® In reality, it seems more likely that this delay can be ascribed to a lack of politi-
cal will to implement any restrictions on tobacco. This is also evident in the latest amendments
of the already weak 1995 tobacco law. The 2001 amendment (BGBI. I Nr. 98/2001) only con-
cerned the substitution of Euro for Schillings of fines for violations of advertising restrictions™
(which now, because of the regulation that all fines established in Austrian legislation had to be
rounded down, are even less than in 1995%). In any case, these fines certainly do not pose a
threat to the tobacco industry and, as no-one takes responsibility to enforce this regulation, it is
a purely theoretical matter. The latest amendment in 2003 (BGBI. I Nr. 74/2003), took EU law

formally into national law, but adopting only the absolute minimum requirements.

Austria may therefore be described as one of those member states with a very weak stand on
tobacco control. It does not even “hide behind the European position™?’, but, at least “at home”,

complacently distances itself from this “extreme” position (Chapter 9).

8.2.2 Tobacco control plans

Effective national tobacco control programmes are multisectoral and comprehensive, linked to
specific targets and implemented by a designated body. The Warsaw declaration and the result-
ing ESTC resolution urged the WHO’s Member States to draw up national action plans on to-

bacco.®!

The current implementation status of tobacco control policies in the various WHO member
states differs widely. In 2001, approximately half of WHO’s European Member States had na-
tional action plans and three quarters had intersectoral coordinating bodies, but only half had
both. Austria had neither a national tobacco control action plan, nor specific targets on tobacco,
nor a national coordinating body for tobacco control. At the end of 2001, Austria, Belgium,
Germany and Greece were the only countries in the EU region without a tobacco control plan.’
The status in Austria in 2003, compared with the most recent overview of Europe as a whole

(2001)'*2%" js shown in the following table.

The correct amount after conversion would have been €7,267 instead of €7,000, and €14,535 instead of 14,000.

For comparison (although limitations of these statistics have to be borne in mind), Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Denmark, Finland, France, Georgia, Iceland, Ireland, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Po-
land, Portugal, the Russian Federation, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, the former Yugoslav Republic of Ma-
cedonia, Turkey, and the United Kingdom had all three of them, and many other countries had at least two of
these important elements of a comprehensive tobacco control policy.®’
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Table 8-1

Implementation of a comprehensive tobacco control policy, status at end of 2003

WHO EUROPEAN MEMBER STATES: 2001

AUSTRIA: 2003

Only half of all European member states had
drawn up national action plans.

Austria has been far from having a tobacco plan as
yet.

Only half of all countries had introduced partial
restrictions or total bans on both direct and indi-
rect forms of advertising of tobacco products.

Austria has had only partial restrictions on advertis-
ing in cinemas (in films aimed at youth) and a com-
plete advertising ban in television and domestic
print media.

Only one third of all countries had sustainable and
gender-based public information campaigns.

Austria has been focusing exclusively on teenagers
over the last couple of years, by launching or sup-
porting some (mostly ineffective) youth-oriented
anti-smoking campaigns.

Under one quarter had earmarked tobacco taxes.

Tobacco taxes in Austria are not earmarked; how-
ever, in 2002 a small proportion of the tobacco tax
revenues were dedicated to the Federation of Aus-
trian Social Insurance Institutions (uncommitted,
however, but aimed to minimise the overall deficit).
In September 2003, the use of part of this amount
for a more comprehensive voluntary screening test
programme was under discussion, but ceased again.
In addition, a certain percentage of the income
purchase taxes of tobacco products are used to
finance the Fund for a Healthy Austria, a govern-
ment funded institution for national health promo-
tion activities. However, only a very small part of
this money is used for anti-smoking activities; in
particular, this relates to only one small youth cam-
paign in 2002.

Under one quarter had restricted access to tobacco
products for people under 18 years, at the same
time also eliminating all major impersonal modes
of sale.

By law, smoking is prohibited until age 16. The age
limit for the purchase of tobacco products differs in
the nine provinces, but is not less than 16. However,
with a view to cigarette vending machines, the latter
may not be seen as a relevant measure to control
tobacco consumption. There are no sanctions what-
soever for the consumption, purchase, or sale of
tobacco products of/to minors.

Almost no countries reimbursed the cost of treat-
ment of tobacco dependence.

Apart from the rehabilitation centre Josefhof, where
heavily dependent smokers with a serious smoking-
related disease are treated (initially free of cost,
now, as with other cures, requesting a small contri-
bution), cessation is neither particularly encouraged
nor reimbursed. The few (and often unprofessional)
counselling centres offer free advice but treatment
has to be paid for by the patient.

Almost no countries published comprehensive
national reports on tobacco control.

So far, there is no national report on tobacco control
in Austria.

Almost no countries had introduced health warn-
ings and requirements for tar and nicotine at the
levels recommended by the Third Action Plan of
the ESTC.

Health warnings did not meet the requirements of
the EU until September 2003.

Tar and nicotine levels, however, are in accordance
to EU standards.

Source:

Left-hand column: WHO — European Strategy for Tobacco Control ™,

I'*; right-hand column:

respective measures implemented in Austria.
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As in almost all countries of the European WHO Region, Austria has established school-based
educational programmes, while coordinated, sustainable and gender-based public information
and education programmes, strategies or campaigns to promote tobacco control on a population

basis are still lacking (see later).”

8.2.3 Approaches to tobacco control policy and guiding principles

According to the tobacco control strategies developed by the WHO, the policies adopted by
European countries can be grouped “on the basis of their comprehensiveness and multisectoral-
ity, their sustainability and progressiveness, the duration and history of implementation, and
their outcomes in terms of affecting smoking prevalence and exposure to tobacco smoke”.'*

Three basic approaches have been identified:

1) an approach that generally has a weak impact on reducing tobacco use and exposure to
environmental tobacco smoke;

2) a transitional approach;

3) an approach that generally has a strong impact on reducing tobacco use and exposure to
environmental tobacco smoke.

While, for example, countries such as Norway, Finland and Sweden are already in the third
category, the modest achievements in Austria clearly fit in the first category, characterised as

follows:

“Such an approach in general fails to reduce tobacco use. Smoking remains prevalent in all
male social classes and continues to grow among young people and women, despite the fact
that the majority of adults do not smoke and increasingly favour tobacco control. It is there-
fore a lack of political will, rather than a lack of public support, that prevents the implemen-
tation of a more successful approach.”l32

For countries in such a position, the WHO identifies as a high-priority challenge “to put to-

bacco control on the political agenda as a key public health issue”.'*?

The next stage, the transitional approach, mainly relies on the impact of legislation and infor-
mation, and attempts to alter society’s perception of smoking (‘de-glamorising’ smoking and
increasing people’s knowledge). Finally, stage three, is characterised by a set of comprehensive

measures and multisectoral strategies.'*:

In conclusion, the ESTC makes the following three points: i) it is the responsibility of govern-
ments to make the health of citizens and the protection of human life a priority; ii) it should be

acknowledged that non-smoking is the norm and all citizens have the right to smoke-free air
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and protection from the damaging effects of environmental tobacco smoke; and iii) it is neces-

sary to decrease daily smoking prevalence, year by year and for every segment of society.'™

8.2.4 Goals and objectives

As noted above, Austria, Belgium, Germany and Greece are the only European countries of the
western hemisphere where no national tobacco action plan exists; nor do these governments
have specific goals on tobacco control (except Germany).*' © Yet in all WHO European member
states there are interventions to protect non-smokers — although to varying degrees.** #° "' It
must be noted, however, that the information provided to the WHO is very often restricted to a
Yes or No answer, allowing only very cursory interpretation and, at least in the case of Austria,
some responses are not correct. It may be assumed, therefore, that the results of these tables are
not always reliable. This deficiency in data quality becomes evident, for example, in the re-
sponses regarding interventions to support smoking cessation® where Austria is supposed to
have help lines, cessation clinics, and training of health professionals and medical students. In
reality, help lines are information lines, which may not even function; there was only one cessa-
tion clinic for heavy nicotine addicts who already suffer from smoking related disease, although
there are now a few similar clinics, run by social insurance companies; in some provinces
smoking cessation courses have been offered recently; training of health professionals in Vi-
enna consists more or less of a voluntary visit by medical students to the Nicotine Institute
where they are shown around; otherwise attendance at educational courses depends on the indi-
vidual doctor’s commitment. Austria’s National Awareness Day on 1 January (probably not the
best date) and the National Cessation Day on 7 November are largely unknown by the popula-

tion and pass more or less unnoticed, with virtually no media coverage and accompanied by no

campaigns or events®,

So far, Norway and Ireland are the only countries in western Europe that have banned smoking
from restaurants, pubs and bars. In Austria, the only places where smoking is completely
banned are the auditoriums of theatres and cinemas, local public transport, and airplanes. In
principle, smoking is also not allowed in universities, schools or school sports grounds, but in

some universities smoking still takes place in corridors, stairways and refectories, and smoking

¢ Being not a legally binding instrument, Austria has also voted for the so-called Warsaw Declaration and the
WHO developed European strategy for tobacco control (ESTC)'*2. On 28 August 2003 Austria signed the
Framework Convention on Tobacco Control (FCTC). (Chapter 5)

The National Cessation Day in November 2003 was characterised by a hardly advertised campaign of the phar-
maceutical company Pfizer with Austrian apothecaries which offered free specimen of nicotine replacement ther-
apy to the first 10 customers on the 6™ and 7 November.2’?
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in schools is subject to the school’s administration as teachers are excluded from the ban and
students over 16 years may be allowed to smoke in outdoor premises (some schools are known
still to provide smoking rooms for pupils). There are partial restrictions on smoking in health
care facilities, education facilities, government facilities, indoor workplaces and offices. How-
ever, smoking in workplaces is based on a very vaguely formulated law which is not always
adhered to, and restrictions are not uniform. Smoking in hospitals is regulated by the individual
hospital directors and is often allowed in lounges, corridors, the hospital cafeteria, and nurses’
rooms. Smoking in train stations and airports is not banned but subject to voluntary agreement,

as for example the installation of “smokers’ corners” at airports (Section 8.4 and Appendix Q).

These examples not only illustrate the deficiencies in Austrian tobacco policy but also the lim-

ited validity of such data compilations.

In view of the flexible attitude to smoking restrictions it is not surprising that Austria’s discos,
bars, restaurants, hospitals, schools and universities are found to be the smokiest and most pol-
luted in a survey of seven EU countries. While in Austrian discos and bars 154.4 microgram
nicotine per cubic meter were measured, the comparable figure for Italy was only 26.8 micro-
gram. Average figures for Austrian restaurants were measured to be 29.8 microgram, and Aus-

trian hospitals had 12.2 microgram.””

Unlike in some other European countries, as for example France, there is no special unit of the
Austrian health insurance fund devoted to smoking. Likewise, there is no separate budget for
anti-smoking activities. But there is also no tradition of public health in Austria and reports

such as those of the US Surgeon General are only known to very few people.

At present, the Austrian government does not plan to enhance the legal situation (apart from the
necessary implementation of the minimum requirements of the European Commission) and no
goals or objectives have been set for reduction of smoking prevalence and smoking-related
disease, the protection of non-smokers, or the development of an effective tobacco control plan

(Chapter 9; 9.4).

The following section will examine those measures that have been adopted in Austria to reduce

the demand for and supply of tobacco products and to protect non-smokers.
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8.3 Strategic framework: tobacco control measures

8.3.1 Legislation and sanctions

Smoking and other unhealthy behaviours are, of course, to some extent a matter of personal
responsibility. Yet this responsibility is not solely a matter for the individual but is shared with
governments, who should create a supportive legal environment.” However, enactment of legis-
lation does not automatically imply its implementation. In Austria, for example, the regulations
stipulated in the tobacco law or the employees’ protection law are not always observed by those
who should do so; nor are they enforced by official bodies (especially in the case of smoking in

public places — to the extent that there are restrictions at all).

There is no doubt that the implementation of the 1995 tobacco law was an important step to-
wards tobacco control in Austria. However, as in the case of the European advertisement and
sponsorship directive, the history of this law reflects the dominance of economic interests over
health concerns, accompanied by ruthless lobbying. After the first drafts of a comprehensive
tobacco law in 1992/1993, which, for example, had included a complete advertising ban and
noticeable restrictions on smoking in public places (including restaurants and cafés), the final
version was much weaker than had been originally planned (Chapter 9; 9.3.2). Apart from the
formal implementation of the recent directives of the European Commission, there are now no

more far-reaching proposals.

To better understand the present legal situation and the economic interest of the Austrian gov-
ernment in the tobacco business, a brief history of the tobacco monopoly law is given in Ap-
pendix B. The next section will give an overview on tobacco control regulations. Later the rele-

vant laws will be examined in more detail (see also Appendix M).

Laws and regulations for tobacco control measures

Over the past three decades, but in particular since Austria’s entry to the European Union in
1995, a growing number of legal measures against tobacco consumption have been adopted,

with introduction of restrictions on tobacco advertising and smoking in certain public places.

On 15 February 1979, a decree of the Federal Ministry of Health and Environmental Protection
on smoking in hospitals was issued, followed by the requirement for warning labels on cigarette
packs (becoming effective in 1982), subsequently strengthened in September 1992. These

warnings were not, however, required on point-of-sale promotional material. Three warnings
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(in German) had to be used, in rotation: “smoking damages your health”, “smoking during

pregnancy can damage your child’s health”, “protect your children from tobacco smoke”.””

The Employees’ Protection Act (Arbeitnehmerschutzgesetz) of 1972, as amended by the Fed-
eral Act of 20 October 1982, requires employers to ensure that non-smokers are protected from
the effects of tobacco smoke in the workplace; when smokers and non-smokers work together
in a single room, smoking is forbidden unless non-smokers can be adequately protected by
means of additional ventilation.”” 2**”> Apart from the removal of the term ‘additional ventila-
tion’ this regulation remains in place, despite claims that the law has become "much stricter”
following the enactment of a 1995 act which was required to conform to EU law. At the end of
2003, smoking in the workplace (except in the catering business) is regulated by the 1995 Em-
ployees’ Protection Act, with amendments made in 1999 and 2001%"® (dppendix M).

In 1993, the Minister of Health, Sports and Consumer Protection, Michael Ausserwinkler, pro-
posed a draft tobacco act, which ushered in a total ban on advertising, planned to begin in 1996,
along with severe penalties for importers of strong cigarettes. The draft act was subject to harsh

criticism and Parliament only passed a much weaker version in 1995.2"°*"7 (Chapter 9; 9.3.2).

The provisions of the present Tobacco Act, which became effective on 1% July 1995°”, was
expected to supplement existing regulations on tobacco consumption. It stipulated a legal re-
striction on advertising, which was previously subject only to voluntary agreement. Together
with other measures (such as, for example, the introduction of smoking ‘bans’ in schools and
with other measures (such as, for example, the introduction of smoking “bans” in schools and
the setting of a minimum age® for the purchase of cigarettes), it was expected that the rate of

uptake of smoking would be reduced.

The act also regulates advertising and strengthens the protection of non-smokers through smok-
ing restrictions in certain premises.! By these means, an employee’s right to a smoke-free work-
place was at last legally anchored, although importantly, employees in the hospitality industry
and in enterprises where smoking is allowed by customers were excluded. Finally, some smoke-

free environments must be provided in transport facilities. The establishment of smoke-free

Being part of the Jugendschutzgesetz (youth protection law), setting a minimum age to purchase cigarettes is a
responsibility of the Linder. Regulations differ, but all Linder have a ban on tobacco sales to young people under
16 years of age. Before the introduction of the Tobacco Act, in some Linder it was le_gal to buy cigarettes from 14
years onwards; smoking, however, was only legal for those aged 16 years and older!*”

In the 1995 tobacco act, smoking is only restricted in premises used for education, negotiations and school sport-
ing activities; rooms accessible to the general public in public authority buildings; universities and vocational
training establishments; and establishments used for performances or exhibitions.
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environments (or rather, non-smoking zones) in restaurants and cafés was suggested but not

regulated.

Another feature of the 1995 tobacco law was that smokers themselves were to be ‘protected’ by
regulations on the quality of tobacco products, limits on some harmful ingredients (such as
additives, pesticides, residues, etc.), as well as provisions for labelling.®* However, until now,
the Health Ministry has issued no order regarding cigarette additives. Thus, additives are not

regulated by any law, making law suits very difficult’® (Chapter 9; 9.4).

The Tobacco Act of 1995 was amended in 2001 to take account of the introduction of the
Euro® (see above) and in 2003 with regard to the formal implementation of the EC Directive
2001/37/EC into Austrian law.”’® The main amendments affect labelling in respect of tar-, nico-
tine- and carbon monoxide content, warning labels and more detailed justification of additives.
The amendments do not make provisions for more restrictive bans on smoking in public places
or for any kind of enforcement. They also do not offer a means to increase existing fines or

create new fines for violations of the act.

Notwithstanding these changes, following the 1995 tobacco law restricting advertisements, the
World Tobacco File 1998 reported that “in comparison with other parts of the European Union,
restrictions and regulations concerning smoking and tobacco advertising in Austria are rela-

tively relaxed”.” This conclusion still holds today.

A more detailed description of laws on advertising and sponsorship and laws on product control

and consumer information can be found in Appendix M.

Summarising laws on smoking restrictions in public places, the following regulations are in
force: Smoking is restricted by the 1995 tobacco law in public buildings, schools and universi-
ties, cinemas and theatres. The employees’ protection law regulates smoking in the workplace.
Voluntary restrictions exist on local public transport, underground stations, trains and airlines,
with the provision of a “sufficient number of smoke-free environments in fixed location facili-

ties” being suggested. No restrictions are in force in restaurants or bars. Taken together, this
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means that there is no law on clean indoor air; the only places where smoking is completely

banned by law are the auditoriums of cinemas and theatres.

A more detailed overview of smoking restrictions in schools, workplaces, and hospitals is given

in Appendix M.

Sanctions

Unlike in Canada, where employers who violate smoking regulations are subject to fines rang-
ing from C$500 (€310) for a first offence, to C$10,000 (€6,200) for each offence after the
third'®, or in Italy, where individuals caught smoking in public places are fined €250, or even
€500 if children or pregnant women are present, and restaurant owners who do not install
proper ventilation in areas designated for smoking risk a fine of €2,000 and temporary closure
(Chapter 4), the situation in Austria is much more relaxed. Except for a fine of less than €7,000
for violating the advertising law (or up to €14,000 in the case of repeat offence) no legal sanc-
tions exist. Employers who do not make provisions to protect non-smokers, pupils under 16
years of age caught smoking, or individuals smoking in non-smoking zones may be ‘admon-
ished’. As usual, ‘voluntary agreement’ and ‘mutual understanding and tolerance’ are the basic
approaches to these issues in Austria. Instead of sanctions, the handling of infringements of
health regulations by employers is seen to be more promising by the provision of “information
and advice to employers and employees by officials of the Regional Labour Inspectorate (A4r-
beitsinspektion), as well as co-operation with workers’ councils and internal experts in preven-
tion”.”® According to the Chambers of Labour (Arbeiterkammer), though, repeated violations

of non-smoking regulations have been reported to have led to dismissal in some cases.?”

Smoking in public transport and underground stations is regulated by transportation rather than
tobacco law. Although smoking is prohibited in underground stations, this ban is only occa-
282

sionally enforced by staff. The fine is, however, only €40 (compared to €60 for fare dodgers)
(Appendix Q). An official from the Austrian Federal Railways stated that he would wish to have

¢ Subsequently, and in compliance with EU regulations, the content of condensates in the smoke of cigarettes (tar
yields) was limited to 15mg per cigarette by 31 December 1995 and 12mg per cigarette by 31 December 1997.
Nicotine and tar yields had to be displayed on the small side of every cigarette pack. The wording of warning no-
tices on cigarette packs was also tightened, in order to comply with EU regulations. Therefore, the front side of
each cigarette pack had to display the warning ‘smoking endangers your health’. In addition, on the flipside of the
pack, one of four warnings had to be used alternatively (with the same frequency of occurrence), printed clearly
and covering at least 4% of the pack: “smoking causes cancer”, “smoking causes cardiovascular diseases”,
“smoking endangers your child’s health already during pregnancy”, and “stopping smoking reduces the risk of se-
rious diseases”.
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stronger powers for sanctions in railway stations but would meet strong opposition from oth-

ers.”®

EU law requires member states to impose “proportional, effective and deterrent sanctions”
where an offence takes place.”®* As noted above, the only sanction currently existing in Aus-
trian tobacco law is a relatively low fine for violating advertising restrictions. It must be
doubted whether this is a “proportional, effective and deterrent” sanction against the tobacco
industry, the media, or the advertising agencies. At present, no further sanctions are planned. In
addition, inquiries to various departments at federal and provincial level identified no-one re-

sponsible for enforcing this law."

In summary, the efforts of all concerned to avoid any kind of ‘confrontation’, and ignorance of
who is responsible to ensure compliance with the law (even if, in theory, it should be the Minis-
try of Health), mean that any sanctions are essentially symbolic. Yet, according to the State

Secretary and his staff, no other measures are under discussion.

8.3.2 Price and taxation

Cigarette prices

At the end of 2003, most packets of 20 cigarettes’ were sold at a price between €3.00 and
€3.30.” According to Austria Tabak, the average price of most popular cigarette packets was
€3.30 in 2003.° The highest sales (in this order) were of Marlboro, Memphis, Milde Sorte
(now: Meine Sorte), Gauloises, Hobby, HB, Dames, Philip Morris, Camel, and Casablanca

(Appendix C).

Taxes and Duties

For decades, Austria Tabak has controlled the government’s tobacco taxation agenda and,
whenever the question of raising tobacco taxes arose, it was common to ensure its representa-
tives were party to preliminary talks. In various discussions this was explained by the fact that
Austria Tabak was a state-owned enterprise and its chief executives were closely linked with

government representatives at the highest level (Chapter 9).

Finally it was found that it is handled on the district level (sic), where complaints have to be specified with the
exact description and location of this violation when presented at the respective district office — which is not very
likely to be done by anyone. From the individuals contacted, nobody remembered if this was ever the case; how-
ever, as there are no data available as to number of law suits or amount of fines one would have to contact each of
these district offices in the whole country separately to get more information.?®®

Unlike in some other countries, packets with less than 20 cigarettes are not on the Austrian market.
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Since Austria became a member of the EU, it has been possible to observe a sharp rise in taxes.
Before EU entry, taxes had remained constant for a very long time, with the highest tax rate
(excluding VAT) being for cigarettes (55% of the retail price), followed by fine-cut tobacco
(47%), pipe tobacco etc. (34%) and cigars (only 13%) — which is interesting from a social point

of view, as cigars are usually smoked by wealthy people who could afford to pay more taxes.

Austria’s EU entry also led to a reorganisation of tobacco taxation, i.e. the change from an ad
valorem tax system to a composite tax rate. In August 2002, the total taxes for cigarettes were
58.67% (42.00% ad valorem; 16.67% V.A.T.), that is €21.38 per 1000 pieces. Based on the
most popular price class, the overall tax burden of a cigarette pack with the retail price of €3.00

was €219, that is 72.9% (4ppendix N).”°

According to the World Tobacco File 1998, the increase in cigarette prices in Austria between
1994 and 1997 amounted to 30%; in subsequent years no data were made available by Austria
Tabak. The price increases in 1994 and 1995, following sharp rises in taxes, have been linked
to a growth in cross-border and contraband sales and hoarding by consumers, but also to a
slight decrease in the number of cigarette smokers,’”” consistent with evidence on the price elas-

ticity of tobacco (Appendix F).

The scale of tax revenues from the sale of tobacco products is enormous. Only considering
consumption of cigarettes, which constitute the biggest share by far within all tobacco products,
the revenues from taxes for all EU member states amounted to nearly €55bn (excluding VAT)
in 2001. The highest sums were raised in the United Kingdom (€11.8bn), Germany (€11.6bn)
and France (€8.2bn).”

In 2002 in Austria, the tax income from tobacco products amounted to €1.3 billion, correspond-
ing to an increase in tax revenues of 35% since 1997, although this excludes 20% VAT,
amounting to an additional €456.5 million, so that total tax revenues in 2002 amounted to €1.8
billion (Figure 8.2).”° This is consistent with evidence that increasing tax rates both decreases

consumption and increases total tax take.

It is, however, important to note that data on tax revenues differ slightly according to whether

they are supplied by the Ministry of Finance*® or by Austria Tabak (Figure 8.1 & Figure 8.2).

j VAT (Value Added Tax) in Austria: 1973-1975: 16%; 1976-1983: 18%; since 1984: 20%.
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Figure 8.1  Annual tax incomes from the sale of tobacco products in Austria from 1977 to 2002 (in
million Euro) (excluding V.A.T.) *
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Source:  Austrian Federal Ministry of Finance, balance of accounts (Bundesrechnungsabschliisse).

Figure 8.2 Tax revenues from tobacco taxes and V.A.T. from the sale of tobacco products in Aus-
tria from 1995 to 2002 (in million Euro) *
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Use of tax revenues

In Austria, tobacco taxes are not earmarked. There was only one attempt, made by the former
health minister Michael Ausserwinkler in 1993/1994, to allocate tobacco taxes to anti-smoking
activities — the, informally, so-called “Rauchermilliarde”, with the term reflecting the ap-
proximately ATS 1 billion to be raised by the proposed extra charge of 50 Groschen (€0.04) on
every pack of cigarettes. These funds should have been transferred to the Fund for a Healthy
Austria to finance treatment and support of anti-smoking campaigns. However, due to strong
opposition (economists argued that this measure would promote inflation) this initiative could

not be realised (Chapter 9; 9.3.2).>” Although a small proportion of tobacco taxes have been
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used to fund general health promotion activities for many years, these are not specifically re-

lated to particular anti-smoking activities.

In 2002, a regulation enacted within the framework of the general social insurance law (A4//ge-
meines Sozialversicherungsgesetz)*®’ decreed that the Federation of Austrian Social Insurance
Institutions’ (in short: Social Insurance Funds) equalisation fund should receive additional in-
come following the rise in tobacco taxes in August 2002. This was to be a flat rate of about €82
million for every year.* However, the advance payments made to the equalisation fund ex-
ceeded the tax gains and an amendment to the law (Budgetbegleitgesetz) seemed necessary. At
the time of writing (April 2004), however, there has been no agreement between the Finance

Minister and the Health Minister on this issue.' "4

Thus, these funds have never been used specifically for any kind of anti-smoking initiatives™
although they have been used to support the Social Insurance Funds which have been (and still
are) badly in debt. Despite evidence of the very high health care expenditure attributable to
smoking-related diseases (estimated to be 15-20% of total expenditure, i.e. €1.5 to €2bn'"),
there is no special unit within the Federation of Austrian Social Insurance Institutions responsi-
ble for smoking prevention and no particular anti-smoking activities have been established so
far, nor are there any plans for them. The only specific expenditure on combating smoking is
funding for 3-week courses of treatment for heavy nicotine addicts with severe smoking-
attributable disease. These costs are, however, met by regional health insurance funds" (Section
8.3.5). A contribution of approximately €50,000 from the Social Insurance Funds to the Fund

for a Healthy Austria for general health promotion measures is obviously thought to cover all

k
1

It is not yet clear if this amount will be financed by the tobacco tax or the sales tax.

In 2002, the equalisation fund received advance payments for the months September, October and November,
estimated on the expected tax gains, totalling about €82 million. In December 2002, the Finance Ministry realised
that, in contrast to these expectations, total tax revenues have not increased as expected, and no more money was
transferred for December. Thus having transferred too much money to the Social Insurance Funds, which could
not be returned to the Finance Ministry, a change of this flat rate seemed necessary.2*® While Reinhart Waneck,
the Austrian State Secretary of Health (Austrian Freedom Party, FP®), would be in favour of a fixed amount, the
Austrian People’s Party (OVP) and its Finance Minister Karl-Heinz Grasser (formerly FPO, now ‘independent’
but close to OVP) are opposed to it, preferring, if at all, a yearly modified amount.

Although the State Secretary of Health, Reinhart Waneck, claims that the spokesman of the executive board of
the Social Insurance Funds, Josef Kandlhofer, assured that ‘every penny’ received from the tobacco taxes would
be used for preventive measures in tobacco control*®®, whereas, according to a newspaper article, Kandlhofer
himself declared that (only) part of this funding will be used for “preventive” measures for smokers™” (i.e. sup-
port of treatment for severely ill smokers). Instead, according to information received from Josef Kandlhofer, this
additional funding will go (and has gone) into an equalisation fund where an accurate mode of account is not
possible. Therefore, no information could be given as to how much money was actually spent for measures on
smoking prevention as this money has not been earmarked and the present accounting mode does not allow
money to be traced.'

Although the regional health insurance funds also receive indirectly funding by this equalisation fund, this money
is not earmarked for any purposes.
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responsibilities by Austria’s health insurance system. However, the activities of the Fund for a

Healthy Austria targeted at smoking are considered very weak (see later).

In September 2003, on the occasion of the delayed implementation of the EC directive
2001/37/EC, Austria’s State Secretary of Health, Reinhart Waneck, voiced his view that a
planned reform of voluntary screening programmes should be financed by tobacco taxes.® The
question of further increases in tobacco taxes was rejected by Waneck, arguing that this expan-
sion of screening programmes did not require an increase in tobacco taxes.'*” However, an en-
quiry in July 2004 at the Social Insurance Funds about the state of affairs revealed that, due to
lack of money, the programme, which is planned to start on 1 January 2005, should comprise
even fewer examinations than it did previously but will instead offer more information for
smokers about harms of smoking and advice on smoking cessation. Doctors would be given a

manual on how to proceed.” **!

The mainly government-funded Fund for a Health Austria (Fonds Gesundes Osterreich, FGO)
is the national organisation for health promotion activities. It receives funds from the govern-
ment as a fixed amount of import duties on tobacco products purchased outside the EU,
amounting to €7.25 million per year. However, the anti-smoking activities of the FGO are con-
fined to the minimum expectations of EU-wide (and rather ineffective) efforts to tackle smok-
ing among young people (see next section). According to personal communication with one of
the organisers of a European road show, the Austrian response, particularly in Vienna, was very

poor and badly organised.”

These screening tests, used only by approximately 12-13% of the population, should include cancer-, skin- and
lung examinations for smokers. A critical article in the Austrian newspaper Kurier expatiates on the fact that, al-
though cigarette prices and taxes have been increased continuously over recent years, justified by the need of fi-
nancing the health care system, these funds in fact have seeped away somewhere.*

No answer could be given regarding the apparent lack of offers for smoking cessation (see later). As usual, it was
only referred to the Josefhof in Graz as a kind of model cessation project (see later), where severely ill smokers
are treated in a three weeks cessation programme — one could say, a kind of ‘last chance’ for smokers.
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8.3.3 Advertising and sponsorship
Advertising

Austria will have to implement the EU directive on advertising restrictions. However, despite
occasional lip service paid by politicians to the importance of banning advertising’, there have
been no signs whatsoever that Austria has any intention to either hurry or go beyond the mini-

mum requirements demanded by the European Commission.'

In the international literature, Austria’s attitude towards tobacco advertising has therefore
rightly been described as “very relaxed”, with a “mild climate” based on “broad consensus”.
Almost every measure is seen as ‘too extreme’ or ‘militant’ (Chapter 9). In the Austrian news-
paper der Standard, the recent advertising directive of the European Commission is described
as a “missionary fight” by the EU Health Commissioner David Byrne against cigarette con-
sumption. In some member states, so the commentary reports, advertising restrictions were
followed more strictly, in others regulations were rather of the “mild sort” *.*** Although the
situation is similar to that in Germany, where strong pressure on decision makers has been re-
ported !, it probably does not need great pressure from interest groups on the government in

Austria for it to reach a ‘broad consensus’.

As noted, the 1995 Tobacco Act stipulates that tobacco advertising should not attract young
people and models should therefore not be (or appear to be) younger than 30 years of age. In
addition, no cartoons should be used. Although nobody ever complained about it, cigarette ad-
vertising often portrays seemingly young people (even if they are reported to be above 30) and
the Casablanca cartoon® in underground stations (see Picture 2 in Appendix Q) is apparently

one of the exceptions.

% One example was a letter from the then Health Minister, Herbert Haupt, and the State Secretary of Health,
Reinhart Waneck, to the then Director General of the WHO, Gro Harlem Brundtland, dated at the beginning of
2003. This letter emerged in the course of the preparations for the final negotiations for the Framework Conven-
tion on Tobacco Control, which includes Article 13 referring to a total advertising ban. Haupt and Waneck affirm
that, from the viewpoint of health politics, a total advertising ban would be ‘very desirable’. Tobacco advertise-
ment would contribute to tobacco consumption and therewith to tobacco-related diseases. Experts would there-
fore see a total advertising ban as one of the most effective means to counteract the increase of smoking.?”

In 1993, the Health Ministry issued a draft tobacco law which ushered in a total ban on advertising to begin in
1996. The draft law was subject of harsh criticism and was among the main reasons behind the removal of the
then Health Minister Michael Ausserwinkler (Chapter 9). Only in 1995, when Austria’s EU entry made action
necessary, did Parliament pass much weaker legislation, which included only partial advertising restrictions.
Hinting at the Austrian bestseller brand ‘Milde Sorte’.

According to David Byrne, these initiatives were meant to be a “coffin nail” for the tobacco industry. The Ger-
man newspaper editors, however, sensed that it would also be a coffin nail for thgm and, with a view to the pre-
sent crisis in the advertising business, made pressure on the German government.>*

Casablanca is the 10th popular cigarette brand in Austria (see Appendix C).
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Hidden advertising (with pictures of smokers) in the media is not uncommon, in particular in

articles dealing with the subject of non-smoking (Chapter 9; 9.3.8).>°*%

The 1990 youth campaign provides insight into images of smokers and non-smokers. According
to the advertising agency involved, the image to be projected should be a strong, self-confident,
independent, freedom-loving, humourous, sporting, sociable, and modern youth. In fact, this
image is identical with that advertised for smokers. However, a survey among youth reported
that the ‘undesirable’ characteristics ascribed to non-smokers would be good, well-behaved,

. . . : 9
conform, unsociable, puritanical and health conscious.”*

Several Austrian advertising agencies have been commissioned by Austria Tabak to undertake
cigarette advertising. For example, BBDO has been commissioned to promote Milde Sorte;
FCB Kobza, Memphis Classic; Saatchi & Saatchi, Memphis Blue, etc. Only one agency, how-
ever, volunteered limited information about target groups, advertising objectives, compliance
with tobacco law, client briefs and information on brand characteristics. Two explicitly de-
clined any kind of information and hung up immediately. The information presented below is

based on discussions with a key informant who did not wish to be named.

According to the industry’s briefing to the agency, the general aim of cigarette advertising is to
confirm regular smokers in their choice of brand (brand loyalty), to promote preference for
domestic (Austria Tabak) brands, in particular from the ‘light’ range, to promote a positive
image, and, of course, also to win new customers. In previous years, when Austria Tabak was
still state-owned, the foreign brands Marlboro, Gauloises, etc., have represented the foe. To-
day, this is different and in the future, a decline in home brands and an increase in foreign

brands are predicted.

The definition of target groups is based on market research. For example, the original target
group for Memphis Classic were men aged 35 years and over, from rural rather than urban ar-
eas. However, this target group has been expanded. On the other hand, the target group for
Milde Sorte, Austria’s most popular ‘light’ cigarette, still are young women of the ‘housewife-

type’, aged 25 years and over.

With regard to the age limits for models it was assured that, before shooting, every model had
to sign a statement that he or she was not under 30 years old. It was stated that, if the model
lied, at least, the advertising agency has covered itself with this signature. Of course, if the

shooting takes place outside the Schengen zone, passports are needed — and checked.
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Advertising strategies are developed through team work, drawing on past experience. Although
the agency receives a basic briefing by the tobacco company (more detailed information was

not disclosed), the concepts and designs are said to come from the agency.

As noted above, tobacco advertising is permitted in cinema (G-rated films, but not in films tar-
geted at children and youth), outdoor advertising (billboards etc.), and print media (local
weekly magazines, magazines, professional journals). The breakdown of expenses incurred by
the German tobacco industry shows that the biggest share (37.4%) is spent for outdoor advertis-
ing.”” No data were provided by the Austrian tobacco company about its annual advertising
budget. However, an Austrian market research company was able to give information on ex-
penditure on cigarette advertising since 1997 (Figure 8.3). From the beginning of privatisation
of the Austrian tobacco company in 1999/2000, a striking decrease in cigarette advertising can

be observed. Since then, however, expenses have risen, amounting to almost €5 million in

2002, before decreasing to less than €4 million in 2003.

Figure 8.3  Expenditure on cigarette advertising in Austria, 1997-2003 *
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Source:  Media Focus Research.”®®

It has been commonly said by politicians®’ and government officials™ that Austria Tabak has
been the biggest advertising client. However, analysis of advertising expenditure (i.e. “classic”
advertising, including print media, bill boards, and cinema advertising but excluding hidden
advertising in the form of sponsoring) shows that tobacco advertising is by far not as predomi-
nant as, for example, advertising for telecom companies, cars, washing powders, or supermar-

kets. 2%
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Sponsorship

Although no data were provided by Austria Tabak about its promotional budget, the company is
known to spend heavily on cigarette advertising and, probably less transparently, for sports
sponsorship. With its former General Director Beppo Mauhart being at the same time head of
the Austrian Football Federation, the involvement of Austria Tabak in sports is self-evident

(Chapter 9; 9.3.1).

In Austria, it is widely known that sports clubs, in particular football clubs, are sponsored by
Austria Tabak. The company also sponsors the Austrian ski team (which uses the logo of Mem-
phis)® and, until it was banned, it also sponsored Formula One. At least until privatisation,
Austria Tabak has been known to sponsor arts, horse races, and many other events. A 1987
article reports that “Austria Tabak, despite restrictions on advertising, builds its image through
sponsorship of arts and sport”. It adds that the company is “the largest non public sponsor in
Austria” > It was not possible to get information on the subject of ‘donations’ to political par-

ties.

Reinhart Waneck, the then Austrian State Secretary of Health, claims that he has been trying to
persuade the pharmaceutical industry and other industries to take over sponsorship at football
pitches, so one would “not be dependent on Memphis”. So far, however, these companies have
not shown much interest. Waneck’s account shows that the relationship between the govern-
ment and Austria Tabak is characterised by mutual understanding of the respective interests and

assumed goodwill.

“Interestingly, the tobacco industry would have no problems at all with that [being stopped
Jfrom advertising at football pitches]. They have told me that they do not need that, because
people do smoke anyway. And the more it is prohibited, the more business they make. That
means, here you really have to think about new ways, together with the tobacco industry,
but it would be far better 1o win other companies. It is also an issue for the Finance Minis-
ter with regard to tax policy. He would need to grant that anti-tobacco advertising can be
written off against taxes in any event. "

An Austrian 1988 sports newspaper reads: “Austria Tabak — long-known for its sponsorship of various football
clubs — has now donated a prize for horse-racing. The ‘Maverick’ Grand-Prix was run for the first time on Vi-
enna’s Freudenau course on 1 May” *®
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8.3.4 Information, campaigning and training of health professionals

At present, the government’s few efforts to reduce smoking have been confined to pointing to
alarming rates of smoking among young people, particularly among young women, and to small
and mostly ineffective youth campaigns which are supposed to prevent children and adoles-
cents from taking up smoking. The reduction of the toll of premature death from smoking-
related disease, the high health care costs for smoking-related disease, and the protection of

non-smokers are essentially missing from Austrian health policy.

Annual anti-smoking days, such as the Non-Smoking Day on 31 May, the National Cessation
Day on 7 November, and the National Awareness Day on 1 January, pass more or less unno-
ticed — at least in Vienna. Apart from some media coverage and expressions of good-will by
national health politicians, no public events or campaigns are taking place. However, unlike the

situation in Vienna, activities in Vorarlberg and Tyrol were reported.’***

The only comprehensive anti-smoking campaigns that targeted the whole population took place
at the beginning of the 1980s and, to a limited extent, in the mid 1990s. Population-wide dis-
semination of information and implementation of educational measures about the dangers of
smoking and the recognised difficulty in quitting are lacking, and therapeutic support for those

willing to quit are still limited and often unprofessional.

In particular, there is not much information about the dangers of second-hand smoke, and no
appeal to those who smoke to consider non-smokers. In addition, although smoking is restricted
in some public places by the 1995 tobacco law, these regulations are not always adhered to. In
contrast with countries like Norway, Finland, Sweden, the United States, Canada, Australia, or
New Zealand (to take just the best known examples), smoking in Austria is mostly still seen as
a matter of ‘personal freedom’ and ‘personal choice’ and little consideration is given to those

who feel harassed by this activity.

Although efforts directed at adolescents are doubtless very important as adolescence is “a criti-
cal life stage when life-style choices are established, including health-related behaviours with
impacts throughout life”?, it has been shown repeatedly that youth campaigns must be part of a

population-wide and comprehensive anti-smoking programme to yield positive results (Chapter

4).

Apart from these limited activities, information on smoking-related issues is provided by a

website served by the Initiative Arzte gegen Raucherschiden (Austrian Council on Smoking
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and Health — or: Initiative of Physicians against Harms of Smoking), formed by the Austrian
Society for Lung Diseases and TB, the Institute of Environmental Hygiene of the Medical Uni-
versity of Vienna, the Institute of Social Medicine of the Medical University of Vienna, the
Austrian Cancer League, and the Austrian Medical Council. Its activities, however, seem con-

fined to the provision of this website.”**

Anti-smoking campaigns

In 1980, the first anti-smoking campaign was launched in Austria, followed in 1985 by a second
campaign using the same name. Both campaigns were very short but profited from the popular
slogan Ohne Rauch geht’s auch (“Same Without Smoke”)* which is still remembered today,
even among younger people. In 1990, a small youth campaign with the vacuous slogan “Smoke
off” took place. In 1994, the second (or third, if one counted the small 1985 repetition cam-
paign) was launched, repeated in 1995 (although with a much smaller budget than the 1994
campaign). While these two major campaigns with their small-scale repetition were directed at
the whole population, the few subsequent campaigns have been targeted exclusively at children

and teenagers. All campaigns are described in more detail in Appendix O.

The population campaigns were initiated solely by the Austrian Ministry of Health and can be
ascribed to the two health ministers Herbert Salcher and Michael Ausserwinkler, who were
both very engaged in anti-smoking politics despite facing strong opposition and even personal
attacks (Chapter 9). While the predominant features of the 1980 campaign (Herbert Salcher)
were its effective slogan, intense media coverage, and targeting of the entire population, the
main goal of the 1994 campaign (Michael Ausserwinkler), which consisted essentially of an
information brochure and stickers, was to promote the tobacco law and to address political
opinion leaders as an important target group (Chapter 9)." The cost of the 1980 campaign was
particularly low at only about ATS 7 million (equivalent to €500,000), largely due to media
support with free cost services’. Considering that this campaign lasted a very short time, it may

be considered very successful. According to an accompanying survey, about 200,000 people

The only one who complained and wanted to sue the Ministry (which eventually did not happen, though) was the
Austrian manufacturer of fruit juices with the same name ‘Rauch’ as, due to its popularity, the slogan was jok-
ingly used in variations.’*

While today the health ministry claims that this campaign actually resulted in the successful implementation of
the Austrian tobacco law in 1995, it may safely be assumed that the greater force behind its implementation was
Austria’s EU entry. Although much weaker than the original draft (Section 8.3.1), the new law at least included
smoking restrictions in public buildings and constraints on advertising.
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stopped smoking at that time. Although this effect was very short lasting, it shows the potential
for intense and prolonged tobacco control programmes. The cost of the 1994 campaign was
higher, about ATS 20 million (€1.5 million) — a considerable proportion of the health ministry’s
budget, but still only about 5% of the advertising (and sponsorship) expenditure of Austria’s

tobacco company for one single campaign at that time (including hidden advertising).?”’

Over recent years, Austria’s anti-smoking policy has thus been focused on children or rather
teenagers, with the intention of preventing them from taking up smoking. Apart from the brief
1990 youth campaign “Smoke off”, the exclusive focus on children and youth started in
1996/1997 with the Ministry’s commission of an association named “Young and Non-Smokers”
with a health education campaign aiming to initiate a rethinking of the symbolic power and
meaning of cigarette consumption. This campaign passed more or less unnoticed. In 1998, the
equally unnoticed, but industry-funded government campaign “smoke sucks” followed. In 1999,
the Austrian Cancer Society (“Don’t start, be smart”) and in 2002, the Fund for a Healthy Aus-
tria (Ich (b)rauch(s) nicht = “1 don’t need it, I don’t smoke”) have also initiated anti-smoking
youth campaigns. Recent initiatives include a project entitled Rauchfreie Schule (“Smoke-free
Schools”) and participation in the EU-wide youth campaign “Feel Free to Say No” (4ppendix
O). In the course of these campaigns, information has been made available on the dangers of
tobacco use. Some of the most recent anti-smoking campaigns have included efforts to work
with teachers and students to create smoke-free classes or schools. In May 2004, a small and
little advertised campaign as part of the international “Quit and Win" programme was launched,

also supported by the health ministry.

Other funds or organisations or even individuals acting at local level (especially in the federal
provinces Vorarlberg, Tyrol, and Upper Austria) have also launched initiatives for children and

teenagers recently, or are giving educational talks at schools.

As was already mentioned, a more detailed description of the various campaigns which have
been mounted in Austria since 1980 can be found in Appendix O. Chapter 9 will also explore in

more detail the background of the 1980 and 1994 campaign (Section 9.3.2).

According to the Health Ministry, the reason for this exclusively youth-targeted approach has

been the results of the HBSC studies which report a significant increase in smoking among

" This fact was obviously not well received by Austria Tabak who complained about the “inequality of weapons™.
The campaign, so the company publication, “not only received time free of charge in the electronic media, which
are forbidden to us, but which also involved speakers, sometimes very prominent speakers, who were prepared to

make spontaneous comments”.”’
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children and teenagers over the last 15 years and the continuous decrease in the age at which
smoking commences. In a two-minute conversation before suddenly rushing off, a government
official, who is responsible for health promotion including anti-smoking campaigns, said at the
Helsinki Conference that campaigns targeted at the general population would not be effective
(sic), and it would be much better to focus on youth campaigns. The fact that youth smoking
rates have not decreased but rather increased over recent years (and still are increasing), despite
various youth campaigns, was brushed off with the remark that “one has to target one’s efforts”,

because of limited resources.*®

In the light of continuously increasing smoking rates among Austrian teenagers, which are now
among the highest in any EU country, the effectiveness of various youth campaigns may be
summarised as being very limited at best, counter-productive or profoundly ineffective at worst.
Furthermore, it would seem that this is not only the fault of the rather meaningless slogans se-
lected in English language, which cannot even be translated into German in a way that makes

sense (e.g. “smoke off”, or the rather unappealing “smoke sucks”) but also due to the often

patronising manner of the campaigns.

Nevertheless, Austria’s health politicians seem to be rather pleased with themselves and the
results of their efforts. Reinhart Waneck, State Secretary of Health and president of the Fund
for a Healthy Austria, stated in the foreword of its 2002 report that the slogan "I don’t need it -
I don’t smoke’ “encouraged children and youth not to start smoking™®’. Whatever he meant by
“encouraged”, it is perhaps the most one can say about this very short campaign (lasting only a

couple of weeks) without it becoming an overstatement.

Maria Rauch-Kallat, Austria’s present Health Minister, in a statement made to coincide with
World No Tobacco Day on 31 May 2003 (while again referring to the alarming HBSC data)
called for increased prevention, particularly for young women. The Social Insurance Funds also
took this opportunity to “affirm to intensify its activities”; so far, however, without visible re-
sults. In her statement, the Health Minister proposed a “broad health promotion movement” to
animate Austrians — particularly certain target groups — for more health conscious behaviour,
including reducing smoking. Once more, 14-15 year olds were seen as the main target group.”®

As of June 2004, however, nothing has been heard about it, and no actions have taken place.”

Another advertised campaign that nobody ever heard of again was a ‘planned’ anti-smoking initiative to target
pregnant women (‘even’ funded by the Austrian tobacco company!), announced after the TV programme on anti-
smoking measures on 5 November 20033
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Given the evidence from elsewhere of tobacco industry support for youth smoking campaigns,
it does seem to be the case that, for most of the campaigns, the funding seems to be ‘clean’.
Inquiries to the Austrian Cancer Society about its campaign “don’t start, be smart” revealed that
much care was taken to assure that no tobacco industry money was contributed. Despite persis-
tent rumours of Austria Tabak’s involvement in the government campaigns, only one was re-
ported to have been funded by the Austrian tobacco company: the youth campaign with its un-
appealing “smoke sucks” slogan and its equally unappealing pictures of youth and its symbols

308

(as, for instance, a raised middle finger in the form of a cigarette).”" As to the youth campaign

with the equally mysterious slogan “Smoke off”, where sponsorship had been necessary be-

294

cause of the very modest health ministry’s budget™, no information could be obtained about

the identity of sponsors.

In summary, all of the Austrian campaigns can be described as rather small-scale, low-budget
and short-lasting. The very first campaign in 1980 was certainly the one whose effects lasted
longest and possibly, despite an increase in smoking rates between 1981 and 1984 after a brief
decline following the campaign, also the most successful. Both the 1980 and the 1994 cam-
paign, however, could have been much more successful if they had lasted longer and the two
motivated ministers had faced less opposition. Even in relation to the small overall budget for
health promotion activities, the budget for anti-smoking initiatives has been very small so far
(with the exception of the 1994 campaign) and efforts particularly over the last 15 years have
been decidedly unimpressive. In particular, they can be contrasted with the expenditure on ad-
vertising campaigns by Austria Tabak, which in the mid 1990s amounted to ATS 300 to 500

2772 (apparently including indirect advertis-

million (ca. €21 to 35 million) for each campaign
ing and sponsorship), Austria’s anti-smoking campaigns are declining to the point of non-
existence. According to the State Secretary of Health, Reinhart Waneck, the main constraint on
the health ministry from launching a sustainable and effective anti-smoking campaign is the
limited budget. Needless to say that there are currently no discussions whatsoever regarding a
comprehensive package of tobacco control measures or at least a well-designed population-

wide campaign.

Training of health professionals

In Austria, health professionals are not specifically trained to give advice and support to those
willing to quit. If physicians or pharmacists are interested they may attend some continuing
educational courses.?’? *® 319 Medical students in Vienna are invited to pay a visit to the Nico-

tine Institute (which does not, however, offer cessation courses) to be shown around for one or
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two hours.'”! The new health screening programme, proudly announced by the State Secretary
to be partly financed with tobacco taxes, should provide information and advice for smokers to
quit. “Training” of doctors consists of handing them a manual on how to proceed. As the fol-
lowing section on smoking cessation programmes shows, it remains unclear yet where smokers
who should wish to quit smoking and who are not already ill enough for the Josefhof (see be-

low) will be sent to for help.

8.3.5 Smoking cessation, therapeutic measures

On the occasion of the 2003 World Tobacco Conference in Helsinki, the WHO *urged govem-
ments to include smoking cessation and treatment services as part of comprehensive tobacco
control programmes, stressing that therapies for tobacco dependence can contribute substan-
tially and immediately to health gains”.*'' The guidelines, developed by experts, should provide
countries that wish to implement the FCTC with an evidence-base. However, as Vera da Costa
¢ Silva, WHO’s director for tobacco control noted, despite overwhelming evidence of the
health benefits of quitting smoking, and the effectiveness of treating tobacco dependence, “the
public health sector in many countries is not investing in smoking-cessation services, and in
most countries only limited steps have been taken to provide treatment, train health-care pro-
viders, and release financial resources. Smoking cessation is very often not seen as a public
health priority, or included in governments' tobacco control strategies,” she said. Because of

tobacco’s addictiveness, many smokers will need support to quit.”"!

Smokers who want to give up smoking require various forms of support. However, as advised
by the WHO and other experts, a multisectoral approach should be the aim (Chapter 4; Appen-
dix F). In addition, a “supportive environment is needed to encourage smokers to quit: higher
tobacco taxes, advertising bans and smoke-free public places contribute to raising awareness

and decreasing access to tobacco products”.***

Although Austria proudly points to the fact that it was “one of the first countries to sign the
FCTC”?® there are no signs whatsoever of it implementing any of its provisions. At present,
smoking cessation is definitely one of the least important elements in Austria’s tobacco policy

and accordingly plays a little part in shaping the population’s attitude towards smoking.

There is very little support for smokers who are considering the idea of giving up smoking, and

even less information about where help can be found. Neither is there any kind of advertise-
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ment of even the few cessation programmes in the media.* Not surprisingly, giving up smoking
1s widely seen as very difficult task and, above all, a ‘personal’ or ‘individual’ problem. In gen-
eral, therefore, smokers who have already reached a stage where they are really willing to give
up smoking have to search actively by themselves for support. There is no help-line now al-
though one did exist previously for a short period, operating for three hours a day, but it was
not very successful and no-one would accept responsibility to pay for it. Potential quitters in-
quiring at the Vienna Nicotine Institute have their details noted and, once there is a sufficient
number (usually once or twice a year), a one-hour talk will be given in a rented location to all
who are still interested. The official approach is essentially that “one has to earn the treatment”,
and difficulty in accessing these services is seen as something positive, showing the real com-

mitment of the individual. According to Ernest Groman, head of the Nicotine Institute,

“one cannot expect anyone sitting there for three hours or more and answering the same

20 or 25 questions all over again. ... If someone really is committed to quit, he/she will also

wait a few weeks or months until this meeting takes place”. 191

The lack of support for quitters is, in part, a reflection of the emphasis over recent years on
adolescents, and there seems little recognition that isolated measures are not — and cannot be —
successful. As already noted, smoking rates among children and adolescents continue to rise,
and many of these activities are patronising and/or targeting young people when they are al-
ready at an age where they will have started smoking. Cessation programmes for adult smokers
seem to be politically less ‘attractive’ than youth programmes. Although the higher health care
cost of smokers than non-smokers is known by the health insurance companies, they are still

reluctant to provide financial support to these activities.

Much emphasis has been given to the ‘flagship’ project Josefhof (‘Joseph Court’) in Graz (Sty-
ria), an interdisciplinary, multimodal 20 day inpatient smoking cessation programme, developed
and evaluated by the University of Vienna (Institute of Social Medicine and Nicotine Institute).
It is usually presented as an activity of the Federation of Austrian Social Insurance Institutions.
However, the Josefhof was actually founded by the miner’s social insurance company in 1997
(and still belongs to this company). It is an institution for seriously nicotine-addicted individu-
als (Fagerstrdm index >5) who already suffer from smoking-related diseases. The Vienna Dis-
trict Health Fund and some smaller insurance companies for certain occupational groups (min-
ers, employees of the Federal Railways, industrial economy, and federal civil servants) have

. . . . : 312
contracts with the miner’s insurance company and send members there to aid cessation.

*  Apart from Vorarlberg, where cessation programmes are ‘advertised’ in the media.
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Between 2001 and 2003, 185 smokers with high levels of nicotine dependence have been re-
cruited. The intervention consists of 34 hours of group treatment (25 participants) using a be-
havioural approach, individual counselling upon request and a accompanying sports and relaxa-
tion programme led by psychologists and sports therapists.’® *' During the three week stay,
smoking is still allowed for the first week, followed by a psychological programme and ending

with the signing of a “non-smoking contract”*"®

For members of the Vienna District Health Fund, access is difficult and it is considered to be a
privilege to be allowed to participate. Every year, the Fund could send 100 severely ill nicotine
addicts for a three-week treatment to the Josefhof in Graz; this yearly quota has not yet been
achieved. For self-paying patients, the cost of the programme is €2,235;*'? if paid by the Vienna
District Health Fund, the cost of therapy amounts to €1,620.30 per patient (June 2004).*"* Ini-
tially, the treatment (classified as cure) was free of charge to the patient. Now, as with other
cures, the patient has to pay a small contribution (Kurbeitrag), presently (June 2004) €6.19 per

day if monthly gross income exceeds €653.20. The treatment is counted as rehabilitation and

therefore as sick leave.’"

The programme also offers follow-up assessments for one year.” It claims an abstinence rate at
completion of the course of 100% but by six months this has fallen to 55%.’'* After 12 months,
36% of patients are reported to be non-smokers, 24% have reduced their tobacco consumption,
13.5% still smoke and 27% have never presented themselves to any follow up assessments and

are therefore classified as smokers.’”

There are therefore no therapeutic activities whatsoever at national level and no plans for any in

the future.'

At the regional level some of the District Health Funds can be identified as being more active in
offering or supporting smoking cessation. Apart from the support of the Josefhof by the Vienna
District Health Fund, the Upper and Lower Austrian District Health Funds must be mentioned
(see later). Among the remaining social insurance funds®, the fund for federal civil servants is
undertaking a small amount of activity (in-patient cessation courses within a “preventive cure”
concept, adopted from the Josefhof model), but the insurance fund for the Lénder civil servants

1s mactive so far. This is even more surprising as civil servants are reported to have high smok-

5% Afier treatment, the Vienna District Health Fund also offers its residents who have participated a monthly Jour

Fixe (one hour in the evening) for one year. The number of participants at these meetings is about 30 to 40.°"*
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ing rates. Interestingly, the insurance fund for employees of Austria Tabak offers out-patient
cessation and, in individual cases, bears the expenses for “medically necessary out-patient or

in-patient smoking cessation”.*'®

In 2003, the Lower Austria District Health Fund (NOGKK) in co-operation with the Nicotine
Institute in Vienna was establishing ambulatory services in Lower Austria. In summer 2003,
four Lower Austrian towns offered outpatient treatment centres (one in every town) for smok-
ers willing to quit. The treatment covers a period of five weeks and is paid by the District
Health Fund, with only the nicotine-replacement (drugs or patches) being paid by the quitters
themselves. It involves a combination of behavioural change and medication (single therapy,
once a week). Every week, about 12 to 24 quitters get an appointment; by the end of 2003,
about 500-600 smokers had participated. The Nicotine Institute claims a success rate of 80%
after five weeks.'” The Upper Austria District Health Fund offers three in-patient cessation

centres based on the concept of the Josefhof.

Despite having the highest smoking rates, Vienna remains far behind. Although similar cessa-
tion centres have been proposed by the Nicotine Institute, this has not happened due to lack of
financial support by the Vienna District Health Fund (WGKK) which is only willing to support
its own few centres for smokers and the Josefhof in Graz. By comparison, the Lower Austria
District Health Fund has agreed to pay for those attending the previously mentioned treatment

centres from any province, as long as the numbers are not excessive.

The first smoking cessation activities initiated by the WGKK only started in 1997/98 when
heavy smokers who wished to quit were treated in hospital. Only recently has ambulatory care
(or rather, information) also been offered. By the end of 2003, however, only one centre offered
both information and treatment; two centres offered only information, one being a chest clinic.
The centres of the WGKK offer a smoker’s anamnesis, the Fagerstrém Tolerance Test* to
measure exhaled carbon monoxide and grade dependence. This is free of charge, with only a
referral from a doctor required. The official responsible for this programme at the WGKK re-
ported that the organisation is more interested in the enlistment of organisations, such as
schools or companies, to distribute information, or to be visible at public events (e.g. the fair
for elderly people — perhaps a surprising choice) rather than investing in treatment programmes

or advertising.*"®

. Austria boosts 27 social insurance companies, headed by the Federation of Social Insurance Institutions. Health

insurance is part of the social insurance system.

4 Karl Fagerstrom is closely related to Michael Kunze and Ernest Groman (see publications on smokeless tobacco).
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The City of Vienna Health Authority has one ‘advice centre’ for smokers, open once a week
between 15.30 and 18.00 for advice on smoking, nutrition and stress, all given by the same
staff, including a secretary who gives ‘common sense’ advice on the telephone. It appears
highly unprofessional, displaying a very formal attitude that can be seen as a deterrent by
smokers seeking help. One official described the programme as having two parts: first advice
from a general practitioner followed by advice from a psychologist. The approach is based on
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autogenic training and drawing on the work of Allen Carr. It is free of cost.”"’ One person re-

ported his experience at this centre as follows:

“It was very short. The doctor said, I should put the money I would spend on smoking aside
and set a goal of giving myself a real good treat — for example, buying a pair of expensive
shoes. The psychologist said I should register at one of the Allen Carr seminars. I was really
quite annoyed when I left because I have been reading this Carr book at least ten times over
the last couple of years. It usually worked but I started again when being out with friends.
Only this time it won’t work, so I wanted to seek professional advice.”

In the course of hospital treatment for heavy smokers with existing smoking-related disease, the
“Medical Fitness Team” at the Lainz Hospital (Vienna) offers information, advice and support
for cessation.’'® Some efforts are also made by the Institute of Environmental Hygiene of the

University of Vienna to tackle smoking in companies.’**2

The level of activity in other provinces varies, the most active being Vorarlberg, where cessa-
tion programmes for adults have been running since 2001. Withdrawal programmes are part of
a wider health programme and are offered throughout the province. They last three weeks, with
sessions twice a week. On average, each group contains ten persons; however, the courses also
run with fewer participants. Following the start-up phase there is now great demand and new
courses are offered twice a month. Since autumn 2003 activities have been extended into com-
panies, in a joint effort between the occupational medicine and health care systems, and linked
to a programme to tackle obesity. There has been extensive media publicity. The courses cost

€100 for each client and are not reimbursed by the health insurance scheme®.*?*

Upper Austria has eight locations offering smoking cessation support; Salzburg, Styria, Carin-

thia and Tyrol one each.

The already mentioned initiative ‘drzte gegen Raucherschiden’ (Austrian Council on Smoking
and Health) provides information on smoking-related issues on its website, and the programme

Jetzt Aufhéren (“Quit Now™) offers a list of participating physicians. In theory, all general prac-

 Except for one private complementary insurance company (UNICA) who contributes half of the cost.
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titioners should also provide advice®”? but a lack of training means that this is not common and

the involvement of health professionals in cessation is very modest.

Pharmaceutical treatments for tobacco dependence

In Austria, nicotine gum, patches and inhalators are available without prescription; these prod-
ucts are, however, only available in pharmacies, relatively expensive and — compared, for ex-
ample, to the UK — not advertised (except that pharmacies display them in their windows). Bu-
poprion (Zyban), however, is a prescription drug, as is nicotine nasal spray. Ideally, pharmacol-
ogical and psychological interventions should be combined. However, the lack of information
in Austria on either approach has created little interest in either and for Pfizer (the market

leader) the Austrian market is too small to invest in extensive advertising.

8.3.6 Illicit trade, smuggling

Especially in the eastern border areas of Austria, notably the Burgenland (bordering Hungary),
cigarette smuggling is reported as an increasing problem. Other border areas in Lower and Up-
per Austria (Slovakia and Czech Republic), Styria (Slovenia), and Carinthia (Italy and Slove-

nia) are also affected, although to a markedly lesser degree.

It is reported from Austrian officials that, over the last three years, between 60 and 80 million
cigarettes have been confiscated every year in Austria and the figure is increasing by about 20%
per year. Large-scale activities are an increasing problem, presently accounting for 70% of the
overall volume confiscated. Approximately 90% of the confiscated cigarettes are counterfeit
brands made in China, mostly destined for the United Kingdom. Only about 10% of these coun-
terfeit brands are destined for Austria. In total, the black market share in Austria is estimated to
be no more than 10%.%%* *** More detailed information on the issue of smuggling is in Appendix
P.

8.3.7 Availability to young people

The widespread distribution of cigarette vending machines and the absence of sanctions against
the sale, purchase or consumption of tobacco products to/of minors under 16 years means that

children and adolescents are free to purchase cigarettes wherever and whenever they want to.

The 2003 symposium of the Austrian study group on addiction prevention in Carinthia focussed
on tobacco. 120 experts demanded the establishment of a fund for addiction prevention, the

drafting of a national action plan and a ban of cigarette vending machines. In October 2003, an
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initiative to involve tobacconists in curbing sales to children was launched and test purchases
by youths have also been planned.326 However, in addition to this brief media report in an Aus-

trian health magazine, no reactions to these appeals from the government can be recorded.

8.3.8 Monitoring, evaluating and reporting

In the absence of effective tobacco control policies, there is little need for monitoring. There is,

however, information on smoking prevalence, as reported earlier.

8.4  Examples of smoking and no-smoking policies in Austria

In many industrialised countries there is increasing concern about the health effects of passive

smoking. Not so in Austria.

The 1995 Tobacco Act, last amended in 2001 and 2003, restricts smoking in public buildings,
schools and universities. The 1995 Employees’ Protection Act, last amended in 2001, regulates
smoking in the workplace. However, these regulations are not always adhered to. In addition,
these regulations are rather weak, display considerable ambiguity, and are rarely enforced. The
only area in which Austria has gone beyond the minimum required by EU law is an advertising
ban in films aimed at young people (since 1995). Other films, however, are generally preceded
by at least one cigarette advertisement (usually Memphis Blue). There is no clean indoor air
law or any kind of regulation as to non-smoking areas in public places. Even the most recent
amendments of the tobacco act contain no provisions for separated areas for non-smokers in the

hospitality business.

In the area of voluntary agreement, where ‘voluntary’ often means the result of pressures
against which opposition is no longer opportune (for example, pressure from international air-
lines landing in Vienna) or where economic interests predominate (for example, greater demand
by non-smoking customers, or the expected reduction in cleaning costs), there have been some
developments. For example, Austrian Airlines had to offer non-smoking flights and establish
smoking restrictions on Vienna Airport, Austrian Federal Railways increased non-smoking
compartments in trains, and smoking in underground stations has been banned since 17 April
1990 while in railway stations smokers are only asked to be considerate and kindly refrain from
smoking, littering the place or annoying other people. Local public transport has banned smok-

ing for a long time. In the restaurant business, voluntary arrangements are usually limited to
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non-smokers’ corners somewhere at the edge of the (usually least comfortable) room, or beside
a draughty entrance, or beside the door to the toilets. These unattractive areas are not separated

from the smoking area and can hardly be called a smoke-free environment.

Compared with the lobbying groups from industry (tobacco, hospitality, retail, paper manufac-
turing, advertising, etc.), ‘lobbying groups’ (in Austria rather the few dedicated individuals) in
the field of health are small in number, weak and not organised (health ministry, anti-smoking
advocates or associations). The lack of political will to implement tobacco control measures
and the strong lobbying of the Austrian tobacco industry directed at policy makers, unions and
the public (via the media), means that it is therefore often more correct to speak of Austria’s

‘smoking’ rather than ‘no-smoking’ policies.

Overall, despite various commitments on the international level, Austria does not fully imple-
ment guidelines of the WHO with regard to tobacco prevention and protection of non-smokers
and it even lags behind the minimum requirements of the European tobacco legislation. The

following sections present some examples of why Austria is often called a smokers’ paradise.

Smoke-free or smoke-full environments?

According to the 1995 smoking survey, 53% of the Austrian population aged 16 years and over
are never-smokers and 17% are ex-smokers, at 70% in total representing a clear majority of
non-smokers. In both cases the share of female non-smokers is even higher (total 77%). Adding
the percentage of children and adolescents up to 15 or 16 years of age, those who suffer from
bronchial asthma, heart disease, respiratory disease, or allergies, those who are pregnant or
breast-feeding, and all those who feel annoyed or harassed by the smoking of others, this is a
distinct majority of persons that should have the right to be protected from passive smoking.
This figure may easily be compared to the 24% of daily smokers aged 15 or 16 years and over

who claim their ‘right’ to smoke anywhere and anytime.”

Women not only represent a higher share of non-smokers, they also report feeling disturbed and
harassed by tobacco smoke more frequently (Chapter 6; Appendix K) and may also be more
vulnerable to tobacco smoke (when pregnant or breast-feeding), both as active as well as pas-

sive smokers (Chapter 7, Appendix L).

T It must be said, however, that a considerable part of smokers would not mind refraining from smoking for an hour

or two.
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Despite all these facts, passive smoking and the health hazards resulting from it are not an issue
of public discussion or political debate in Austria as yet, nor have they attracted any serious
public health concern or great scientific interest. Where the issue is discussed it focuses on
children, babies and foetuses (and thus also on pregnant women), as if these were the only ones
needing protection. Although the health of children is always a politically attractive argument,
it somehow diminishes the far-reaching effects of smoking on the entire population exposed to

it.

Consequently, residents and ‘spoiled’ visitors to Austria who feel annoyed, disturbed or har-
assed by exposure to tobacco smoke and therefore try to avoid any contact with it will soon feel
frustrated. For example, arriving at the Vienna train station in the evening, maybe after a trip in
a non-smoking compartment where people just step outside to have a smoke in the gangway in
front of the (sometimes open) door, the station is not only littered with discarded butts but there
is smoke everywhere. Similarly when arriving at the airport one is confronted with so-called
smokers’ corners every few metres.® Trying to get into town, it is difficult to find a non-
smoking taxi (the driver may offer not to smoke during this trip) and, longing for somewhere to
enjoy a dinner or drink, one will be disappointed to find not even one smoke-free facility (with
the notable exception of the American chains McDonalds and the newly introduced Starbucks).
Being pregnant or in company of children or babies, or suffering from asthma or having a car-
diovascular condition affords no relief. In coffee shops one can find smoking mothers beside
prams and see oneself surrounded by groups of smoking teenagers (especially girls). Among the
famous Vienna coffee houses, only three were found to provide a non-smoking area (although
not completely separated from the smoking section) and a few provide two or three tables lo-
cated so unattractively that smokers would not want them. Complaints to the waiter would not
help but rather result in a rebuke about why one is here and not staying at home if one is dis-
turbed.™ At one’s hotel, especially if it is a smaller one, asking if a room is a non-smoking

room, one will be reassured that, of course, smoking is allowed anywhere.

In Appendix Q the present situation in Austrian public transport and the restaurant business is

described in more detail.

8 That is, whenever the distance between the numerous pubs and cafés, where smoking is allowed, is too long.

*"  What a waiter in a Viennese coffee house actually said was: “People have ALWAYS smoked in coffee houses,
and this will never change. If you feel disturbed by the smoke, you must not go to a coffee house.” (Chapter 9)
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8.5 Discussion

Over the last two decades the Austrian government has launched a few small anti-smoking
campaigns and related measures to combat smoking-related disease. However, since 1995, no
campaign aimed at the whole population has been launched, nor are there effective anti-
smoking measures or any concept of comprehensive tobacco control. Restrictions on smoking
(partial smoking bans) in public places and workplaces do exist but are rather weak, not en-
forced, and not always adhered to. Smoking in restaurants, pubs and bars is subject to “volun-
tary agreement”. Exposure of hospitality workers has not been a concern in Austrian health
policy and even pregnant employees in the hospitality business are not protected effectively by

any law.

Although Austria’s restaurants, pubs, cafés, discos, etc. are known to be among the smokiest
among EU countries, public awareness of the harm from environmental tobacco smoke is gen-
erally very low. Smoking in public places is strongly influenced (and successfully supported by
the media) by associations with terms such as “personal choice”, “one of life’s joys”, or part of

“good living”, while smoking bans are seen as “patronising” and “pleasure hostile”.

Austria has not been inactive in tobacco control but, strikingly, out of all possible measures, it
has chosen those that are known to be not very, or not at all effective. Apart from the Hospital
Act, which has been regulating smoking in hospitals since 1974, and the regulation of smoking
in public transport, all important laws with regard to smoking restrictions have only been en-
acted or “tightened up” either in connection with Austria’s EU entry in 1995 or because they
have been required by EU law. For example, the 1995 Austrian Tobacco Act, amended in 2001
and 2003, prohibits smoking in public buildings and establishments where young people were
being educated or looked after (schools, etc.). The 1994 Employees’ Protection Act, amended
in 1999 and 2001, intends to protect non-smokers by “technical or organisational measures”,
such as heightened ventilation, local smoking bans and physical separation of smokers and non-

smokers, “wherever this is possible”.

Despite some regulations, Austria’s attitude towards tobacco advertising is still very “relaxed”

and sports events and football clubs continue to be sponsored by the Austrian tobacco industry.

Since 1998, starting with an industry-funded campaign, the chosen measures have been focus-
sing exclusively on youth campaigns, aiming to prevent the up-take of smoking by youths. The

predictable failure of these small-scale, isolated and mostly unattractive campaigns is reflected
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in the continued and alarming increase of smoking prevalence among youth over recent years,
making Austrian teenagers (especially girls) rank among top within EU countries. No efforts
are put into information and support of smokers in relation to cessation and existing cessation
services are few in number and often unprofessional. Accordingly, awareness of and interest in
cessation is low among smokers. Furthermore, even advertisements for nicotine replacement
therapy are virtually non-existent, as it is not profitable for the pharmaceutical industry due to
lack of demand. Of course, demand would increase after the launch of population-wide and

effective anti-smoking campaigns within a wider set of comprehensive measures.

In summary, the measures adopted to reduce smoking rates and prevent people from taking up
smoking must be assessed as largely ineffective and lacking any kind of conceptual underpin-
ning. The extremely industry-friendly approach towards tobacco policy seeks to maintain the
smoker-friendly environment, a trademark Austria has long been internationally known for. As
the Austrian government does not see any problem with its tobacco control policy, avoiding any
unnecessary action and focusing on its meagre youth-campaigns, it may be assumed that the

existing situation will continue for some time.

Having examined the initiatives to reduce tobacco consumption that exist in Austria, the fol-
lowing chapter examines the role of the key actors in Austrian tobacco policy and attempts to

discover why some measures have been taken and others not.
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9 ACTORS IN AUSTRIAN TOBACCO POLICY

9.1 Introduction

This chapter seeks to identify policy actors in Austrian tobacco policies, describing their under-
standing of smoking policies, determining their position, interest and influence on this issue,
and identifying their inter-relationships. Discussions with key informants and key actors, analy-
sis of media reports, and analysis of policy measures are used to analyse the role of Austrian
tobacco industry and the Austrian government with regard to past and present tobacco policies.

The chapter concludes with an overall analysis of Austria’s tobacco policies.

The most dominant actors in Austrian tobacco policies are the national government (including
several ministries: health, finance, economics and labour, sports, education, labour, and social
affairs) and the tobacco industry with its main ally, the hospitality industry, but also the adver-
tising industry. The media have been recognised to be an important opinion leader by dissemi-
nating mostly industry-friendly arguments particularly over the last two decades. Thus they
have created a pro-smoking climate in the population. There are, of course, other potential ac-
tors, such as national and regional associations or organisations engaged in health promotion
and tobacco control, local governments, non-smokers’ associations, or other NGOs such as the
Austrian Cancer Society. However, as political support is lacking and public awareness is un-
derdeveloped, their role is very limited and their activities have had little effect on the govern-

ment’s tobacco control strategy. Besides, the role of some so-called anti-smoking advocates is

not transparent.

In general, Austrian policy making may be characterised as the result of a close circle of per-
sons of various interest groups, mostly well known to each other, partly even cordially related
as ‘old pals’. With regard to tobacco policy this is expressed by displaying mutual benevolence
and tolerance, and preparedness to let the other play his part in the game as long as it does not
result in any disadvantages for the other party. Some of the key actors are reported to play on
both sides of the field. In addition, as outlined in the preceding chapter, laws to restrict smoking

are interpreted in a rather lax fashion in Austria.

Austria’s tobacco policy must also be seen in the context of its overall health policies, which
are characterised by a lack of consistency. Apart from the fact that the post of a Minister for

Health (as with Ministers for Social Affairs) is not always the most rewarding one, being pro-
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vided with a very limited budget while facing seemingly ever increasing costs, the frequent
shift of the health agenda from one ministry to another and the frequent exchange of health
ministers (and often also of key officials) have resulted in a lack of continuity, also seen in Aus-
trian tobacco policies. Campaigns have been very short and have been addressed exclusively at
‘politically attractive’ target groups (children and youths). Since 1994, no health politician has

been deeply engaged in tobacco control.

9.2 Role of Austria’s tobacco policies

9.2.1 Tobacco policies in Germany and Austria in the 1930s and 1940s

Unlike Germany, where the equally strong pro-smoking climate has been explained by some by
historical events, i.e. the strict anti-smoking regulations during the Nazi-era’®’, Austria’s reluc-
tance to adopt any kind of enforceable law requires a different explanation. As shown in Ap-
pendix R, these arguments are based on a misjudgement of the situation in Germany, with per-
sisting stereotypes. While most arguments may not even be applicable to Germany, they cer-
tainly cannot be applied to the situation in Austria. However, they have entered the Austrian
media and have been readily taken up by the public and, at least indirectly, by health politi-

cians.

It is thought, however, that the cultivation of this artificial justification helps to impede an en-
gaged tobacco control policy in Germany and Austria. The implied but unwarranted linkage of
all kinds of tobacco control measures with authoritarian Nazi-methods are in the interest of the

industry, which could not have found a better argument.

9.2.2 Austria’s policies in the international field

In the early 1990s, in particular during the term of Health Minister Michael Ausserwinkler,
Austria was reported to be among the pioneer countries at WHO talks on tobacco control.
Within the Austrian government there was even a consensus about tobacco control policies.
Then an order came to abstain from this pioneering role, the strongest opponents being Victor

Klima and Wolfgang Schiissel (Section 9.4), both representing strong economic interests.”’”’

In the late 1990s, during the development of European tobacco control legislation, Austria did

not exactly cover itself in glory. Loyally on the side of Germany, it voted against the compre-
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hensive advertising and sponsorship directive (98/43/EC), which subsequently was annulled by
the European Court of Justice in 2000 (Chapter 5).

However, things have changed again over the last years. Being no longer opportune, Austria has
not exactly changed sides but tries to refrain from developing visibility on this issue. At least it
did not oppose the recent EU advertising ban, as did Germany. The reasons for this change,
which took place in November 2000 with the new conservative coalition government, were very
difficult to elicit, as nobody seemed to remember, it being “too long ago”. Nevertheless, an
official from the press office of the State Secretary of Health put it quite bluntly and showed

the Austrian approach to this issue:

“This was so long ago, honestly, I can’t remember at all... Initially we did not want to
criminalise smokers. Besides, that would have been — as with all advertising bans — an
enormous danger for the economy. But we promised our support in November 2000. The
reason was that the hitherto strategy was unpromising. >

Presently, Austria’s strategy in the international arena distinguishes itself by a certain ambigu-
ity. While one is always ready to raise its hand or sign a declaration — as long as it is noncom-
mittal, of course — to demonstrate some sort of interest and conformity (after all, one does not
want to be a dog in the manger), things look different ‘at home’. As with other issues agreed
upon in meetings of the European Community, there is a tendency among Austrian politicians
to present Austria as the poor victim of the ‘bad’ and omnipotent EU who imposes all these
things upon us. For example, Austria signed the Warsaw Declaration and the Framework Con-
vention on Tobacco Control (28 August 2003), but there are no signs whatsoever of implement-
ing any of the proposed measures. Quite the opposite, all these measures have been somewhat
ridiculed and criticised for being “too extreme” (see later). The implementation of directive
2001/37/EC only took place in October 2003, after a rebuke from Brussels (Chapter 8). At the
same time, when necessary, Austrian health politicians do not tire from pointing to Austria’s

“active role” in international tobacco control committees (Section 9.4).

Consequently, it would seem more correct to describe Austria not as a player but a cautious
watcher in the international field of tobacco control. However, the threat posed by Ireland
(whose EU presidency emphasised tobacco control) as the first country in the EU imposing a
total smoking ban in all public places in March 2004 and also its transgression of the minimum
labelling guidelines were obviously so great that Austria was shaken out of its cautious state.
Again on the side of its old ally Germany and driven by the Ministry of Economics, it demon-

strated its opposition to what might become exemplary for other European countries, in particu-
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lar by objecting this generous interpretation of the EU labelling guidelines (which also ex-

tended to other product groups) as a technical trade barrier.’”’

9.2.3 Recent tobacco policies and policy climate in Austria

Tobacco policy has had no real priority for many years and, until recently, there has been no
public debate of anti-smoking measures. Only in October/November 2003, following the intro-
duction of enlarged health warnings on cigarette packs, and in the beginning of April, following
the implementation of the Irish smoking ban, the Austrian public was aroused for a week or two
and health politicians were forced to react. Some public discussion started, mostly expressing
dismay or lack of understanding of these exaggerated measures, but things soon returned to

normal.

Before attempting to give an overall analysis of Austria’s tobacco policies, the key actors and

their roles in the decision-making process are described in the following section.

9.3  Actors and their roles in Austrian tobacco policy

The key actors in Austrian tobacco policy have been listed earlier and include the Federal Gov-
ernment with various ministries and the Austrian tobacco industry with its economic allies (in
particular the hospitality and the advertising industry). In a wider sense, one would also have to
add the seemingly industry-influenced Austrian media for disseminating mostly smoker-
friendly opinions and, in the sense of a conspicuous abstinence from action, some self-
proclaimed anti-smoking advocates. The public, or rather, public opinion, is another important

influential factor for political decision-making.

The core group of actors, consisting of representatives of the government and the tobacco in-
dustry as well as some opinion leaders and former government consultants, is characterised by a
small and often very close circle of individuals, despite their allegedly different interests. In-
formation as to the kind of relationships of these key players was very difficult to elicit as pol-
icy-oriented questions were directly or indirectly declined; in one case the researcher was given
to understand that it would be better for her “not to play the detective” (as it proved, a well-
founded concern). However, from what is known and has been confirmed by informed circles,
most actors have been personally, economically, or party-politically related for a long time,

sometimes very closely, and sometimes even so closely that it has become difficult to determine
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on which side they operate. In the course of searching industry documents, evidence was found
that substantiated rumours about “financial incentives” for obliging scientists and self-
proclaimed opinion leaders. However no firm evidence could be found concerning party dona-

tions given by the Austrian tobacco industry.

On the other hand, although not answering all questions put to them, the ‘good citizen’ Austria
Tabak — following the new approach by the industry, defined by ‘communication with society’
and ‘social responsibility’ — was rather compliant in providing information, after enquiring
about the purpose these data are needed for and details of the thesis (name of University and

supervisor).”

Without expecting Austria to come up with many high-calibre anti-smoking activists to engage
in tobacco policies on the highest political level such as, for example, the cing sages in

141 the overall climate in Austrian tobacco policy is a self-righteous consensus, accentu-

France
ating the tolerance in Austria and the “good conversational basis” between all parties con-

cerned. Certainly, nobody would embark on a collision course on either side.

To provide a better understanding of the decision-making process in the government, the most

influential key player, the tobacco industry with its allies, will be presented first.

9.3.1 Austrian tobacco industry and allies

Austria’s tobacco industry consists of the until recently state-owned tobacco company Austria
Tabak (now Austria Tabak — Gallaher Group Plc); its subsidiary Tobaccoland Austria, and the
representation of Austria’s tobacconists, Monopolverwaltung GmbH (Monopoly Administra-
tion Ltd.). Incidentally, the laboratory OKOLAB, which has been commissioned by the Aus-
trian government to control the constituents of tobacco (in particular cigarettes) is also a sub-
sidiary company of Austria Tabak (although, curiously, this fact seemed to be ‘unknown’ to all

health politicians and government officials questioned).

In a confidential 1979 Philip Morris report one can read about the “good access” of the Aus-

trian tobacco company to “all of the media, prominent scientists and MDs [medical doctors]

9104

and members of government and parliament” ™. Although there are some changes since the

privatisation of the company, the “good relationships” between all parties are maintained.

Interestingty, the only others that asked these questions were three leading so-called anti-smoking advocates, two
of whom were subsequently too busy to find time for a meeting.
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Research on smoking and health has been supported by the Austrian tobacco industry for many
years (as reported by M. Kunze already in 1974*°) and the influence of the Austrian tobacco
industry on the government’s policies has been known to be very strong. Top representatives of

7 (in par-

Austria Tabak have always been involved in preliminary governmental discussions
ticular with regard to regulations on taxes and prices, but in some cases also in the planning
stage of campaigns®). Even today, the tobacco company, the hospitality industry and the adver-
tising industry are seen by politicians as the main parties the government would have to ‘nego-

tiate’ with in relation to any move on smoke-free environments.”®

The Austrian media have been equally influenced. Being a very important advertiser, the com-
pany has been using the Austrian media for both indirect advertisement® and dissemination of

industry friendly arguments (Section 9.3.8).

Austria Tabak has also been known for its very high advertising expenditure on smoking cam-
paigns (thus creating economic allies in the advertising business) and sports sponsorship (ac-
quiring allies in sports clubs, in particular football clubs; Formula One; presently also sponsor

of the Austrian Ski Team).

Beppo Mauhart, General Director of Austria Tabak before privatisation, has certainly been the
most striking figure in the history of the company, its advertising strategy and, in particular, its
close involvement in all tobacco-related activities of the Austrian government. Prior to his ca-
reer in the tobacco business, Mauhart, an economist, was employed in the Ministry of Finance
(1970-1972), working as secretary of the then Finance Minister (and later Vice-Chancellor)
Hannes Androsch, the latter known as the ‘crown prince’ of Chancellor Bruno Kreisky. In
1972, he was appointed to the Board of Directors of Austria Tabak (then Austria Tabakwerke
AG, ATW). In 1976, he became Vice Chairman and between 1988 and 1995 (under Federal
Chancellor Franz Vranitzky) he was Chairman of the Board (General Director). He has always
maintained strong party-political ties and close personal relationships to senior members of the
Austrian social-democratic government (in particular to his former colleagues and friends Han-

nes Androsch and Franz Vranitzky) and has been noted for his “excellent lobbying”.

b 331
).

As, for example, was the case under Health Minister Christa Krammer (SPO

Recent examples for indirect advertising can be seen in an article in the economic section of the Kurier, the sec-
ond most sold daily Austrian newspaper, where new “cigarette creations” (the two new brands Silk Cut Ultra and
Silk Cut Ultra Mild) and the economic success of the Austrian tobacco company are elaborately praised®, or in
the cover story of the Austrian news magazine Profil**® (Section 9.3.8).
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In addition, while directing the Austrian tobacco company, sports enthusiast Mauhart was also
President of the Austrian Football Union between 1984 and 2002. Accordingly, Austria Tabak
was (and still is) a main sponsor for sports clubs (in particular football clubs) and sports events.
Still today, Mauhart prides himself on the 144 international matches played under his presi-

dency.**?

Beppo Mauhart was very skilful in marketing not only cigarettes, but also his person, having
millions of Austrian Schillings of advertising budget at his disposal. There was hardly a beauty
contest, a private art viewing, a football game, or a high society meeting where he did not ap-
pear as ‘Mr. Tschick’ (Tschick = fag). He has had excellent relationships with opinion leaders
in the media, these being permanently strengthened by generous advertisements by the tobacco
company. His power has become much greater than the Health Minister’s and his influence was
noticeable in all public decisions. In 1992, with the war in Yugoslavia, another component of
his power, this time of a social nature, was added: the Austrian tobacco company supported the
initiative ‘Nachbar in Not’ (‘Neighbour in Distress’) by sponsoring ten lorries. This led to tele-
vision portrayal of him as a benevolent sponsor, an effective contribution to indirect advertis-

ing. Mauhart’s connections even reached into the Austrian justice system (Footnote ! below).”**

Still today, despite his resignation almost ten years ago, Mauhart has been invited to television
discussions on anti-smoking (sic) measures’ as the “advocate of smokers”, the representative of
the Austrian tobacco industry, and the expert in anti-smoking policies par excellence. As his
statements clearly dominated both discussions, they will be presented in Section 9.3.8 and Ap-
pendix V. In February 2004, he was awarded by the head of the provincial government of
Lower Austria, Erwin Proll, “one of the highest awards the province of Lower Austria has to
offer”. Mauhart, so Proll said, had “used his talents in all his functions in economy and sport”,
thus making tremendous achievements for Lower Austria.® The celebration was attended by
numerous friends, including sports journalists, former national football players, and politi-

cians.*®

For years Beppo Mauhart maintained the industry position that tobacco advertising did not tar-
get young people but only supported the maintenance of market shares and helped people (peo-

ple, not only smokers!) to choose less risky cigarettes. He also argued that in countries with an

¢ One following the introduction of enlarged health warnings in November 2003, the other following the imple-

mentation of the smoking ban in Ireland in March 2004 (Section 9.3.8).3738

Proll referred to Mauhart’s merits as General Director of Austria Tabak for securing one of its sites in an eco-
nomically particularly weak region and his function as president of the Austrian Football Union, for sponsoring
the Lower Austrian football association.>*?
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advertising ban tobacco business had actually increased and that, without smoking, much worse
dependencies (drugs) would occur, an argument which effectively has become ingrained in
public opinion. The Austrian media have continuously repeated these views. Even health politi-
cians and economists are influenced by this ‘sound’ argument. The “confrontation” between
smokers and non-smokers has therefore been created systematically. Besides, the fact that Aus-
tria’s tobacco policy has more or less been unchanged since the 1970s is a visible result of this

underlying paradigm.***

As already noted in Chapter 3, Austria Tabak (under Beppo Mauhart) even published a bro-
chure’ for its employees on arguments on smoking and health in 1982, destined for the com-
pany’s employees as “balanced information” and an “argumentation basis” for “talks with
friends and acquaintances, in discussions” (including rules for conducting talks to achieve a
“controlled dialogue™). Apart from many arguments, often based on “scientific proof™® which
can still be recognised in public opinion and which were still used by Mauhart in recent TV
discussions,” the focus of this briefing is on the responsibility of the firm to develop and sell
“the modern, light cigarette”.” The reader is also reminded repeatedly that all this is a matter of
tolerance — or rather: the problem of intolerance from the part of non-smokers' — and, of course,

good ventilation:

A special edition of the internal news magazine Austria Tabak Information.

& By citing, for example, Emnst Wynder, Peter Lee (the statistician who once worked with Richard Peto) and Mi-
chael Kunze.

Arguments: Tobacco would be a luxury good like tea or coffee, every culture would possess its specific stimu-
lants and their consumption would be something specifically human, the sum of all vices would remain constant,
cigarette smoking being described as “pure enjoyment” which would be “difficult to describe” but had “undenia-
bly positive effects”, no “chain of causality in the strictly scientific sense between cigarette smoking and illness”,
all being a “question of mutual consideration and tolerance (and of ventilation)”, distinguishing “tolerant” non-
smokers versus “fanatical anti-smokers”, freedom to decide whether, “to improve the quality of life”, ““adult and
articulate people in this country” should “continue to consume a stimulant that for centuries has been a compo-

» 71

nent of our civilisation”.

To illustrate the importance of tolerance against the “dealers in anxiety” (fanatical anti-smokers), the Austrian-
American psychiatrist Professor Friedrich Hacker is cited with a remarkable insight: “The psychoterror of every-
day life is from us and in us. The infectious bacillus of intolerance contaminates our environment and poisons our
interior world with horrifying images of anxiety”. ”'
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“As two scientists from Harvard University, USA, were able to show, it was necessary to
spend 100 hours without interruption in a smoky bar in order to breathe the smoke contents
of one single filter cigarette. Thus if smokers are together with non-smokers who feel trou-
bled by the smoke, this becomes a question of mutual consideration and tolerance (and of
ventilation). Smokers and non-smokers (as distinct from fanatical anti-smokers) can get
along together very well. Both sides should make efforts not to allow walls to be erected be-
tween them, with every conceivable type of decree and regulation.””" ! [Orig. translation]

An appeal, apparently only for heavy smokers, is made to be “particularly considerate in the
presence of small children and asthmatics, or in rooms that are difficult to ventilate (e.g. lifts or

similar spaces)”.”!

This “active part in the smoking-related issues” of Austria Tabak — despite its sometimes “unor-
thodox” views — was positively mentioned at the Infotab meeting in Bath 1983. The reference
also indicates the opposition against Health Minister Salcher’s efforts to ban advertising (see

later) ¥

The Austrian Tabakwerke “has taken an active part in the smoking-related issues and
strongly defended its position in a National Assembly resolution of July 3, 1980 to ban ad-
vertising. It has also produced a guide to the smoking and health question for its employees.

“The monopoly’s views on certain smoking-related issues are unorthodox and would be re-
jected on legal issues by INFOTAB members. Nevertheless, interest in the basic issues is
quite strong.”'®®

Hospitality industry

As in most other countries, the hospitality industry in Austria has been a close ally to the to-
bacco industry. Successfully convinced by the tobacco industry that smoke-free environments
would ruin business, and in turn successfully convincing politicians of a dramatic economic
impact on the state, both Austria’s hospitality industry and politicians are strictly opposed to
any kind of legal smoking restrictions in public places such as restaurants and cafés. Arguments

are directed towards “voluntary agreements” and the installation of “good ventilation”.

! To demonstrate the futility of smoking restrictions, it is continued with the following example from the United
States: “In Seattle, USA, for instance, two restaurants introduced non-smoking zones. After one month, 9,389
meals had been served in the smoking zone and only 21 in the non-smoking zone. In another, out of 17,421 cus-
tomers, only 23 asked to be separate from smokers.””" Without wishing to comment on this “example”, one is
reminded to the present situation in Austria: As hardly any non-smoking zones or rooms are offered, nobody asks
for them and those who ask are soon discouraged by the way the answer is given (see later).

This reference provides also information on the contacts between INFOTAB, the Verband (of which Austria
Tabak was a member) and the monopoly. “Indirect contacts between INFOTAB and the Austria Tabakwerke
have been made via the Verband, and informal direct links through Dr. Zimmel, the Public Relations Manager.”
It was felt desirable that “more regular informal contacts should be developed with Dr. Zimmel either directly or
through the Verband”. !%°
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Industry-funded associations

The Austrian representative of Forces International, “Verein der Toleranz (Association of Tol-
erance) — Forces Austria” advertises itself as a smokers’ rights group, fighting the “criminalisa-
tion” and “discrimination” of smokers' through a possible future threat of smoking bans in res-
taurants and bars “even in Austria”. The arguments made are either similar to those from the
anti-smoking side (e.g. ignorance of smoker-friendly articles in the one-sided, i.e. non-smoker-
friendly media — sic) or consolidate the confrontational image of smokers and non-smokers by
using militant language. It accuses the EU of having an economy-devastating approach, the
“ever so respectable” WHO of manipulating the public, “probably in the interest of the pharma-
ceutical industry”, and dwells on causes with “much greater” risks of dying, such as alcohol,
HIV, and road accidents. Not missing the opportunity, it also hints at a certain fanatic leader in
the past and the association between anti-smoking measures and a totalitarian state: Between
two pictures of Albert Einstein (or someone who looks like him) the big slogan says: “Better a

smoking freedom than a non-smoking tyranny”.™

Smoking bans in restaurants and bars are seen as a particular threat to both “freedom of choice”
of the smoker and the economy. According to this propaganda, “numerous bankruptcies and

loss of employment for many” are to be feared.**’

9.3.2 Government, ministries, governmental organisations

The government and its various ministries with their respective representatives is the official
key actor in Austrian tobacco policy. The ministries most involved in the decision-making
process are the Federal Ministries for Health, Finance (taxes and shares), Economics (hospital-
ity industry and various other economic interests), Education (schools), Labour (employees’

protection), and Sports (sponsorship).

Interestingly, the terms “criminalisation” and “discrimination™ of smokers seem to be very popular among both
industry representatives and health politicians.

Citation: “Due to current political manipulations (in particular by the economy-destructive EU) and the present
‘witch hunt’ against smokers, the VAT [Verein der Toleranz] as the Austrian Club of ‘Forces International’ has
determined to work in the future! Fortunately, most people, including non-smokers, are tolerant! Only, unfortu-
nately, there are a few fanatics who can make a lot of noise and probably even bribe politicians [sic] - but de-
mocracy has something to do with majority and the majority in Austria, for example, is against any smoking bans,
particularly in the hospitality business.”*** [Translation by the author]
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Federal Ministry of Health

For the first time in 1972, a ministry dealing with the health agenda was established, named the
Federal Ministry of Health and Environmental Protection. However, it was only 15 years later
that a separate Minister was allocated the health agenda (1987-1990). This represents a notable
exception as, since then, matters of health have always been associated with social or environ-
mental affairs. In fact, the Ministry has changed names more or less after every election, being
attached to various other ministries (7able 9-1). In 1997, the Health Ministry was dissolved
entirely and most of its responsibilities were taken over by the Ministry of Social Affairs. It is
only since 1 May 2003 that there has again been a separate health ministry, called the Federal
Ministry for Health and Women.

Over this period, numerous health ministers have appeared on and disappeared from the scene.
With a few exceptions they usually held their office for a short term, sometimes only for a few
months (Table 9-1). This and the fact that it is one of those ministries which in coalition gov-
ernments are usually given to the less powerful party (or to female ministers), reflects not only
its unpopularity but also its low status. The position of the Health Ministry is also characterised
by its having to stand up to the interests of other ministries (particularly the Ministry of Finance
and the Ministry for Economics). In addition, these frequent changes contribute to the lack of

continuity within Austrian health policies in general and tobacco policies in particular.
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Two Austrian health ministers have been very interested and active in tobacco policies, despite
their short term of office. These were Dr Herbert Salcher (a jurist from Innsbruck/Tyrol) and Dr
Michael Ausserwinkler (a physician from Klagenfurt/Carinthia). The first Austrian Health Min-
ister, Dr Ingrid Leodolter, has tried to promote anti-smoking legislation but without success. A
1979 Philip Morris report described her as “a weak politician and her policies are in conflict
with those of the Minister of Finance, Mr. H. Androsch, who is also in charge of the Austrian
tobacco monopoly”.'* It was also clear that anti-smoking legislation would require a change in

the Constitution and thus the legislative situation remained unchanged until 1995.

Herbert Salcher, Austria’s Health Minister for just over a year (November 1979 to January
1981, SPO), started the first Austrian anti-smoking campaign in 1980. He gathered a young
team around him, consisting of scientists (Michael Kunze), a popular radio speaker (Rudi
Klausnitzer), artists and athletes and secured strong media support by keeping up intense con-

tacts to print, radio and television journalists.*”

In the discussion Minister Salcher seemed unaware of the double-role of Michael Kunze, ap-
preciatively describing him as a “publicity genius” and the first expert in this field, taking
health education seriously.>® At that time, Kunze seemingly already received funds from the
Austrian and German tobacco industry (Appendix U). Thus he was not only a “publicity genius”

but, by working for both sides, also economically and tactically very clever (Section 9.3.3 and

Appendix U).

Objecting to any kind of prohibition or an aggressive campaign “spreading horror”, as in other
countries, Salcher and his team wanted to initiate a campaign against smoking, not against
smokers, thus promoting a positive image for non-smokers.**® Designed as a whole programme
or package, this campaign should be a first, psychological step to create awareness and gain the
consent of people.’” Results of studies which accompanied the campaign showed that — as a
short-lasting effect — smoking rates among men declined slightly while rates among females
still increased.’® Nevertheless, considering the short term of the Health Minister and the very
short time of this campaign (only about 6 weeks), this initiative was very successful (Chapter 8

and Appendix O0).}

Thus already in 1980, when the first anti-smoking campaign was launched, concerns were expressed about in-
creasing smoking rates among young people, especially among young women. However, although the Health
Minister already pointed to the health hazards and the harassment of passive smoking in 1980, emphasising that
non-smokers had to be protected, it took another 15 years to adopt the Tobacco Law with at least a few weak
regulations.
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Although Salcher welcomed the then emerging trend for ‘light’ cigarettes, which were reported
to be less harmful, from a health policy point of view, he objected to a proposal from the then
Austria Tabakwerke to conduct joint action in support of ‘light’ brands. In his opinion, smoking
had to be combated at its roots; ‘lighter’ smoking, so Salcher argued, would not lead to any-
where and, in accordance with the Surgeon General’s Report, a ‘healthy’ or ‘safe’ cigarette

could not exist.”*’

Salcher also proposed warning labels on cigarette packs, a proposal continued by his successor,
Kurt Steyrer. However, the latter could not stand up to the various interest groups and thus the

thread was lost.>®

Another element in Salcher’s anti-smoking campaign was the fight against cigarette advertising,
an effort which seemed quite promising at the beginning. However, the Austrian tobacco com-
pany with its then General Director Deputy, Beppo Mauhart, beginning to feel a kind of “stiff
breeze’, soon took steps to stop this. A National Assembly resolution regarding a whole pack-
age of measures, including warning labels, advertising bans, etc., was declined — by only one
NA member: Hannes Androsch, then Finance Minister and official representative of the Aus-
trian tobacco company. This success for the company was even appreciated in a senior execu-

tive meeting of the international tobacco industry'® (see citation above).

It is noteworthy that, according to the discussion with the Health Minister in 2004, this adver-
tising ban was only thought as a basis for discussion. Like later Franz Léschnak, Salcher had
been convinced that an advertising ban would not have been feasible because of the German
magazines and newspapers being distributed in Austria. “We did not want to be at war with all

newspapers”.’®

Although Chancellor Bruno Kreisky (SPO) was in accordance with Salcher, he needed an as-
sertive Finance Minister and thus the term of office of the Health Minister was rather short.
However, under Salcher’s office as Finance Minister and thus representative of Austria Tabak,
Mauhart did not ascend to the position of a General Director. Salcher had chosen Leidinger
who was considered a better option for the company, where “one would not need a trouble
maker”. It was only when Franz Vranitzky, a close friend of Mauhart, came to power that the

latter became General Director of Austria Tabak, in 1988.3%
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Still, due to the weakness of subsequent health ministers, Kurt Steyrer®, Franz Kreuzer, Franz
Loschnak, and Harald Ettl (all SPO), Beppo Mauhart had no more obstacles to his advertising
strategy which became more and more aggressive under his reign. None of the health ministers
undertook any serious attempts to restrain the ‘Tobacco General’ during his hegemony. It was
Michael Ausserwinkler (1992-1994) who had the courage to step up. As a physician he knew
the issues but as a politician he lacked allies. Even his own party friends helped to strip down
his planned comprehensive tobacco law (see later). Finally, Chancellor Franz Vranitzky (SPO)
declared: no tobacco advertising ban, no sanctions, and everything to remain more or less the

same. This was a clear victory for Beppo Mauhart and the Austrian media.***

In 1988, although the potential health hazards from passive smoking were already known for
many years (at least in informed circles), Health Minister Franz Loschnak (SPO) still seemed
unconvinced.® He initiated a scientific meeting to ask whether passive smoking would indeed
cause any health risks. This was the so-called Passivraucherenquete (Passive Smoking Hear-
ing) “Krank durch Passivrauchen?” (“Ill by passive smoking?”), held on 3 May 1988. This
meeting was not only sponsored but also participated in, influenced and, in fact, organised by

the Austrian tobacco company, as several industry documents show (4ppendix S). **°

Participants were mostly known for their industry-friendliness or ‘harmlessness’, some even
have been working for the industry for many years (as, for example, Wynder, Uberla, Adlkofer,
etc.). Participants came also from the Austrian tobacco company (General Director Beppo
Maubhart and the head of the company’s research unit, Dr Klus, who was also one of the speak-
ers and main organisers). Speakers and participants were proposed or approved by the tobacco
industry (i.e. Austria Tabak and Philip Morris). Most of the industry-proposed speakers came
from Germany and the United Sates. Among the proposed Austrian experts were Michael

Kunze and Christian Vutuc (4ppendix §).¢ "

Not surprisingly, the results of this meeting, as presented by Ldschnak to the press shortly af-
terwards, were poor: there was no proof of anything, and therefore one could do nothing (or
hardly anything) against the harassment of non-smokers. The scientific methods would not yet

be elaborate enough to assert a relationship between diseases and passive smoking, so said

In 1988, the former Health Minister Kurt Steyrer was also chosen by Austria Tabak, the real organisers (behind
the scene) of the Passive Smoking Hearing, to preside the hearing on the side of Health Minister Loschnak.

Already in 1987 Health Minister Loschnak’s statements with regard to passive smoking, smoking bans, etc. seem
to anticipate the findings of the hearing taking place one year later (see Appendix 5).**' **

It was not possible to obtain a full list of participants (or any detailed information about this meeting) from
sources in Austria. The Philip Morris archive, however, proved more successful. See Appendix S.
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Loschnak. However, at the symposium itself some scientists seemed to be of a “controlled™
different opinion. Agreement was only achieved about the issue of dangers for unborn babies
and children. It was recognised that children of smoking mothers had a higher risk of premature
birth, a lower birth weight, and are more susceptible to bronchial diseases and pneumonia in
their first year of life. Infants and employees would have to be protected from tobacco smoke.
Asked if he would set an example within his own department, Léschnak replied smilingly to the
horde of puffing journalists that, at the next press conference, he would hang up a poster adver-
tising the protection of non-smokers. This, so Léschnak said, should demonstrate that “one just
could not regularise and execute everything”. Loschnak would only become active against the
smoking rooms in schools, whose existence were heavily criticised by many participants at the
symposium. However, returning to the usual Austrian attitude, should it not be possible to dis-
establish the smoking rooms, one would at least launch an educational campaign in the
schools.**
schools were abolished by the Minister of Education, Erhard Busek (OVP). The first youth

(Obviously, it was not possible, as it was only in 1995 when smoking rooms in

campaign was initiated in 1990.) Loéschnak also promised that health warnings on cigarette

packs would be enlarged.**>*

Maubhart spoke of this meeting (where the “presentations and discussions went as expected*’
and which thus was a success from the viewpoint of industry) of a confrontation of “specula-
tions and real scientific results”, recognising only those results as ‘scientific’ which were not
disadvantageous for the tobacco industry. The industry (with the aid of these well-known ex-
perts) tried to prove that “all this would not be as bad” and at worst apply only to some indi-
viduals with a tobacco allergy or an impaired cardiovascular system. And, if a problem at all,
for the majority of non-smokers smoking would be a minor issue. These tactics, spreading un-
certainty about the harm of passive smoking, have been successful for a very long time. Non-
smokers thus did not find an ally in Health Minister Loschnak.** A more detailed description

of this hearing and the events around it can be found in Appendix S.

In 1990, Health Minister Harald Ett] (SPO) initiated the first youth campaign with the vacuous
slogan “smoke off” (dppendix O). At that time, ‘negotiations’ about health warnings on ciga-
rette packs and bill boards were still underway with the then Austria Tabakwerke (following a

% Ettl mildly criticised the tobacco company for their

proposal by Parliament in autumn 1989).
indirect, subtle advertising scheme, which appealed to unconscious needs of youths, being

“good from a technical point of view but problematic for health policy”. He even warned the

¢ “Controlled” in the sense that most if not all speakers were carefully chosen by the tobacco industry.
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tobacco company ‘with a raised forefinger’ that, if negotiations with the company about its
aggressive advertising strategy and the application of health warnings should be unsuccessful,
the health commission of the National Council would deal with it and “might draw close to a
total advertising ban”, including indirect advertising, such as chocolate cigarettes under popular

brand names.**’

This, however, was certainly no threat for the tobacco industry, and not even a preparation for

the ‘shock’ still to come.

In 1993, the Minister of Health, Sports and Consumer Protection, Michael Ausserwinkler
(1992-1994, SPO), issued a draft tobacco act which ushered in a total ban on advertising to
begin in 1996, along with severe penalties for the import of strong cigarettes. The draft law was
subject to harsh criticism and was among the main reasons that led to the departure of the

health minister in 1994.27°%7

As reported in the telephone conversation with the former health minister in February 2004,
reactions to these first drafts were quite extreme. They caused massive resistance particularly
from parts of the coalition party OVP, in particular from the then Minister of Economics and
now Federal Chancellor Wolfgang Schiissel, though not from the two OVP-spokesmen on
health. However, even elements of his own party (SPO) were against this law. The strongly
influenced workers’ council of Austria Tabak was threatened with unemployment in the indus-
try. The issue of an advertising ban was even discussed in the parliamentary committee, al-
though eventually leading to agreement between the two coalition parties, SPO and OVP, to
proceed. However, shortly afterwards, a proposal came from the conservative party that, to
prove the effectiveness of cigarette advertising, an advertising psychologist had to be consulted.
Ausserwinkler agreed, not knowing that the same expert had also designed the advertising

strategy of Austria Tabak.*”’

Reactions even came from an obviously deeply troubled Germany. Volker Hauff, the then
president of the Deutscher Zeitungsherausgeberverband (newspaper editors’ association of
Germany) and former German Minister of Sciences, whose relationship with the tobacco indus-
try was later exposed by the magazine Stern’*, paid a personal visit to Ausserwinkler, threaten-
ing that, if the health minister succeeded in enforcing this law, he would have to face “strong

adverse winds” from the international press.
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Ausserwinkler also initiated a population-wide campaign (4dppendix O), primarily aimed at
facilitating the passage of the tobacco act. Reactions to this campaign were equally strong.
Beppo Mauhart, General Director of the Austrian tobacco company and President of the Aus-
trian Football Union, felt personally offended. Michael Ausserwinkler, being Minister of
Health, Sports and Consumer Protection, was threatened that football clubs would receive no
more money from the tobacco company (the main sponsor) and the clubs were instructed ac-
cordingly. Being a most influential force in the parliamentary party (SPO), Mauhart also cam-
paigned against Ausserwinkler within the party. In particular, the axis of Androsch and Mau-
hart, friends and former colleagues in the Finance Ministry (see above), was most active in
opposing the health minister’s plans, resulting even in personal disparagements. In a written
dedication in a biography about Beppo Mauhart on the occasion of the latter’s 60" birthday",

Hannes Androsch tried to portray Michael Ausserwinkler as a ridiculous figure.?”’

Given the willingness of the Austrian tobacco industry to spend 20 times as much on one ciga-
rette campaign, these reactions to a small campaign, which was no competition to the massive
campaigns of Austria Tabak, seem quite exaggerated, but obviously expose the tobacco indus-
try’s and their allies’ fears of possible damaging effects and the threatening effects of even
small and ‘harmless’ campaigns. One could assume, therefore, that the tobacco industry has
been more aware of the effectiveness of anti-smoking campaigns than most public health politi-

cians have ever been.

Equally vocal reactions followed the Health Minister’s proposal for smoke-free environments

in restaurants and cafés, a political issue raised for the first time in 1992 (more on this see Ap-

pendix Q).

To cap it all, Michael Ausserwinkler also proposed allocating tobacco taxes to anti-smoking
activities — the informally named ‘“Rauchermilliarde”, indicating the approximately ATS 1
billion to be raised by the proposed extra charge of 50 Groschen (€0.04) on every pack of ciga-
rettes. These funds should have been transferred to the Fund for a Healthy Austria to finance
therapies and anti-smoking campaigns. However, due to strong opposition (economists argued
that this measure would promote inflation), this initiative could not be realised.””” Although

tobacco taxes have been used for funding general health promotion activities for many years

" The title of this biography is: Politik, Tabak und 60 Jahre (Policy, Tobacco and 60 Years), edited by Hans

Dibold, the known editor of various general and special gourmet guides (dppendix Q), including, for example,
the European Cigar Cult Journal (“The Journa! for Fine Smoke & Savoir Vivre”).
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now, these funds have never been related specifically to any anti-smoking activities (Chapter

8).

Finally, increased pressure led to the health minister’s removal to Carinthia in March 1994.
Only with EU accession in 1995, when action became necessary, a much weakened, minimal

77 The new law only included

version of the original tobacco law was passed by Parliament.
partial advertising restrictions and despite two amendments in 2001 and 2003, no major

changes have been made (Chapter 8).

After Michael Ausserwinkler, a long silence on tobacco policies followed, regardless of which
of the three political parties held the health portfolio, with all dreading the political unpopular-
ity and destiny. Health Minister Christa Krammer occasionally commissioned studies on the
effects of passive smoking but apart from the brief and very low-budget repetition of Ausser-

winkler’s campaign in 1995 nothing happened.

The present Health Minister, Maria Rauch-Kallat (OVP), has transferred all smoking-related
issues to the State Secretary of Health, Dr Reinhart Waneck (FPO).® Apart from the obligatory
and well-known phrases expressing concerns about alarmingly high and rising smoking rates
among Austrian youths and the necessity to tackle this problem by youth campaigns, no other
measure has been proposed by the Health Minister. Presently, even the youth campaigns of the
Ministry are more or less confined to the minimum expectations from EU-wide campaigns (4p-
pendix O). Particularly after the introduction of the Irish smoking ban, Austria’s tolerant ap-
proach based on “voluntary agreements” has been emphasised by both the Health Minister and
the State Secretary. The Health Minister occasionally announces that “steps will be taken”, but
as yet implementation is lacking. In a recent television discussion following the Irish smoking
ban, the Health Minister emphasised that one has to proceed against smokers moderately, i.e.

“with the right measure” (Appendix V).

More recently, in particular following the discussion after the introduction of the Irish smoking
ban, the Health Minister announced an intention to “rigorously fight” smoking in the workplace
with existing laws to be enforced, and with pressure on the hospitality industry for voluntary
agreements on more non-smoking areas. During the summer, she would like to develop a bill in
co-operation with the Ministry of Economics (sic) to be presented in autumn 2004 before

agreed upon in parliament.**

¢ Since July 2004, the State Secretariat for Health has been dissolved.
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When occasionally citing the Health Minister for her “courageous” stepping up for the protec-
tion of non-smokers, the name of her “forgotten” predecessor, Michael Ausserwinkler, who had
certainly tried with more commitment, has never been mentioned. Again, this follows an appar-
ent scheme in Austria that whatever concerns tobacco policies is treated as something new or

unique — and, as it is with new things in Austria, these should not be rushed.

The State Secretary, who is also president of the Fund for a Healthy Austria, is (or was") in
charge of all addictive drug-related issues. Although frequently making public statements on
the health hazards of smoking, referring to the burden of disease and loss of years of life, he is
strictly opposed to any kind of ban or restrictions in public places or to tax increases on ciga-
rettes. Even in the field of public health, tobacco control measures which have been found to be
effective elsewhere are seen as ‘unnecessary’ in Austria, where things are handled on a ‘volun-
tarily’ basis, being otherwise too ‘authoritarian’ and an undue interference into people’s life.
He (and his office) speak repeatedly of not wanting to “criminalise” smokers. Measures should
not be “rushed” but taken step by step — and stopped again as soon as one could see an im-
provement (sic), so people would no longer be patronised. Both he and the Health Minister
emphasise that “strict laws” already exist and it would be enough if these were adhered to.
Whether deliberately or unknowingly, both politicians have been using the phrase “it is not
allowed to smoke publicly” in this connection, thus mixing up smoking in public buildings and

public places. This mistake is repeated by the print media.

The worst thing, so Waneck argues, would be to be puritanical on this issue. There is a clear
“Yes’ to curbing measures and making access more difficult, but no need to “throw the baby out

with the bathwater”. As with alcohol, everything should be done in moderation.

“If you do not smoke more than 3 cigarettes per day, you will never stand out as a smoker,
7,
also from a health point of view. "

According to an interview with the State Secretary by the newspaper der Standard, the reason

for his strict opposition to smoking bans in public places is the protection of youths: By pushing

them out from the bars in the street one would bring them closer to drugs (sic). He continues:
“Health also means not to drink alcohol and not to go to McDonald’s... If we prohibit

smoking in restaurants and bars, we would also have to prohibit alcohol because this is at
least equally damaging... One can forbid nobody to be or to get ill. 330

P See Footnote g
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The principal problem facing any legal measures, so Waneck contends, would be the shared
competences of various Federal Ministries (Economics and Labour, Finances, Health, Social

Affairs, Education). Many decisions would also be the responsibility of the Linder.

In the meeting, when asked what, in theory, he would see as the main goals in an anti-smoking
campaign, Waneck said that he would focus on two things: First, he would stop youths taking
up smoking and second, he would try to make adults stop smoking before the age of 40. Any-
thing else would not make any difference.?*® He summarised his (theoretical) approach to to-
bacco control measures in five points:

curbing consumption

added difficulties of access (as late as possible, i.e. not under 16)

stopping again all anti-smoking measures as soon as possible

maximal non-smokers’ protection

and rigorous adherence to existing laws — thus no smoking in public environment
(restaurants etc. are seen as private environment)

W oB W N

However, no definite answers could be given as to how to curb consumption, nor what would
be a “maximal non-smokers’ protection” without smoking bans in public places. It is also not
clear what he really means with reduced access for youths as at the same time he opposes the
removal of cigarette vending machines and stricter laws including sanctions. With regard to
cigarette vending machines he proposes “let’s first see what the Germans will accomplish” and
with regard to youth smoking he shifts responsibility to the Minister of Education, Elisabeth

Gehrer, who is strictly opposed to a total smoking ban in schools, for pupils and teachers alike.

Present EU policies are described by Waneck as a policy of prohibition. Apart from being too
extreme, they certainly would not work, segregating a whole group of the population who can-
not kick the habit of smoking. Later on in this discussion, though, he defended Austria when
criticised for being so demonstratively reluctant in the implementation of effective tobacco
policies by pointing to the “active role” Austria played in international discussions that led to
the Warsaw Declaration and the FCTC which, of course, were also signed by Austria. This
peculiar Austrian attitude with regard to unpleasant political questions was already discussed

earlier.

The reason cited as to why nothing has been done on a population level to reduce smoking is
that this would require great effort and expenses, the latter being not available. Besides, it
would “not make much sense to initiate a campaign when the structure for sustainability is

missing”.?*® In view of the very brief youth campaigns, which neither show sustainability nor
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are they embedded in any kind of ‘structure’, this claim lacks consistency. More notes from this

meeting can be found in Appendix T.

Taking all these points together, the discussion in Austria on tobacco policies can be summa-
rised under the heading “Liberty versus Addiction” (as was indeed the title of the Ministry’s
Health Dialogue on Smoking of 27 February 2004). Besides, Austria’s approach is character-
ised by a “policy of small steps”, combined with a general lack of political will, and the dogged
defence of voluntary agreements and youth campaigns as the most promising measures to tackle

smoking and health hazards.

Other Ministries

Other ministries involved in anti-smoking measures have been the Ministry of Education (an-
other ministry that changed names frequently, presently the Federal Ministry for Education,
Science and Culture), the Ministry for Labour and Economics (presently combined in the Fed-
eral Ministry for Economic Affairs and Labour), the Ministry of Finance, and the Ministry of
Sports (until 1 May 2004 Federal Ministry for Sports and Public Services; since then only State
Secretariat for Sports while the Federal Chancellor, Wolfgang Schiissel, is also Minister of

Sports).

The Ministry of Education has been co-operating in youth campaigns held in schools. Presently
the Ministry supports the campaign “Smoke-free School”. Erhard Busek, Minister of Education
in 1995 and Vice Chancellor from 1991-1995 (OVP), was responsible for introducing a total
smoking ban in schools and the removal of smoking rooms for pupils. This total smoking ban
did not last long; Elisabeth Gehrer (OVP), Minister of Education since 1995 and former pri-

mary school teacher, was, and still is, opposed to a general smoking ban in schools.

The Ministry for Economic Affairs and Labour is responsible for the Employees’ Protection
Act, which excludes employees of the hospitality industry and all other establishments where
customers are allowed to smoke. One relevant factor is that this ministry presently also repre-
sents the interests of the economy and industry, although when enacted it was a separate minis-

try hold by the Social Democratic Party.

A chief player is, of course, the Ministry of Finance with its economic interest in both high tax
revenues from tobacco consumption and its stock ownership of the Tobacco Monopoly Ad-

ministration (distribution of tobacco products). In the past, when Austria Tabak was still state-
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owned and under the responsibility of the Finance Ministry, there were also financial interests

in the fortunes of the company.

The Sports Ministry has been important with regard to sports sponsorship, in particular spon-
sorship of football clubs and football matches, but also sponsorship of the Austrian ski team

and other sports events by Austria Tabak.

9.3.3 National institutes, researchers, addiction specialists

Although not key actors in tobacco policies in the narrow sense, some of the actors mentioned
below are important side-players, occupying key positions and being closely related to key
players. They are best characterised as key ‘non-actors’ or even key blockers, and therefore
contributing decisively to Austria’s stagnation in tobacco policies by simply refraining from
action, blocking effective measures, or contributing to the ‘controversy’ about certain issues,

such as passive smoking.

The following institutes, research departments and individual scientists are involved with smok-
ing, either by initiating campaigns, providing information on smoking habits, offering help for

nicotine addicts, or doing research in smoking-related diseases.

Smoking behaviour (university institutes):

o Institute for Social Medicine of the Medical University of Vienna (headed by Michael
Kunze) with its adjacent Nicotine Institute (headed by son-in-law Ernest Groman),
which promote themselves as the main contact for all tobacco-related issues, in particu-
lar cessation. Tobacco industry funded studies (see later).

e Institute for Environmental Hygiene of the Medical University of Vienna, department
for prevention (headed by Manfred Neuberger), which provides a website with infor-
mation on tobacco-related issues and does some smaller studies on smoking in the
workplace.

¢ Ludwig Boltzmann Institute for Medical and Health Sociology, which has been in-
volved in the WHO’s HBSC-study. It also initiated the Austrian youth campaign
“Smoke-Free School” (key person Wolfgang Diir).

e Ludwig Boltzmann Institute for Addiction Research, studying smoking behaviour.

e Institute for Social Medicine of the University of Graz, studying smoking behaviour.

Epidemiological research in tobacco-related disease and cessation (university and hospital de-

partments, individual scientists):

160



Actors in Austrian tobacco policy Chapter 9

e University of Vienna, Institute for Cancer Research, Department for Epidemiology
(headed by Christian Vutuc, cancer epidemiologist, publishing on lung-cancer inci-
dence and mortality, tobacco industry-funded studies on health effects of light ciga-
rettes in cooperation with Michael Kunze).

e Lainz Hospital (City of Vienna), department for pulmonary diseases (headed by Hart-
mut Zwick, also head of the ‘Medical Fitness Team’; research on chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease and support for hospitalised nicotine addicts).

e Otto-Wagner hospital, department for pulmonary diseases (key person Wolfgang
Kossler, study on smoking cessation).
Finally, the National Fund for a Healthy Austria is the institutionalised conscience of the gov-
ernment for all kinds of health promotion activities. Although funded exclusively by tobacco
taxes, the Fund’s activities in anti-smoking campaigns are very modest and more or less con-
fined to its role as the national partner in EU campaigns. So far, it has no impact on smoking

rates among youths.

As indicated, some of these actors play a greater role in Austrian tobacco policies than it would
seem at first. Some of the names mentioned above are Austria’s leading anti-smoking advo-

cates, heading Austrian anti-smoking associations (see following section).

One name, however, that turns up immediately whenever the issue of smoking, smoking cessa-
tion, and tobacco control is raised, is Michael Kunze, professor of “public health”, head of the
Vienna Institute for Social Medicine, long-time expert in tobacco control, national counterpart
for WHO and EU institutions for tobacco control, and former government consultant to some
SPO Health Ministers. Politically very astute and well connected to top members of the Social
Democratic Party, this institute was established for him in 1983. He has been known for a long
time for his advocacy of pharmaceutical products for smoking cessation. Recently he has also
become known for another controversial substitute. Together with Emest Groman, head of the
adjacent small Nicotine Institute and his son-in-law, and the Swedish scientist Karl Fagerstrom,
he is pushing for the legalisation of smoke-less tobacco (snuff), ostensibly as an alternative to

cigarettes for heavy smokers.

The activities of these two institutes’, though, might be characterised by ambiguity and ineffec-
tiveness. Passing more or less unnoticed, they have been organizing the National Awareness
Day on 1 January (a perhaps surprising choice). The Nicotine Institute shows remarkable con-

cern for heavy smokers, in particular all those where “complete abstinence is not possible” by

With Michael Kunze being the key figure and loyal employees working on the “front”.
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offering possibilities for “controlled smoking” (long-term and high-dosage NRT treatment) and
pleading for the legalisation of moist snuff (snus) in Europe® **'. It also uses the results of one
of its own small surveys to “argue” for campaigns to reduce smoking rather than to quit smok-
ing (neither of which exist anyway). Although claiming to be a “competence centre” and the
‘first address’ to be contacted for smoking cessation, the Nicotine Institute neither offers a help-
line nor cessation courses. The reasons have been reported to be lack of funding by both gov-
ernment and health insurance funds, as well as “failure” in the past. However, both institutes
developed the concept for the Josefhof in Graz, copied by similar centres supported by the Up-
per Austria District Health Fund and the insurance fund for civil servants, and the outpatient
treatment centres supported by the Lower Austria District Health Fund. In Vienna, occasional
meetings are held about twice a year to inform smokers seeking help who have the patience to

wait for this event (Chapter 8; 8.3.5).

Otherwise, the Nicotine Institute (or rather, its head) distinguishes itself by an uncritical atti-

tude towards smoker-friendly media reports, considering them better than no reports at all'®',

drawing attention to industry-funded studies (as, for example, the study by Enstrom & Kabat'”")

or to its own studies suggesting the merits of smokeless tobacco®” *

(Section 9.3.8), regarding
the effects of passive smoking as still being controversial, categorising help-lines as being quite

useless, and describing discussions about industry tactics as exaggerated.'®’

Michael Kunze, the self-proclaimed Austrian “Non-Smokers’ Pope”, who advertises himself as
the “most dangerous man for the tobacco industry”, has always been closely related to the Aus-
trian tobacco industry, personally and, as we shall see, also financially. He was a school friend
of Dr Hubert Klus, the previous head chemist of Austria Tabak (now retired but still acting as
company consultant), and has maintained a “good communication basis” to Austria Tabak™'
(following the Austrian tradition of having a relaxed relationship between all parties). How-
ever, while his relationship with the tobacco industry has only been suspected by some, his

association with the pharmaceutical industry was openly acknowledged™*’.

Considering his involvement in tobacco control for decades and his almost equally long partici-
pation in international committees as Austria’s national representative!, his achievements in
Austria so far have not been especially impressive. Although it is true that Kunze had a re-

nowned consultancy status with various Austrian SPO Health Ministers (starting with his ‘pa-
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troness’ Ingrid Leodolter and including at least the Health Ministers Herbert Salcher, Franz
Ldoschnak, and Michael Ausserwinkler, possibly also others), there is also information about his
close relationship to the Austrian and German tobacco industry which financed at least some of
his studies (Appendix U). Thus playing successfully a double role for decades, with his “bal-
anced” or “controlled” expertise, his (and members of his institutes) occupying relevant posi-
tions and blocking effectively “undesired” measures, he has been an important though untrans-
parent key player. However, due to the very limited space available, the full discussion of his

activities is in Appendix U.

9.3.4 Anti-smoking groups and non-smokers rights associations

Those favouring restrictions on smoking are not well or even at all organised in Austria. There
is no strong non-smokers’ organisation. Basically one can say that there has not been much
action in Austria — either because of corruption and deliberate blocking, lack of political and

public support, or weakness and anxiousness of possible personal disadvantages.

The most active and certainly most committed organisation is the Osterreichische Schutzge-
meinschaft fiir Nichtraucher (Austrian Association for the Protection of Non-Smokers), active
since 1975 and officially founded as an association in 1987. In earlier years, this association
had branches in Vienna, Salzburg, Bregenz (Vorarlberg) and Graz (Styria). However, due to the
lack of interest and the advanced age of its members, these branches have literally become ex-
tinct (no successors) and the only ‘survivor’ is its founder and head Robert Rockenbauer in

Innsbruck (Tyrol). At its latest annual meeting in January 2004, only 8 participants turned up.

Since 21 June 1975, the Schutzgemeinschaft has been publishing a quarterly journal and since
1988 it has been initiating and conducting anti-smoking campaigns, in particular posters, stick-
ers, leaflets and other information material. In addition, Robert Rockenbauer has been giving
(for free) educational talks at schools for many years. He is the contact point for journalists
seeking information on smoking-related issues and (despite the profile of another self-
proclaimed ‘advocate’) generally known among insiders as “the” expert and real non-smokers’

advocate in Austria. The association has been demanding an amendment of the tobacco law for

7" Both Kunze and Groman have been members of the EU Regulatory Committee on Tobacco and the EU Expert
Tobacco Working Group and participated in the process of developing the FCTC as members of the Austrian
delegation. Kunze was also a member of the International Union against Cancer (UICC) (present status not con-
Sfirmed). (See also further down this section.)
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a long time, in particular the inclusion of measures to protect non-smokers in public places and

penalties for violations.X

Despite its activities the association receives virtually no public funding; nor does the govern-
ment pay any tribute to its achievements. Reasons may include party-political issues, the physi-
cal distance between Vienna and Innsbruck and the attitude of Vienna towards activities in the
provinces, which very often are not taken seriously. The government prefers to maintain direct
control over the entire health promotion budget through the Fund for a Healthy Austria, despite

its limited success with regard to smoking prevention activities.

Robert Rockenbauer, being a notable exception within the otherwise rather diffident and very
cautious group of Austrian non-smokers’ advocates, may be described as a very dynamic, altru-
istic, self-confident, unafraid and dedicated individual from Tyrol, a region known for the brav-
ery of its freedom fighters. Uniquely in Austria he has taken on the tobacco industry in court.'
He was also the only anti-smoking advocate who readily agreed to a meeting, which ultimately
lasted almost four hours. Of the other three anti-smoking advocates, all members of the Aus-
trian Council on Smoking and Health, no one found time for a discussion, not even by tele-
phone, despite several attempts. The arguments varied from mostly “no time” and “too busy”,
to “can’t say very much, the situation is far too complicated”, or just answering ‘harmless’
questions and missing the point, while referring to websites and (often irrelevant) publications.

One could also sense a fear of investigation.

The contacted individuals were:

— Manfred Neuberger, long-time expert and anti-smoking advocate, studies on smoking in the
workplace, former government consultant (SPO), past president and now vice-president of
the anti-smoking association Austrian Council on Smoking and Health and provider of its

website.

In 1980, the Schutzgemeinschaft initiated also the ‘Year of Non-Smoking’, an idea which, according to Rock-
enbauer, was taken up by the WHO, putting the 1980 World Health Day (31 March) under the motto “Smoking
or Health - Your Choice” 3®

On 22 November 1988, Robert Rockenbauer was sued by the tobacco industry for millions of Austrian Schillings
for defaming the advertising of Camel cigarettes (the so-called *Camel Process’). Instead of the original slogan ‘I
am walking miles for a Camel’ he produced a poster saying ‘Only a camel would walk miles for a cigarette’. His
position was upheld in the Higher Regional Court in Innsbruck but was challenged again and the case went to the
High Court of Justice in Vienna where damages were awarded against him of ATS 150,000 (€11,000) for honour
defamation as ‘camel’ may suggest a person who is not very intelligent.**® Interestingly, in Vienna this case was
decided by a senate for economic affairs, who had connections to the Austrian tobacco company and its General
Director (then deputy) Beppo Mauhart.** Far from being intimidated or awed, though, he continued to produce
this poster in variations (e.g. ‘only a ... [dot-dot-dot] ... walks miles for a cigarette’ or ‘not even a donkey would
walk miles for a cigarette’).
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— Kurt Aigner, medical expert and president of the Austrian Council on Smoking and Health.

- Michael Kunze, vice-president of the Austrian Council on Smoking and Health (see above).

Both, Manfred Neuberger and Michael Kunze, were government consultants to some SPO

Health Ministers in the past and thus influenced Austrian tobacco policies to some degree.

9.3.5 Health insurance

Almost one fifth of Austria’s health care expenditure is spent on the treatment of smoking-
related diseases. In fact, Austria’s health insurance should be one of the major interest groups
in supporting measures to reduce smoking. However, the Federation of Austrian Social Insur-
ance Institutions has neither been providing support for smoking cessation, nor has it initiated
or supported anti-smoking campaigns. It has no staff specialising in smoking-related diseases.
Repeatedly, health politicians have given the misleading impression that the Josefhof is a pro-

ject of the Federation.

The Vienna District Health Fund employs one person to be in charge of its very few informa-
tion centres on cessation. It sends severely ill nicotine addicts for a three-week treatment to the
Josefhof in Graz but, as noted earlier, the possible yearly quota of 100 patients has not yet been
achieved. The Lower Austria District Health Fund supports four ambulatory treatment centres
and the Upper Austria District Health Fund offers three in-patient cessation centres based on
the concept of the Josefhof (Chapter 8).

In summary, therefore, the Austrian health insurance does not play a role in Austria’s tobacco

control policies (apart from receiving money from tobacco taxes to reduce its deficit).

9.3.6 Other non-governmental organisations

Among the non-governmental organisations only the Austrian Cancer Society, which initiated a
youth anti-smoking campaign, and the regional Arbeitskreis fiir Vorsorge und Sozialmedizin
(AKS) in Bregenz/Vorarlberg, whose health promotion activities in education and smoking ces-
sation are outstanding within Austria, can be identified as playing an active role in tobacco
control. However, they have no influence on decision making on tobacco control. The Austrian

Medical Chamber does not play any role.

165



Actors in Austrian tobacco policy Chapter 9

9.3.7 Local governments

Local governments and health authorities do not play a role in tobacco control policies. The
City of Vienna’s only information centre for smoking cessation is highly unprofessional (Chap-
ter 8). In response to a question from a journalist asking whether Vienna could do anything at a
regional level to ban smoking in public places (following media reports on the Irish smoking
ban), the then City Councillor for Health in Vienna, Elisabeth Pittermann, said this would be
“impossible” and could only be dealt with on the national level. (National health politicians, on
the other hand, cite the autonomy of the Linder as a reason for inaction.) Although a declared
non-smoker and one who states she is annoyed by tobacco smoke, she has been emphasising
repeatedly her aversion to smoking bans, thus reflecting the wide-spread opinion among policy

makers.

9.3.8 Media

The media, as one of the most important opinion leaders, play a crucial role in the creation,
dissemination, and consolidation of public opinion and attitudes. On the issue of smoking, Aus-
trian media coverage has been somewhat one-sided, contributing to the smoker-friendly climate
in Austria. One important reason has been the excellent relationship between the media and the
Austrian tobacco industry, in particular during the reign of Beppo Mauhart (see above). An-

other reason is perhaps the fact that most journalists are (often heavy) smokers themselves.*

Given the diverse nature of this coverage it was not possible to be systematic. Instead, selected
Austrian media reports, in particular following the recent implementation of enlarged health
warnings on cigarette packs and the introduction of the Irish smoking ban in public places,
which briefly aroused the interest of the otherwise disengaged tobacco-landscape within the
media, were placed under greater scrutiny and analysed. Media reports on the use of tobacco
taxes have already been presented (Chapter 8). It was not possible to arrange discussions with a
TV journalist and one from an Austrian news magazine. The results of this media analysis are

presented by topic.

The two TV discussions, one following the introduction of health warnings and another follow-
ing the introduction of the Irish smoking ban in all workplaces, were particularly interesting as
they reflected public opinion and showed who the real opinion leaders were. Both discussions
were dominated by the personality (and speaking time) of the retired Ex-General Director of

Austria Tabak, Beppo Mauhart. His frequent presence as the representative of smokers (and,
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unspoken, as the representative of the tobacco industry) is seen as contributing to a “balanced”

debate.

General characteristics of smoking-related media reports

In general, media reports on tobacco control measures are introduced by a paragraph or two on
lung cancer rates, the alarmingly high or rising smoking rates among Austrian teenagers and
women, and/or statistics on cigarette consumption. They are often supplemented by at least one

picture of smoking individuals and indirect advertising.

Very often, the language chosen to describe non-smokers or anti-smoking measures uses a very
combative vocabulary, while smoking is presented as a matter of personal choice and great
pleasure, enjoyed by sociable, emancipated and self-determined individuals. The terms used in

the media reports analysed can be summed up as follows:

Box 9-1 Terms used in media reports to describe smokers/smoking and non-smokers
Smokers and smoking Non-smokers and anti-smoking measures
liberal, free, self-determined; right for pleasure fascistic, protofascist, authoritarian, totalitarian,
(of smoking) patronising, intolerant, militant, exaggerated,
discrimination of smokers

pleasure of smoking; to smoke with pleasure/ pleasure-hostile
gusto; to enjoy/relish smoking; tobacco
pleasure

“sexy smoke”, association with movie stars puritanical
(Humphrey Bogart, etc.)

century-long smoking culture (with the attached bait, crusade against smokers; pursue of smok-
pleasure); originally therapeutic means of ers; criminalisation of smokers; social exclu-
tobacco; sacral function sion of smokers; battle, battlefield between

smokers and non-smokers

examples of famous smokers in history most famous non-smoker: Adolf Hitler
(politicians, writers, movie stars, etc.)

Most media reports are defiant against the “militant” anti-smoking campaign of the EU with its
“fascistic” and “pleasure-hostile” approach. The overall tone is that the dangers of smoking
(especially passive smoking) are exaggerated, thus discounting the rights of non-smokers. The
issue of smoking and measures to reduce smoking is considered most controversial, a confron-

"33 a battle between (suddenly having become) intoler-

tation of “liberalism against prohibition
ant non-smokers who want to interfere with a smoker’s pleasure against discriminated, crimi-
nalised smokers who only claim their right for a ‘little pleasure’. Articles in favour of tobacco

control measures are often “balanced” by smoker-friendly articles on the same page™’ and arti-
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cles presenting alarming results on environmental tobacco smoke or high smoking rates in Aus-
tria are “balanced” by pointing at length to the ineffectiveness of tobacco control measures
(Appendix V). In addition, some of the few reports on smoking are based on industry-friendly
information provided by Austrian scientists and so-called anti-smoking advocates, as recent
examples show.®” ® Furthermore, articles trying to appear ‘objective’ in their reporting on to-
bacco control measures, in particular on smoking bans, and thus to present ‘all sides’, usually
cite the expert opinion of a so-called anti-smoking advocate who has been known to be very
closely related to the tobacco industry. However, despite this clear under-representation of
those favouring restrictive measures and the more than cautious or even vacuous statements of
this Austrian expert, it is interesting that many people have indeed the impression of facing a

3% Austrians have never faced ve-

new development where ‘discussion’ on these issues starts.
hement statements from opinion leaders, including the exposure of the tobacco industry and
revealing the real harms of active and passive smoking. Still in 2004, occasional statements

128357 are treated as something “new” in the Aus-

regarding the harmfulness of “light” cigarettes
trian media (and perceived as something new by large parts of the public**®. Still, a most recent
article in the Kronen Zeitung, Austria’s most widely-read tabloid, reported critically on the
harmfulness of “light” cigarettes and some smoking-related issues, citing not Michael Kunze
but the German expert Dr Martina P6tschke-Langer from the Cancer Research Centre in Hei-

delberg.**” The Kronen Zeitung, to give it credit, also offers a website with information for

smokers seeking to quit.***

328 which claimed to present

The cover story of the news magazine Profil of 24 November 200
this controversy “objectively”, never spoke just of smoking, but always in terms such as the
“pleasure of smoking”. The term “addiction”, though, was hardly used. Smoking was “delicious
and wonderful”, although it may also be dangerous. The dangers of passive smoking, it argued,
were exaggerated; it was only considered that children and pregnant women were adversely
affected.™ A list of “famous smokers” in history was presented, as well as much indirect adver-
tisement: almost every one of the numerous photos pictured a smoker, a cigarette butt, a ciga-
rette pack (Marlboro), or a celebrity with a cigarette or a cigar. Critics were cited alluding to a
relapse to “past times”. The stealthy “prohibition” of the “free smoking culture” would be char-
acterised by austerity and puritanism (Lustfeindlichkeit) as in periods of suppression, evoking a
“protofascist approach” behind this EU “anti-smoking-military campaign”. In summary, the

report (incidentally written by a heavy smoker) is clearly dominated by compassion for smok-

107

These arguments were based on the results of the industry-funded study by Enstrom & Kabat™', which was pro-

vided to the journalist by Ernest Groman from the Nicotine Institute.
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ers, who would now be criminalised and discriminated, accompanied by justification for smok-

ing, while mocking tobacco control measures.

The very few articles on passive smoking are usually short and presented as something “new”'*

while studies on the benefits of smoking on mind and emotion®*’ or the merits of smoke-less

67 68

tobacco”' ™ are presented at great length.

In December 2002, on the occasion of the discussion of the EU advertising directive, the Aus-
trian newspaper der Standard reported on “the individual’s responsibility for itself”. Smoking
bans in public places, as in the United States, would be a “massive interference in the individ-
ual’s freedom”. Even if an advertising ban was independent of a smoking ban, the risk was
summarised as “Where will it all end? After all, riding a motorbike, drinking Coca Cola and

eating meat may be dangerous for the individual and for the society.”*”

Two recent events which evoked some media discussion, the introduction of larger health wam-
ings on cigarette packs in Austria in October 2003 and the introduction of the smoking ban in

3738 which covered vari-

Ireland, were analysed in more detail. The two television discussions
ous tobacco control measures, were analysed separately. These more specific analyses are pre-

sented in Appendix V.

Altogether, analysing the Austrian media landscape on the issue of smoking, one is reminded of
the concepts towards the media developed in 1975 by the German Verband der Cigarettenin-
dustrie which realised that it had to become “more active” in the discussion about smoking and

health (bolding by E.B.):

“One must make sure that articles discharging the cigarette are made available to magazines
and daily press. ... for this, a liaison between the ‘Verband’ and journalists is necessary. ...

“Tt is suggested to hire a photograph agency specialised in press pictures showing well known
personalities smoking publicly.

“It must be tried to launch press articles in which the anti-smoking measures, resp. the intol-
erance of the smoking opponents are mocked in a sympathetic way.”'®

It seems that in Austria, Beppo Mauhart has not only made a most successful job out of this
proposed strategy; it also demonstrates that, even under slightly changed conditions and sup-
ported by unambiguous statements of opinion leaders, public opinion (and thus also the opinion

of journalists) will take some time to change.
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9.3.9 Public

Public opinion and public awareness closely reflect media coverage. Discussions with citizens
of different countries on the issue of smoking in public reveal the effectiveness of opinion lead-
ers in constructing public opinion and awareness. In Austria, these opinion leaders are mostly
industry-friendly and consist primarily of high-ranking representatives of the tobacco industry,
scientists, and the media — the latter, however, may also be seen as part of the public, i.e. re-
flecting public opinion. The public, therefore, is both evidence of successful socialisation (in
either way, pro- or anti-smoking) and an actor in the sense of influencing political decision
making in several ways. Firstly, “expert opinions” of politicians and journalists are very often
individual opinions; secondly, health politicians, in general, do not want to become unpopular;
and thirdly, public with little awareness will not support anti-smoking groups and thus will not

interfere with the established pro-smoking policy.

In Austria, public awareness on smoking-related issues is very low and discussions are clearly

dominated by the magic word “tolerance”. Appendix W illustrates the climate in Austria.

9.4  Policy Analysis

Austria has often been praised as a land of harmony, dreading confrontation but rejoicing in
cordiality, joviality and agreeability (“one can talk about everything”); a land of proportion
(everything is just a problem of moderation and a little bit of consideration; sanctions are not
even discussed) where nothing is exaggerated or rushed (“let’s see first what Germany is do-
ing”; “we need to proceed step by step”; “one does not have to throw out the baby with the bath
water”); a land of selective tolerance (in particular towards its own weaknesses) and of dis-
torted self-perception (“we are one of the most active in European tobacco control” versus “this
is all far too extreme and exaggerated”); and, most of all, a land of ‘old pals’ and ‘buddies’,
best described with the well known and often applicable Austrian term ‘Freunderlwirtschaft’
(cronyism). On the tobacco stage, the atmosphere is characterised by mutual understanding,
tolerance, and a ‘good communication basis’ among all interested parties. Already in a confi-
dential Philip Morris 1979 report on the situation in Austria one can read that the Austrian to-
bacco company “has good access to all of the media, prominent scientists and MDs [medical
doctors] and members of government and parliament”m. Before privatisation of Austria Tabak,

the relationship between the company and the government was also characterised by strong

party-political ties.
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Despite publicity about these close relationships, the reactions of key informants who either
declined meetings or evaded answers were interesting. It proved exceedingly difficult to get
people to talk about this subject. While most of the key informants answered ‘harmless’ ques-
tions relatively freely, such as on tobacco-related tax income and smoke-free environments in
public transport, or provided material on laws, statistical data on smoking rates, etc., responses
from many in the field of Austrian tobacco policy” were very difficult to elicit when it came to
questions relating to tobacco policy. In particular when seeming to probe about why so little
was done or indicating an interest in the relationships between Austria Tabak and those in-
volved in Austrian tobacco policies, the reactions were usually evasive, even anxious, often
declining to answer. Most notably, repeated attempts to obtain the opinion of acknowledged
advocates in Austrian anti-smoking policy, some of whom have been long-term consultants to
the government and being official national representatives in the international field, were un-

successful due to their ‘absolute lack of time’ for a meeting or even discussions by telephone.

It may also seem one of the ironies that it is repeatedly reported by health politicians, govern-
mental officials and the media that “despite” numerous anti-smoking campaigns over the last
years, cigarette consumption has hardly decreased™®, thus being used as an argument that cam-

paigns do not work anyway.’

Taken together, Austria’s approach to tobacco control may be summarised as non-committal
and hypocritical, as also described by Constance Nathanson for France'*!. While expressing
concern about the alarmingly high and still increasing smoking rates among Austrian children
and adolescents, one can observe an extraordinary ambivalence and high level of hypocrisy on
the part of the Austrian authorities toward any restrictive measures that might be effective. For
example, while forbidding the purchase of tobacco products by young people under 16 years,
thousands of cigarette vending machines are operating in Austria and no sanctions exist for
selling cigarettes to minors. Even smaller children can get their cigarettes whenever and wher-
ever they want. They are also strictly opposed to complete smoking bans in schools (although
an Austrian study certifies that schools above all are the places where youths are becoming
“habitual smokers™**®) and smoking bans in bars, pubs, cafés or restaurants where young people

also ‘learn’ to smoke, trying to appear equally ‘adult’ as those around them. Any kind of restric-

In particular officials and administrators in the Ministry of Health, external experts and government consultants,
and even individuals engaged in anti-smoking activities and self-proclaimed advocates.

As noted, the last anti-smoking campaign targeted at the whole population was in 1994/95 - following 14 or,
when incorporating the small repetition campaign in 1985, nine years after the first (and in fact only) real popula-
tion wide media anti-smoking campaign (Chapter 8; Appendix O).
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tions are countered with arguments such as “that will not work anyway”, or “this is not a solu-
tion”, or “one cannot forbid everything”, or “they would only do it secretly and smoke even
more because then it just becomes more interesting”. At the same time, politicians do not tire of
lamenting about the high youth smoking prevalence and expressing their determination to

tackle this problem with yet another (more or less unsuccessful) youth campaign.

On the whole, the attitude of smokers in Austria may be described as cultivated inconsiderate-
ness and ignorance. Non-smokers are either portrayed as “victims” (e.g. children and pregnant
women) or, when protesting against another’s smoke, as intolerant, pleasure-hostile trouble-
seekers who just want to interfere with another’s ‘small pleasure’. As cited by Constance Na-

thanson in relation to France:

* *The smoker ... does not for a moment believe that the non-smoker is truly bothered. No,
he simply wants to annoy, to deprive the smoker of a little pleasure’... This construction of
smoking as un petit plaisir with which it is simply churlish to interfere largely explains why
smoking restrictions are more readily respected aboard buses, trains, and airplanes than in
cafés and restaurants. The latter are defined as zones of pleasure, whereas the former are
not. ...

“Images of the smoker out in the cold, of ‘civil war between smokers and non-smokers’ are
invoked to argue against any overzealous enforcement of restrictions on when and where

smoking will be allowed.”'*!

It should be noted, though, that, especially after some discussion, some of the key actors (Aus-
trian Federal Railways and Hospitality Trade Association) who contributed to this information
gathering would be prepared to do something but expressed some uncertainty about the chances
of success. In addition, it became clear that smoking bans would only be introduced if they
were part of a wider net of measures, suggesting action should first come from policymakers on

both the national and regional level.

So far, measures in northern Europe and Italy have been essentially ignored in Austria. Only the
extensive international media coverage of the Irish smoking ban in March 2004 made Austria
pay attention for an instant before reinstating the veil of silence over this whole unpleasant
issue. It is to be expected that, should effective measures be introduced by Austria in the future,

these will only follow international pressure or very strong economic interests.

Passive smoking has thus not been a topic of public discussion in Austria, nor of serious public
health concern for politicians, nor of great scientific interest. Only very recently estimates were
published by the Institute of Social Medicine on the mortality due to passive smoking in Aus-
tria.
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Role of tobacco industry

The Austrian tobacco industry has been playing an important role in both the government’s
activities and the Austrian media. At least during the time when Austria Tabak was state-
owned, representatives of the company were always involved in preliminary talks on tax issues,
reportedly also in the planning stage of campaigns. For the media, particularly under Beppo
Mauhart’s reign since the late 1980s, the tobacco industry has been a very important advertiser
and client, and Austrian media have carried much indirect advertisement. Finally, Austria Ta-
bak has also had a very high expenditure on advertising, smoking campaigns and sports spon-
sorship. All these factors have made it difficult for smoking adversaries to be heard in the me-
dia. Considering later developments, the early media co-operation in Austria’s first anti-

smoking campaign in 1980 must be seen as an exceptional success.

While Austria Tabak’s privatisation brought a certain disentanglement of the Austrian tobacco
industry from the Austrian government, the former General Director of Austria Tabak, Beppo
Maubhart, is still treated as THE expert in smoking-related issues (including anti-smoking meas-
ures) by the media. To get an idea about the relationship between Austria Tabak and Austria’s
government, one has to bear in mind that Beppo Mauhart was previously employed at the Fi-
nance Ministry as secretary of the then Finance Minister Hannes Androsch with whom (as with
former Finance Minister and later Federal Chancellor, Franz Vranitzky) he has been close
friends. He has always maintained a strong party political position and has been known as an
“excellent lobbyist”.””” %" *** The role of dustria Tabak in sports sponsorship was facilitated by
Mauhart being at the same time president of the Austrian Football Association, making Austria
Tabak the main sponsor for sports clubs (in particular football clubs) and sports events; the

company is also sponsoring the Austrian ski team.

In 1980, Austria Tabak, with the support of its representative in government, Finance Minister
Hannes Androsch, could “strongly defend its position in a National Assembly resolution”® to
reject Health Minister Salcher’s package of tobacco control measures including advertising ban
and health warnings. Another example of the tobacco industry’s power is the rejection of the
proposed comprehensive advertising ban under Health Minister Ausserwinkler, this time with

the help of government opponents (OVP).?

P Government opponents (OVP) had invited an expert in advertising psychology to consider whether cigarette
advertising would indeed (sic) tempt individuals to start smoking. The expert could find no proof and this argu-
ment was used to reject the advertising ban. Incidentally, this expert had previously designed Austria Tabak's ad-
vertising strategy.
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The company which for decades has been commissioned by the government with surveillance
of tobacco (in particular cigarette) constituents, OKOLAB, is a subsidiary company of Austria
Tabak. Politicians seemed mildly surprised that this should indeed be so but were otherwise

unconcerned.

Finally, as in most other countries, Austria’s hospitality industry has been successfully influ-
enced by the industry, with misleading stories about the adverse consequences for business of
smoking bans, providing them with a means to argue that the government must avert this eco-

nomic catastrophe.

Role of government

In addition to the general opposition to tobacco control measures by all three major political
parties (SPO, OVP, FPO)® and in particular the close party-political ties between Austria Tabak
and the SPO, the two most vehement opponents of tobacco control measures were (or are) ori-
ented to economic issues: One was Victor Klima (SPO), Minister of Economy (1992-1996),
then Minister of Finance (1996-1997), and finally, after Chancellor Franz Vranitzky’s resigna-
tion, Federal Chancellor of Austria and party chairman of the Social Democratic Party of Aus-
tria (1997-2000). Under his chancellorship, an order was issued to restrain from excessive en-
gagement in international tobacco control activities and to oppose the subsequently annulled

EU advertising directive.”’”” Klima was himself also a heavy smoker.

*“Klima used to be a heavy smoker and was probably one of the last politicians who smoked

in public. During his premiership he was even hospitalized due to a nicotine-related ill-

ness 362

The other was and is, though not as openly as in the past, Wolfgang Schiissel (OVP), at that
time Minister of Economy (1989-1995) and then Vice-Chancellor (1995-2000), who was the
most vehement opponent of Health Minister Michael Ausserwinkler’s proposal for the first
tobacco act including a comprehensive advertising ban and his proposal of smoking bans in
restaurants.””’ Presently (since February 2000), Schiissel is Federal Chancellor and also Minis-
ter of Sports. That a politician’s smoking status is not necessarily an indicator of his or her atti-
tude towards tobacco control measures, is best demonstrated with Wolfgang Schilssel. Being a
non-smoker and a sports enthusiast, he is still, above all, economy-oriented, observing primarily

the interests of the hospitality and the tobacco industry.

*  Although indicating within all drugs the legal drugs alcohol and nicotine as the greatest danger for the popula-
tion, due to their wide prevalence, the party programme of Austria’s Greens does not include any position on to-
bacco control.*®!
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The reason why the company Austria Tabak has always been courted by the government were
said to be mainly of economic nature, apart from political reasons (lobbying). Former Health
Minister Salcher said that it has always been the interest of the government to represent the
interest of lucrative or even profit increasing companies.’” Neither Salcher nor Waneck nor
other governmental informants saw anything “bad” with the tobacco industry, apparently com-

pletely unaware about its tactics.

Unlike in many other countries, as yet there has been no law suit against the tobacco industry in
Austria. The legal situation in Austria would make this very difficult. According to the 1995
Tobacco Act (§3 [1]) the Health Ministry is authorised to decree an ordinance regarding addi-
tives of cigarettes (including additives for smell and taste, pesticides, etc.) “if it is necessary for
the protection of the consumer from preventable health hazards”. However, to date no such
ordinance can be found. This means that additives are not regulated by any law.?® In case of
litigation this would mean that it would have to be the litigator who has to prove which sub-
stances pose a risk to health and that he or she has become ill due to the consumption of these
cigarettes. Instead, if such an ordinance would exist, it would have to be the tobacco industry

who has to prove that these substances are not harmful to the consumer’s health.*®

Attitudes by Austria’s health politicians towards the FCTC and other declarations seem to be
limited to a signature, showing ‘officially’ one’s interest and obviously not wishing to appear a
killjoy. ‘Back home’, however, they not only ignore all goals and commitments, but even de-

clare them as ‘ridiculous’ and ‘much too exaggerated’ to be followed.

Another striking element in Austria’s tobacco policy is the fact that policy makers are proud of
things they are not responsible for, i.e. things not regulated in the tobacco act. For example,
they repeatedly point out how well smoking bans in hospitals or local transport systems work —
either to demonstrate the effectiveness of voluntary agreements, or to show that Austria has
already done a lot (“What more can we do?”). They even proudly refer to Austria’s (weak)
tobacco law while nobody seems to remember the initial difficulties or the real reason for its
implementation (EU entry) nor its comprehensive original version. Occasionally one even
points complacently to the smoking bans at Austrian Airlines flights or Austrian airports —

without mentioning the strong international pressure leading to it.

Similar to the earlier mentioned letter by the then Health Minister Herbert Haupt and his State
Secretary of Health, Reinhart Waneck, to Gro Harlem Brundtland, where both health politicians
declare their support for the FCTC, in particular referring to the desirability of a total advertis-
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ing ban?” *, Austria’s hypocrisy in this matter is again expressed in a reply of July 2003 from

the Health Ministry to an anti-smoking advocate who reproaches the government for its inactiv-

ity:

“On the level of the WHO and the EU there are framework conceptions and guidelines
which support us very much in our efforts on the national level, as for example the action
plans for a tobacco-free Europe or the... WHO Framework Convention for Tobacco Con-
trol, which has to be characterised as a mile stone in cross-country tobacco control and on
whose development the Federal Ministry for Health and Women has also taken part... Im-
portant impulses are also to be expected by the... tobacco advertisement and sponsorship
directive 2003/33/EC.*%*

In another, more recent letter by Reinhart Waneck of February 2004, answering a reproach to

the Austrian government for its ineffective activities in tobacco prevention from an active mem-

ber of the Austrian Association for the Protection of Non-Smokers (Osterreichische Schutzge-

meinschaft fiir Nichtraucher), the position of Austria’s policy towards smoking prevention is

summed up quite clearly. Apart from the usual phrases regarding the Ministry’s “regular cam-

paigns”, in particular targeted at youths, the self-congratulation for the exemplary tobacco law,

and drawing attention to the fact that this would not only be the responsibility of the Health

Ministry alone, it cautions against too “rigorous measures” such as smoking bans in restaurants,

pubs and cafés as these would “endanger a violation of the individuality of the constitutional

state”.

“,..the existing frameworks and guidelines on WHO and EU level are a great support to us
in the implementation of national measures regarding the protection of non-smokers. How-
ever, on no account one must overlook the fact that exactly these inter- and supranational
instruments have been worked out by the various member states, thus also including Aus-
tria. Therefore, these are not measures ordered from outside, but it is the common will of all
member states. This, however, should not and must not curtail the individuality of every
single one. Rigorous actions against smokers, as proposed by you, would be welcome to
a certain extent from the viewpoint of health; however, ignorance of regulations re-
garding respective areas of authority, apart from constitutional problems, would in
particular endanger a violation of the individuality of the Austrian constitutional
state.

“The protection of non-smokers is a cross-sectional matter, i.e. the various aspects fall un-
der the competence of the respective departments... such as the Federal Ministry for Social
Security, Generations and Consumer Protection; the Federal Ministry for Education, Sci-
ence and Culture; and the Federal Ministry for Economics and Labour; it also affects the re-
sponsibility of the Linder. Therefore, various acts such as the Employees’ Protection Act
and the various Youth Protection Laws of the Lénder have encompassed regulations regard-
ing the protection of non-smokers for a long time.

“The smoking bans laid down in the Tobacco Act cover those areas which previously
lacked regulation. After carefully weighing the needs of passive smokers (sic) against
the needs of smokers, the regulations in the Tobacco Act for the protection of non-
smokers are primarily based on the thought to contribute to the harmonious living to-
gether of smokers and non-smokers.’® /Bolding by E.B.]

" See

Footnote q in Chapter 8.
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Of course, there is no discussion about asking the views of the population as to whether it is
equally “harmonious” or if, as in Ireland and all other countries where a poll preceded these

measures, the majority would approve of smoking bans.

Altogether, the predominant impression of Austria’s policy makers in the field of tobacco con-
trol is their hope that the whole problem would solve itself — by consideration, tolerance, and

voluntary action. Till then, however, one should proceed with moderation.

Role of the public health community

Austria’s public health community is small; even fewer are the individuals engaged in tobacco
control measures; and of these few, some are either close friends with representatives of the
tobacco industry, therefore not wishing to hurt the other party, or are too anxious about their

own position to go beyond small, cautious studies or come forward with clear statements re-

garding the need for action.

Public awareness and anti-smoking groups

In general, public awareness as to the harm of smoking and effects of environmental tobacco
smoke is very low in Austria. Besides, Austrian people have a general aversion to direct inter-
vention into something believed (or portrayed as) a completely ‘private affair’ and one of life’s
enjoyments. Therefore, any kind of suggestion as to smoking restrictions in public places, such
as restaurants, pubs and bars, arouses arguments about not wishing to become “a second Amer-
ica” or being patronised by the European Union or being “criminalised” by a few “militant”
non-smokers. Arguments regarding the high health care costs caused by smoking are either
ignored or countered with arguments relating to other lifestyle factors, such as unhealthy food
or air pollution, or set in the context of other, “much more dangerous and harmful” drugs, such

as alcohol, hashish or other illegal drugs.

Despite the fact that the total of never-smokers, ex-smokers, children and adolescents, those
who suffer from respiratory or heart disease, pregnant or breast-feeding women represent the
far majority of the population, the need to protect non-smokers by establishing non-smoking
environments in all public places is not recognised by the public (and policymakers). Those
who feel annoyed or harassed by tobacco smoke have not been used to complain, with appar-

ently little awareness of their rights,
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Apart from the not very known Austrian Association for the Protection of Non-Smokers there is
no strong non-smokers’ rights association such as ASH in the United Kingdom. In view of the
predominant pro-smoking climate in Austria and the open lack of political will, it would take an
above-average amount of commitment and enthusiasm for activists to engage in anti-smoking

activities.

9.5 Discussion

Smoking policy should be considered in a broad sense, aiming to reduce the burden of smoking-
related diseases through different policy means such as regulation on access to tobacco and

where it can be used, fiscal policy, and education.

According to differing estimates, smoking kills about 9,000 to 14,000 people each year in Aus-
tria, equivalent to 25 to 38 individuals per day. Recent estimates assume that in 2003, a total of
1,412 individuals died due to passive smoking. To date, Austria’s health policy has done very
little to reduce this death toll. There is no comprehensive tobacco control plan, nor even effec-
tive measures to curb tobacco consumption. Austrian politicians lament the high rates of cardio-
vascular diseases (especially heart diseases) and cancer, the high and still rising smoking preva-
lence among children and youths, and the high costs to the health care system, including the
problems of present and future affordability. But two of the major factors underlying all this —
smoking and alcohol — appear sacrosanct. The experience of countries that have introduced
tobacco control measures, some of them for a prolonged period, shows that these measures are
often followed by a significant decrease in smoking prevalence among both young people and
adults and a decrease in smoking-related disease and mortality. However, this appears to have
passed unnoticed in Austria — or rather, seems to be deliberately ignored. With its ‘balanced’
debate, drawing on the arguments of the industry, Austria’s position remains stuck in the 1990s
at best. In both past and present, Austrian pro-smoking policies can be summarised as pursuing

narrow economic interests.

The very few and mostly ineffective measures have been directed towards youth campaigns and
the praise of a small therapeutic clinic for severely ill smokers as a “model project for smoking
prevention”, thus keeping tobacco control off the political agenda. Again and again, politicians
have expressed their concern about the high smoking rates among Austrian youths, occasionally
followed by another study or by another (more or less unsuccessful) small-scale youth cam-
paign. The high smoking rates among adults, the lack of any kind of support of or promotion for

smoking cessation, the high health care costs of smoking-related diseases, and the high number
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of smoking-related deaths have been of no concern for Austria’s policymakers. Similarly,
smoking bans in public places, such as restaurants, pubs and cafés, are still regarded as taboo
and, demonstrating tolerance and liberty, are rejected in favour of voluntary agreements. Some-
how there seems more unity in averting effective tobacco control measures than in promoting
them. For decades, the strikingly smoker-friendly climate in Austria has thus remained unper-

turbed.

Lacking both public support and a non-smokers’ rights group, the issue of non-smokers’ rights
has yet to reach the political agenda. However, even if it may take some time, the issue of pas-
sive smoking will pose a challenge for Austria’s health policy. As with many other European
countries, hope lies with the binding directives from the European Commission and the guide-
lines from the WHO. Apart from the importance of binding EU legislation, international pres-
sure on Austria to introduce smoking bans and indirect pressure from more European countries,
which have implemented effective tobacco control measures before Austria, will continue to be

an important impetus to Austria’s policymakers and the public to create a non-smoker-friendlier

environment.

Strong opposition must be expected, however. Once the situation will become serious, it will
invoke a major response on all sides (not only from the primary interest groups, i.e. the tobacco
industry and hospitality industry, but also from politicians and the media) to convince the pub-
lic of the ineffectiveness, ridiculousness and outrageousness of these measures, not missing the
opportunity to compare it with the ‘horrible’ scene in the United States. By combining forces,
Austrian decision makers in health policy, economics and social policy, in close ‘co-operation’
with the tobacco industry, the hospitality industry and other interested parties, will continue to
delay any restrictions proposed or imposed by the European Commission or the WHO as long
as possible and ensure that legislation does not exceed the absolute minimum requirements, is

weak and, where possible, provides loopholes.

In the end, however, Austria will have to change like everyone else. It seems possible, though,
that public opinion will change faster than politicians’ preparedness and courage to initiate
legal changes. A courageous, engaged and determined health minister as in Italy, Ireland and
North European countries is presently not in sight. It may be presumed, however, that soon
many more European countries will have joined those who are already leading the way in to-

bacco control. Perhaps rumours of their success will also pass across Austria’s borders.
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Some approaches will not be open to Austria’s decision makers. With the opening of the East to
the European market, in particular with four new EU countries bordering Austria, all of them
offering cheap cigarettes and “good smuggling opportunities”, an active tobacco price policy
will be difficult. This problem will also be faced by many other “old” EU countries. Therefore,
a uniform price policy for tobacco products for all EU countries may become necessary for

Europe wide tobacco control policies.
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10 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

10.1 Limitations of the study

Before reviewing what this thesis has contributed, it is first necessary to discuss the limitations
of the research. In carrying out this study, different methods (quantitative and qualitative) were
used to achieve the diverse objectives. These involved first setting the scene, by presenting a
comprehensive overview of past and current tobacco control policies in Austria, identifying key
determinants of smoking and describing the health status of the Austrian population with a fo-
cus on smoking-related diseases. These paved the way for the main objective: a critical analysis
of Austria’s tobacco control policy, gaining insight into the powers behind it and its policy im-
plications, so leading to recommendations for the establishment of a comprehensive tobacco

control programme in Austria.

The policy analysis is based on a critical analysis of the tobacco control measures that have
been implemented in Austria and personal communications with key informants (some also key
actors). However, it was impossible to conduct a comprehensive stakeholder analysis as many
people would not talk about this subject. In particular, it was very difficult to elicit direct in-
formation about the roles and relationships between certain key players. Similarly, the question
of why so little has been done in tobacco control in Austria was very difficult to address di-
rectly as enquiries were directly or indirectly declined. The tactics varied, such as an absolute
“lack of time” for many months (as, curiously, was the case with all but one leading anti-
smoking advocates) or “urgent departures” without cancelling the meeting. Others denied all
knowledge, missed the point, enquired cautiously if any publications were planned, or reacted
in an evasive manner. One even suggested “not to play the detective” as this would “not pay
off” — concerns which were apparently not unfounded. Consequently, access to detailed insider
information was not possible. Nevertheless, a very few informants were willing to disclose

some information, although some wished to remain anonymous.

Constraints in the time available and the permitted length of this thesis, as well as personal
characteristics of the researcher regarding technique of questioning also help to explain why a
detailed stakeholder analysis could not be performed. In-depth interviews with all key actors
require much patience and persistence, a well-founded political background knowledge (which,
in the case of the researcher, developed only over time) to focus the questions, and, above all, a

more aggressive, “journalistic” approach.
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Apart from unwillingness to answer “unpleasant” questions about Austria’s tobacco policy,
another limitation is the absence of an anti-smoking “body” such as ASH (Action on Smoking

and Health) in the United Kingdom that could offer information and advice.

As explained in the methods section, interviews were carried out in German and direct quotes
were translated into English by the author. Similarly, abstracts from letters, laws, newspaper
articles, homepages, or other documents were translated from German into English by the au-
thor. Although careful attention was paid to avoid changed meanings during translation, slight

changes may have occurred.

The quantitative data used in this study include survey data and data from mortality statistics
and the cancer registry, the last two being received from the national statistics institute. These
statistical data can be considered good quality and were used for further computations on lung

cancer mortality (see contributions).

However, some limitations with regard to survey data need to be acknowledged. Data on smok-
ing prevalence and smoking behaviour from the microcensus can be considered representative
but are not entirely comparable with other surveys because of differences in statistical methods
and in some questions. Other surveys differ in their questions, sampling techniques, size, and
method of analysis from survey data used for European comparisons (e.g. HBSC, Eurobarome-
ter). Thus data on smoking prevalence can only be interpreted as an estimate and comparisons

must be undertaken with great care.

A more detailed analysis (using logistic regression) of determinants for smoking was performed
on the data set of the Vienna Health and Social Survey to which the researcher had access to.
Although every effort was made to make the most of these data, it must be acknowledged that
the quality of data is limited. Available survey data on smoking in Austria are limited and there

is no information on attitudes and beliefs, etc. (see further research).

Another limitation of this thesis is the fact that, although many findings from elsewhere can be
generalised and applied to the Austrian tobacco industry (in particular since the takeover of
Austria Tabak by the British tobacco company Gallaher), the researcher had only access to
documents from the international (American) tobacco industry, sometimes reporting about Aus-
tria Tabak or company members, but only few documents from the Austrian tobacco company

itself.
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Perhaps the greatest limitation is, however, the limitations on length imposed by the regulations
for this degree. At the outset, it was not anticipated that so much information would be ob-
tained, so that the draft thesis became much longer than intended. As a consequence, it has been
necessary to move much of the material into appendices, which it is conceded compromises the

flow of the text.

10.2 Contributions of this study

Austria is a country subject to remarkably little public health research. While recognising the
limitations of this study, noted above, it does make several new contributions to knowledge. For
the first time, a comprehensive overview and analysis of tobacco policies in Austria has been
undertaken. In addition, by performing logistic regression on data for Vienna, it is the first time
that anyone has looked in such detail at determinants of smoking in Austria. It is also the first

time that anyone has performed a cohort analysis on lung cancer mortality in Austria.

Most important, however, is the study’s contribution to the limited international knowledge
about Austrian policy on tobacco control and the understanding of this policy within the wider
framework of the tactics of the tobacco industry, the evidence on tobacco control measures, and

EU legislation.

Insights into policies were gained by analysis of Austrian media reports on smoking-related
issues and television discussions on tobacco control measures, analysis of tobacco industry
documents with relevance to Austria, discussions with policy makers and key informants, per-

sonal communication and information gathering from various experts and bodies.

By these means, the study provides additional evidence about tactics and strategies of the to-
bacco industry, confirming findings from other countries about involvement of government and

scientists in pursuit of the industry’s goals.

A major contribution of this research is the discovery of how social, inter-personal and individ-
ual factors, but also economic issues are crucial elements in health policy making in Austria,
and possibly in other countries as well. What makes Austria possibly more interesting is the
strong interweaving of the small number of key players, mostly due to party-political ties and
personal relationships, which makes it very difficult to get useful information about powers

behind policymaking.
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The most important strength of this research is its comprehensiveness, using a variety of meth-
ods and thus allowing a better assessment of Austria’s policy-making in relation to tobacco

control. This, however, is an area that still requires further research (see later).

10.3 Implications for policy

Experience in many countries has shown that influencing smoking behaviour requires a range
of specific interventions linked in a comprehensive tobacco control programme. The goals of
tobacco control measures are, however, not only changes in smoking behaviour but ultimately a

’ . . . . . 6
decrease in smoking-related disease incidence and mortality.”*

The aim of this thesis was to analyse Austria’s tobacco control policies, identify the forces be-
hind them, and develop a set of recommendations for comprehensive tobacco control. We have
seen that party-political ties, economic considerations, and close relationships between the Aus-
trian tobacco industry, the government, and leading “anti-smoking advocates”, experts and sci-
entists have hampered the development of an effective tobacco control policy in Austria. Com-
pared to many other European and overseas countries, Austria’s tobacco policy lacks both po-
litical will to implement effective measures to reduce smoking prevalence and to protect non-

smokers from the hazards of tobacco smoke. A call for action is necessary.

Based on scientific evidence about health effects of active and passive smoking and evidence
on the effectiveness of tobacco control measures implemented in other countries, several meas-
ures have been shown to be very effective in reducing tobacco consumption and ultimately also
tobacco-related mortality and disease burden. However, single initiatives have been shown to
be insufficient. As these measures reinforce each other, several should be implemented simul-
taneously. The maximum impact comes from a combination of education and information, leg-
islation, taxation, media campaigns, professional involvement, prevention and cessation pro-
grammes in various settings, bans on smoking in all public places, and a complete ban on adver-
tising and promotion of tobacco products. Thus, sustained, comprehensive policy elements are
crucial, as well as earmarked funding maintained over a long period of time. The ultimate goal,
therefore, is a comprehensive tobacco control plan that becomes a permanent part of the public

health infrastructure.

The following measures have been shown to be effective elements of a comprehensive tobacco

control policy:'*? 367368
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¢ Increased tobacco taxes (and thus cigarette prices).

e Implementation of smoke-free environments in public places, including restaurants,
pubs and bars, to reduce both smoking prevalence and health hazards from passive
smoking.

e Increase of information and building of public awareness by population-wide cam-
paigns with adequate, long term funding and ability to administer the campaign free
from political interference, including ASH-type public information campaigning with
ongoing media advocacy.

e Advice and support for treatment and cessation, training of health professionals.

e Ban on advertising, promotion and sponsorship of tobacco products.

e  Product control and consumer information.

¢ Fighting illicit trade in tobacco products on a pan-European level.

¢ Reduction of availability of tobacco products to young people (regulations on distribu-

tion) and of opportunities to smoke (smoke-free environments).

The strategic approach should be population-based, aiming to make non-smoking behaviour the
norm and thus lowering the risk in the entire population. As outlined in the 2002 WHO World
Health Report, “small shifts in some risks in the population can translate into major public
health benefits”.> As Geoffrey Rose noted, “it makes little sense to expect individuals to behave
differently from their peers”. It would be “more appropriate to seek a general change in behav-
ioural norms and in the circumstances which facilitate their adoption”.**® However, changes in
social norms and the social environment of local communities must come from the grass-roots

and, while the state can foster a supportive environment, this cannot be mandated from the top.

Sound research and evidence are extremely important as a basis for good policy decisions. In
many countries, generating and publishing a solid information base proved enormously useful
to policymakers and advocates and helped promote changes in public attitudes and awareness
that gradually led to changes in social norms. A comprehensive and integrated programme of
surveillance has often been a key component, addressing a wide spectrum of planning, imple-
mentation, and evaluation needs.”” Therefore, monitoring, evaluating, and reporting on tobacco
use and tobacco control policies should be an additional part of a comprehensive tobacco con-

trol programme.'*2

When developing measures to reduce tobacco consumption one has also to take account of the
established strategies adopted by the tobacco industry, in particular with regard to concealing
and distorting evidence and confusing and misleading the public (and thus also health politi-

cians) about the health impacts of active and passive smoking.””””" Continued awareness raising
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among the public is therefore an important step preceding and accompanying anti-smoking
measures. Another successful strategy of the tobacco industry one should adopt is the practice

of lobbying.

Particularly for reluctant countries such as Austria, strong and binding EU legislation on
smoke-free environments in public places (especially smoking in the workplace, including res-
taurants and bars) could be important to stimulate changes, with pressure from other countries
(so Austria can no longer exclude itself) and the public (pressure groups and increased demand
by customers, including tourists), making economic interests the thriving force. Although 25
years later, the situation today is not much different from 1979, when a Philip Morris report
stated: “No major change in the present situation of Austria can be anticipated. However, any
increased spill-over effect from other countries concerning the health question might force the

Austrian Government to reconsider its position.”'**

The assessment of the success (or failure) of Austrian tobacco policies was examined within the
wider framework developed by the WHO’s European Strategy for Tobacco Control (ESTC),
which is based on the best available evidence, and on the lessons learnt from European and
international experience.'*? Although Austria agreed with its signature to the Warsaw Declara-
tion and the WHO Framework Convention on Tobacco Control to allocate a share of tobacco
tax revenues to anti-smoking campaigns and to develop a comprehensive tobacco control pro-
gramme, nothing has happened as yet and there are no signs that this will change. It is a striking
fact that Austria has been concentrating its already very limited efforts in measures that are
widely known to be not very or not at all effective, or even counter-effective — and still defends
this approach. Particularly over the last decade, campaigns have only been targeted at youth,
and have been very small-scale and mostly conducted in a patronising manner, while those
measures recognised as effective are mocked, brushed off or contested. Legislation is weak,
smoking prevention has become synonymous with treatment for severely ill smokers, cessation
is not an issue, and tax revenues from tobacco products are used to balance budgets and finance
health promotion projects but are not earmarked for anti-smoking campaigns or tobacco control
measures. The next section therefore proposes recommendations as to what steps are needed to

implement an effective and comprehensive tobacco control programme in Austria.

Smoke-free legislation, clean indoor law

International experience demonstrates how comprehensive legislation is absolutely crucial to

achieve effective tobacco control. Generally, legislative measures are far more effective than
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voluntary agreements. The latter usually only work where there is strong economic or other
external pressure that makes the status quo no longer tenable (as shown, for example, with non-
smoking flights by Austrian Airlines or smoking restrictions at Vienna Airport). Furthermore,
to be effective, legislation must be coupled with an emphasis on implementation and enforce-

ment, including substantial fines and other sanctions.

To achieve smoke-free environments in the hospitality business strong and binding laws are
needed, whereas ventilation, voluntary agreements and partial smoking bans have been shown

135

not to be effective.’”” Additional benefits of smoke-free environments include a decrease in

smoking prevalence and in tobacco-related morbidity and mortality (above all cancers and car-

diovascular diseases).**

In Austria, discussion of smoke-free environments at workplaces (including restaurants, pubs
and bars) is dominated by the viewpoint of smokers. Instead, the rights of the majority non-
smoking public should have priority. There is also no reason why this should not apply to hos-

pitality employees.

Although laws restricting smoking in some environments do exist, they are often vaguely for-
mulated, barely adhered to and not enforced. Almost all of these bans are in laws and regula-
tions other than the Austrian tobacco act, such as the employees’ protection act or the local
public transport regulations, or are individually regulated by the hospital or school manage-
ment. Austria’s health politicians are strictly opposed to smoking bans in restaurants and bars,
while relying on the market and favouring the voluntary agreements advocated by the Austrian
tobacco industry and hospitality industry. Arguments are either based on the “tolerant” view
that “these kind of laws” are not needed in Austria or on the misplaced fear of economic dam-
age to the hospitality business. There is a current danger of pre-emptive legislation, suggesting
that only premises above a certain size should be obliged to offer a non-smoking environment.
There is no discussion of making non-smoking the norm and separating smokers in specially

designed rooms.

Smoke-free environments have been successful not only in the notorious United States (in Aus-
tria widely cited as an example of extremist and puritanical measures) but also in Canada, Aus-
tralia, New Zealand, and in many European countries. It can be demonstrated that not only non-
smokers benefit from smoke-free legislation, but also smokers themselves: first, smokers smoke
less; second, smoke-free environments offer a greater chance to quit; third, there is less need

and less opportunity for young people to start smoking; and fourth, the public (including smok-

187



Conclusions and recommendations Chapter 10

ers) will support legislation once enacted. Public approval following introduction of smoke-free
environments in restaurants and bars is reflected in results of surveys as, for example, was

shown in Scandinavian countries or in Australia.?

Conducting a population poll before enactment of smoke-free legislation, especially after a
phase of sensitisation to counteract continued misinformation of the public, could make a
strong argument for the implementation of smoke-free environments in all workplaces, includ-
ing restaurants and bars. At the same time the public would see that it is the preference of the
majority and not the pressure of a few “intolerant” and “militant” non-smoking fanatics or a

patronising law forced upon the people. Thus the role of the media becomes very important.

Ultimately, it will probably not only be a question of laws but rather a change in public attitude
and social awareness, in particular of an increased awareness and self-confidence of non-
smokers. Therefore, what is most needed in Austria are strong educational campaigns to influ-
ence the public opinion and strengthen the rights of non-smokers rather than those of smokers;
to convince patrons, employees as well as customers of the benefits of smoke-free environ-
ments in the catering business; to help make non-smoking the social norm and smoking the
exception; and to enact comprehensive smoking bans in all workplaces, backed by significant

sanctions.

Taxation

Taxation is another most effective measure to control tobacco consumption, particularly among
children and young people while also raising money for the government. Tax revenues can also

be used to finance comprehensive and sustainable educational campaigns and treatment.

Information, educational campaigns and public awareness building

The third pillar in an effective tobacco control policy is information and education of the pub-
lic. This should involve large-scale, multi-level, long-running and aggressive mass media cam-
paigns, targeted at the whole population, supplemented with group-specific and more narrowly
focused campaigns targeted specifically at children, youths and women, the main targets of
cigarette advertising. Media campaigns are not only known to be successful transmitters of
educational programmes but crucial in any tobacco control programme. Success depends on

intensity of measures and aggressiveness of implementation. Administration of state-level cam-

*  One Australian survey was even conducted by Philip Morris but, due to its unhelpful results, was not adver-

tised 37
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paigns should be free from political interference’®. Very effective proved ASH-type public

information campaigns with intensive media advocacy.

The ultimate goal of information and educational campaigns is a change in social norms, de-
claring smoking to be “out” and altogether an irresponsible behaviour, and to build up public
awareness not only towards health hazards of smoking, but also towards hazards from passive
smoking and towards advertising strategies of the tobacco industry (exposure of tobacco indus-
try tactics allows smokers to feel they are victims rather than villains). The latter should in par-
ticular address the marketing of low tar cigarettes and the disclosure of the “light cigarette lie”,
which aims to reassure smokers and deter them from quitting. In addition, due to skilful market-
ing and very attractive packet design, cigarettes have a strong appeal, especially to young peo-

ple. Therefore, campaigns would also have to include broad and continued counter-advertising.

Population-wide campaigns should offer information about and support for quitting (see below)
while prevention campaigns would have to start already with young children. Along with a
change in social norms, long-term goals would be a decrease of smoking rates and an increase

of ex- and non-smokers, and ultimately a decrease in tobacco-related diseases and mortality.

The argument that there are insufficient funds for these admittedly very expensive campaigns
can easily be countered with a substantial tax raise for all tobacco products and the allocation
of a certain amount of tobacco tax gains to fund campaigns. In addition, fines for violating
smoking bans or other tobacco laws could be used for anti-smoking activities. These extensive
and long-running campaigns would also counter the continuing argument against tobacco ad-
vertising bans concerning purported losses by the advertising industry, as these losses would

turn into gains.

Cessation

The fourth pillar is the promotion of cessation, which as yet is not an issue in Austria. The im-
portance of quitting can now be seen to be more important than ever in the light of the recently

*73 Cessation is not advertised and existing

published follow-up to the British doctors’ study.
initiatives are not supported. There are virtually none of the helplines or quitlines that exist in
other countries. Medical students, doctors, pharmacists and other health professionals are not

trained in advising and supporting smokers to quit.

A stronger approach to cessation is thus essential, including information on possible cessation

techniques, contact numbers (helplines), and advertising of effective products (the latter would
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also contribute to awareness building). Specific training courses for health professionals should
be offered to increase their involvement in cessation and improve support. High-quality courses
for leaders of smoking cessation courses are also needed. As yet, the involvement of health
professionals in cessation is very modest. The fact that smoking is primarily an addiction and
not a matter of “choice” and “pleasure”, should be stressed. It has also to be pointed out that
cessation is the only proven way to reduce illness and death caused by tobacco products. The
implementation of helplines and quitlines would be essential and one of the less expensive first
steps in tobacco control; even if not very successful initially, use of both, quitlines and cessa-

tion programmes increase after the onset of anti-smoking campaigns.

Examples for a stronger approach to cessation are reported from Norway, where Week 3 and
Week 36 have been established as regular weeks for starting six-week cessation courses, or

from Finland, where bigger pharmacies have their own advisor specialising in smoking cessa-

tion.

Recommended steps

In summary, the following steps are recommended as a comprehensive tobacco control pro-

gramme in Austria.

Pillar 1: Legislation

¢ Clean indoor air law, with non-smoking being the norm and smoking the exception
(specified and clearly divided rooms for smoking). Prevention of pre-emptive legisla-
tion. Smoke-free environments in all workplaces, including restaurants, pubs, bars and
cafés. Similarly, smoking bans in all public buildings, including airports, train stations,
etc. — controlled by officials, with fines.

e Complete ban (with enforcement) for advertising and promotion of tobacco products, as

well as ban on sponsorship.

Pillar 2: Taxation and financing of anti-smoking campaigns, cessation and treatment

e  Sharp tax rise on all tobacco products.

e Allocation of a certain amount of tobacco tax revenues to anti-smoking campaigns and

tobacco control measures, cessation (courses, helplines, quitlines) and treatment.
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o Sharp increase or imposition of substantial and rigorously enforced fines for violations
of advertising bans and smoking bans. Present (and not enforced) fines® should be in-
creased at least 10- or even 20-fold. Revenues from fines should be earmarked for to-

bacco control measures.

Pillar 3: Anti-smoking campaigns, information, education, public awareness building

e Launch of strong, multilevel, broad, sustainable, i.e. long-term orientation, and aggres-
sive media anti-smoking campaigns, targeting the whole population. Information cam-
paigns should include ASH-type media advocacy and media advertisements should be
targeted at different audiences. As with all campaigns, they should have a clear goal
and be kept “simple”. The use of a popular slogan is recommended, either the old
“same without smoke”, or another good one (in German language). Campaigns should
encompass education about health hazards of smoking, information about and support
for cessation, strong advertisements targeting tactics of the tobacco industry, and build-
ing public awareness about passive smoking hazards. They should also address false

hopes that “light” or “low-tar” cigarettes are less harmful.

e Long-term goals should be a change in social norms, in particular that smoking is not
only unhealthy but altogether an irresponsible behaviour, leading to a decrease in smok-
ing rates and an increase of ex- and non-smokers, and ultimately the decrease in to-

bacco-related diseases and mortality.

¢ Youth prevention is important but will only work when part of a population-wide cam-
paign. It would also have to start at a much earlier age than it is done now, i.e. at pri-
mary school. In particular, campaigns addressed at teenagers should not be patronising
or pretend to make non-smoking appear to be “cool” or demonstrate “real” self-
confidence. Education about the tactics of the tobacco industry and how cigarette ad-
vertising works should be crucial elements of all campaigns, regardless of age. In addi-
tion, youth prevention programmes ‘“should not shy away from anti-tobacco advertise-
ments that feature the serious consequences of smoking. These types of ads [advertise-
ments] are the ones perceived as most effective by teenagers regardless of their smok-
ing status, age, sex or ethnicity.”’* Adolescents and youths are also very aware of
adult-focused, i.e. population-wide campaigns, thinking it relevant to them.*”* It can be
assumed that youths probably respond even better to adult-focused campaigns than to
youth-specific school-campaigns. The latter should therefore be concentrated on

younger children.

®  Present fines stipulated by the 1995 Tobacco Act are only restricted to violations of advertising restrictions (ap-

proximately €7,000 for a first and approximately €14,000 for repeated violations). The Vienna local transport
regulations foresee fines of €40 for smoking in underground stations.
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Varying, impressive and highly visible health warnings on cigarette packs accompanied

with illustrative photos (power of images).

Sensible presentation of portrayals of real life scenarios of people going through treat-
ment for smoking-related diseases in the mass media (TV, newspapers). They evoke

strong emotional reactions and have proven to be memorable and powerful tools.

Promotion of feeling of responsibility of smokers towards non-smokers (not only “po-

liteness” and “courtesy” but irresponsible behaviour).

Pillar 4: Cessation

Promotion of cessation is most important when aiming to reduce smoking prevalence.
The establishment of quitter telephone lines, offering objective information on all ces-
sation techniques, support or even intervention, is an essential first step to support ces-

sation.

Advertisement for quitting on posters at point of sale (together with tobacco advertise-
ment, where the latter is not yet banned completely), in pharmacies, underground trains,
magazines, etc. Advertisements should include information about various cessation
techniques and provide contact addresses or telephone numbers (helplines, quitlines)
for advice and support. The fact that smoking is an addiction and not a matter of
“choice” and “pleasure”, and that cessation is the only proven way to reduce illness and
death caused by tobacco products, should be stressed.>”®

Promotion of effective treatments for tobacco dependence by health insurance funds.

Training of leaders of smoking cessation courses and health professionals (but not by
experts with close relations to the tobacco industry).
Establishment and advertisement of certain weeks every year for starting cessation

courses all over the country, following the example in Norway.

Strategy

1. Preparing the ground

Design and strategy planning for a comprehensive tobacco control plan.

Education of the public and awareness building: advertising campaigns, well-briefed
media, public opinion polls (public opinion usually favours tobacco control once the is-
sues are explained).

Moral and financial support of non-smokers’ rights associations and other civil society
anti-smoking groups.

Lobbying, allies and coalition building: Collaboration between government and health
authorities, NGOs, civil society groups, and committed individuals is essential. Trying
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to gain allies in the catering industry trade unions, making them aware of their right to
have a smoke-free workplace. Commissioning of studies on employees of the hospital-
ity business (can be used for public awareness building and justification for clean in-

door air law). Winning mass media over to smoking prevention campaigns.

e Neutralising opponents (framing message to own advantage).

2. Swift and concerted action, decisive and forceful

e Raise tobacco taxes.

e Onset of aggressive, multilevel, broad, and long-term oriented media anti-smoking cam-
paigns, targeting the whole population. Stress on cessation and information about pos-

sible support.
e Simultaneously group-specific campaigns, targeted at young children and women.

e Clean indoor air law with provision of sanctions (to be enforced), preceded and evalu-

ated by a population poll.

e Complete ban on advertising, promotion and sponsorship, demonstrating that alterna-

tive sources of sponsorship does emerge.

10.4 Further research

Although wide-ranging, providing insights into many aspects of Austria’s policy-making on
tobacco, this study has scratched only the surface. Research on tobacco and health is still ex-

tremely sparse in Austria.

Deeper research into the powers behind decision-making process and into the apparent role of
key players is needed to fully understand the failure of Austria’s tobacco control policies.
Therefore, a more detailed stakeholder analysis in particular on the role of government (i.c.
certain politicians), media, NGOs, opinion leaders and scientists, health insurance funds, the

pharmaceutical industry and, of course, the tobacco industry would be necessary.

More and better surveys are badly needed to provide information not only on smoking preva-
lence but, in particular, on attitudes and beliefs, the development of the “smoker career”, and
cessation efforts. Among children there is a need for surveys that assess attitudes towards
smoking and, to understand the impact of advertising and sponsorship, studies of brand recogni-

. . . : : n
tion, as, for example, was done in a survey in Turkey among primary schoolchildren.
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There is also a need for more research on the future impact of tobacco on disease and mortality’
7 in particular the development of models that can predict the scale of future mortality reduc-

tion achievable through smoking cessation as, for example, done by Mulder et al.>”.

Another important area for further research is to measure exposure to environmental tobacco
smoke and thus to estimate the attributable burden of disease due to passive smoking in the
Austrian population, as in the 1998 German Environmental Survey’*’, studies on the impact of

155 156

passive smoking on employees of the hospitality industry and on never-smokers living

with smokers®®'.

More studies are also needed to assess the net economic burden of smoking®®* and passive

smoking in Austria.

More detailed work is also needed for surveillance of strategies of the tobacco industry to cir-
cumvent anticipated advertising bans by strengthening existing brands, product alterations, and
stretching loopholes in the legislation as far as possible. According to a study by Carter, who
analysed 172 tobacco industry documents, “a range of activities have been used in combination,
including guerrilla marketing, advertising in imported international magazines, altering the
pack, sponsorships, brand stretching, event promotions, lifestyle premiums, and the develop-
ment of corporate websites”.**® Thus, the development of a prospective monitoring system well

in advance of the implementation of a total advertising ban would be necessary.

Lessons learnt

In the process of this research I have learned a great deal about methods, study design, technical
aspects of scientific writing, the manipulative tactics of the tobacco industry, and Austrian poli-

tics, but also about myself.

By performing logistic regression and cohort analysis and collecting and analysing qualitative
data, I have developed new methodological skills. In particular in the process of information
gathering, due to the absence of real willingness by people to engage in a debate on tobacco
control policies in Austria, I realised my own limitations, both with regard to “insider” and
party-political background knowledge and my technique of questioning evasive key actors. As
noted in the limitations of this study, this would probably need a more “professional” or “jour-
nalistic” approach. However, this is increasingly difficult to do with the extension of ethical
models based on biomedical research, in which those formally interviewed are considered re-

search subjects and so must be excluded unless they give written informed consent. This is a
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matter that requires further discussion if more detailed research in contentious areas such as

this is to be pursued.

However, by experiencing these difficulties, I have learned much about Austrian politics and, in
particular, health policy. I have thus realised the strong forces behind the decision-making
process in relation to tobacco control in Austria. Another insight was the confirmation that, in
the field of health, only a small number of individuals, occupying key positions, exert influence
and control — on policies, media coverage, public opinion, studies and study results. In addition,
Austria’s health politicians, health experts, and officials working on tobacco control and health
promotion in the Health Ministry (even if, occasionally, they are physicians), have very limited
public health expertise. Either they are guided by their own opinion, driven by “external
forces”, or influenced by experts who play a double role. Finally, while until 2000, tobacco
control policies were dominated by party-political ties and the fact that Austria’s tobacco indus-
try was a state enterprise, the new conservative government stresses more outspoken economic

interests (now Austria Tabak is just one among several big companies to be courted for taxes,

employment, etc.).

These insights lead me to conclude that only a very dedicated and courageous health minister,
building on a sustained programme to increase awareness among the public about non-smokers’
rights, and linked to pressure from other countries (including complaints by tourists and thus
economic pressure), and, most importantly, strong and binding EU legislation will be able to
force Austria to confront its complacency and so to implement effective measures to reduce
smoking and protect non-smokers from the hazards of tobacco smoke. The very recent (June
2004) shift of the Health Minister towards a more “rigorous” approach towards smoking in the
workplace and possibly also in restaurants, pubs and bars, following discussions on the Irish
smoking ban and in anticipation of new EU legislation on smoke-free environments, confirms
the well-known Austrian motto, first coined by Habsburg Emperor Frederick III (1440-1493)**
and re-interpreted by Frederick II of Prussia, that Austria will “always survive” — or, according

to another interpretation, will be “the last one™:

AEIOU — Austria Erit In Orbe Ultima.*

¢ “Austria will be in existence until the end of the world”. But also: “Austria will be the last (of all) in the world.”
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APPENDIX A

Austria Tabak (Gallaher Group Plc): The company

Austria Tabak (or “Osterreichische Tabakregie” or “Austria Tabakwerke AG”, as the company
was formerly named®), Austria’s tobacco manufacturing association, was a state-owned enter-
prise until 1996. It is one of the oldest companies in the tobacco business, with the tobacco
monopoly having been established in 1784 by Emperor Joseph II. The company also prides
itself for having the oldest tobacco research laboratory in the world, established in 1851.”" Re-
maining a state-owned monopoly for manufacturing and selling tobacco products for over 200
years, Austria Tabak was privatised in 1997, following EU accession.

In April 1939, the company was turned into a stock corporation (Austria Tabakwerke AG), with
100% of the stocks owned by the state. In 1996, the Republic of Austria transferred the whole
block of shares to Osterreichische Industrieholding AG (OIAG), the Austrian state-asset hold-
ing company, with instructions for a majority privatisation of Austria Tabak by 1999 at the
latest. On 5 November 1997, Austria Tabak was partly privatised.” In January 2000, following
the accession to power of a right wing coalition, the Conservative Party (OVP) and the Free-
dom Party (FPO) planned a reorganisation of OIAG in their new government programme,
commissioning the OJAG management to develop a multi-year privatisation programme that
would transfer 100% of the government-owned stocks of several companies, among them Aus-
tria Tabak, to new owners, strategic partners, or the public.® ** Talks to find a new owner for
Austria Tabak were initiated in the autumn of 2000; in the night of 21/22 June 2001 the British
tobacco group Gallaher was chosen as the new owner. The contract was signed immediately
thereafter. Subsequently, 41.13% of the stocks still held by OI4G were released to the British
tobacco company Gallaher Group Ple, who paid £1.14bn (€770 million).” **¢ Between its take-
over in June 2001 and the end of that year, Gallaher had taken over the remaining shares of its
subsidiary Austrian Tobacco at a price of €85 per share, totalling €1.1bn, making it the largest
takeover in Austria since the beginning of 1999.2**7 Altogether, the company was sold for the
sum of only five times its annual profit, an issue that has attracted criticism ever since.

Before privatisation, Philip Morris Inc., R.J. Reynolds International, British American Tobacco
(BAT) and Reemtsma were all licensors to Austria Tabak. All had expressed interest in the
company. It was expected that, if one of the international cigarette manufacturers would buy

* In 1784 Austria Tabak was founded by Emperor Joseph II with the designation “Osterreichische Tabakregie". In

1939, after transformation into a 100% state-owned joint stock company, the company was renamed into “Aus-
tria Tabakwerke Aktiengesellschafi, vorm. Osterreichische Tabakregie”. Today, after the taking over of Austria
Tabak by the British company Gallaher Group Plc in 2001, the company is called “Austria Tabak AG & Co KG -
Continental Europe Division” (AT/CED), or “Austria Tabak Gallaher”.™ In this study, the company is generally
referred to with the commonly used name Austria Tabak.

OIAG placed 49.5% of the capital stock on the Vienna Stock Exchange through an Initial Public Offering, the
issue price of €37.00 being below market estimates®®®, Approximately half of the shares were bought by institu-
tional and private shareholders in Austria, the remaining stocks were distributed among institutional investors in
Great Britain, Germany, Switzerland, France, Italy, the USA, and other countries. On 25 March 1999, another
9.4% of the capital stock was relcased by way of a block trade, making the majority of Austria Tabak privately
owned. The shares were bought primarily by institutional investors in Great Britain and the USA.

These companies included the government’s printing office Staatsdruckerei, the auction house Dorotheum, Print
Media AG, the government-owned airport stocks of Flughafen Wien AG, the post bank PSK (with the participa-
tion of Post AG), Telekom, and Austria Tabak.*®®
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Austria Tabak, the other three licensors would cancel their license agreements. In anticipation,
Austria Tabak signed new production agreements with Philip Morris Inc., its main licensing
partner, on 6 June 1997 and with its other three major licensing partners in August 1997. The
European Commission approved the extension of the company’s license agreements in March
1998, with 36%, i.e. some 4.5bn cigarettes of total output, accounted for by agreements with its
four licensors until at least 2008.”

In the early 1990s, Austria Tabak decided to build up an independent tobacco wholesale busi-
ness division, which today operates in Austria, Germany and Hungary. Between 1990 and 1997,
Austria Tabak bought Tobaccoland Germany in several stages; in 1993, it bought the Hungar-
ian company Goldfilter, today Tobaccoland Hungary, so entering the Hungarian Market.

In 1997, when still half government-owned, Austria Tabak was the sole producer and distribu-
tor of tobacco products in Austria, controlling 59% of the domestic tobacco market. In addition
to tobacco manufacturing, Austria Tabak was also the sole tobacco wholesaler in Austria, the
leading tobacco wholesaler in Germany, and it also owned a wholesaling operation in Hun-
gary.”? Austria Tabak’s tobacco manufacturing division produced cigarettes at three Austrian
factories and one small factory in Malta (opened in 1984), which has now closed down and
serves only as importer and wholesale dealer for dustria Tabak Gallaher.” 1t also had built up
business relationships with Japan, China, Cambodia, Taiwan and Russia, already anticipating
that these countries had a potential for market growth that could offset stagnating and/or declin-
ing sales in Western Europe.”

Until EU accession in 1995, the Austrian market was thus characterized by a full monopoly,
comprising a) cultivation, b) import and processing of tobacco, and c) import, production and
distribution of tobacco products. This was according to the monopoly regulations, last laid
down in the Tabakmonopolgesetz 1968 (Tobacco Monopoly Law of 1968). Trading in tobacco
products was exclusively reserved to Austria Tabak and those authorized by the company. The
distribution by tobacconists was based on sale on commission. The history of the Tobacco Mo-
nopoly Law is described in more detail in Chapter 8.™

Following new EU legislation (abolition of regulations permitting monopolies in raw tobacco
and liberalisation of the wholesale monopoly requiring admission to other wholesalers to the
market’®), the import monopoly was legally abolished on 1 January 1995, when Austria Tabak
was still a state-owned enterprise (although the company itself had already abandoned it in mid-
1994) and the production monopoly was abolished at the beginning of 1999.2%° In 1995, the
Austrian wholesale element of the company was transferred to the newly established Tobac-
coland Austria, intended to operate as a neutral company in the market. Following an unsuc-
cessful strategy of diversification and a financial disaster after the acquisition of the company
Head-Tyrolia-Mares (a maker of sports equipment), Austria Tabak backed out of the sports
goods business. In the same year, it disposed of the raw tobacco business, which was estab-
lished in the 1920s to secure supply of oriental tobaccos, mainly from Greece and Turkey. In
1996, Austria Tabak also withdrew from the real estate business.”* However, as in Italy, France
and Spain, a monopoly for retail sales by tobacconists still exists, its administration being sub-
ordinated to the Federal Ministry of Finance.?* As this discussion makes clear, although priva-
tised, the tobacco trade has brought large incomes for the state (whether through share of prof-
its or taxes), which makes the state, understandably, rather reluctant to fight tobacco consump-
tion.

Today, Austria Tabak belongs to Gallaher, placing this company in top spot in Austria and

Sweden and making it the 4™ largest cigarette manufacturer in western Europe, and the 6" larg-
est in the world.” The company had chosen Vienna as the head office of the Continental
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Europe Division (CED) with responsibility for 35 countries in Europe, except UK and Ireland.
The area ranges from Portugal in the West all the way to Hungary in the East, from Scandinavia
in the North to Greece in Southern Europe. Industrial activities comprise production and mar-
keting of tobacco products, placing Austria and Sweden as home markets for continental
Europe and exporting to selected international markets. As a trading company, Austria Tabak
still holds important market positions in Austria, Germany and Hungary.”

In 2002, 46bn cigarettes were marketed in continental Europe from the main office in Vienna,
representing 30 percent of Gallaher’s total volume sales and contributing £213 million to the
Group’s EBITA®. The most significant brands are Benson & Hedges, Memphis, Blend, Silk
Cut, and Ronson. In addition, the CED is very successful as a wholesaler for tobacco products
in collaboration with its Tobaccoland subsidiaries in Austria, Hungary and Estonia. In Ger-
many, Tobaccoland cooperates with Lekkerland and holds a majority share of Tobaccoland
Automatengesellschaft (a cigarette vending machine enterprise).”? Consequently, in “Tobac-
coland Austria” tobacco sales are rising. A three year Philip Morris distribution contract is seen
as guaranteeing continued success.”

Continental Europe is seen by Gallaher as a platform for accelerated Eurasian growth, with
Austria in leading position. According to its annual report on Austria, it has achieved a cigarette
market share in Eurasia of 48.6%.” Gallaher also reports excellent trading performance in Rus-
sia, Kazakhstan and Ukraine.*® At present, Austria Tabak is strengthening its profile in Serbia.
On 24 April 2003, Austria Tabak, which has traditionally had good business relations with Ser-
bia, op;asr;ed its first sales office in Belgrade. In 2002, five billion cigarettes were sold in this
region.

According to company papers, the reasons that Austria Tabak was so attractive for Gallaher
were that it presented itself as an internationally active company, by virtue of the record of its
business divisions “Tobacco industry” and “Wholesale” and that it had had placed a high prior-
ity on European expansion. Examples of its achievements are listed in a 2003 press release
from Austria Tabak™®® as follows.

e Acquisition of the cigarette division of the Swedish Match on 2 July 1999, thus
market leader in Sweden.

o  Merger of Lekkerland and Tobaccoland Germany. As a result, Austria Tabak be-
comes wholesale market leader in Germany as of 1 January 1999.

e Fusion of the vending machine business in Germany, becoming market leader in
vending machine operation in Germany with more than 220,000 cigarette vend-
ing machines.

e Contracts with Philip Morris for exclusive distribution in Estonia, starting 1
January 2001.

e Attractive own brands such as Memphis, Milde Sorte, Ronson.

¢ Growth in earnings and production.

e Excellent export success.

Austria Tabak, as the Continental Europe Division of the Gallaher Group, has been a noted
success within the group. The 2002 full year results, for instance, document ongoing improve-
ments in international production.® Both a production boost from Austria’s cigarette factories
and a growth in Austria’s cigar production can be observed. Gallaher reports that in 2002, the

¢ EBITA= Group profit before interest, taxation and amortisation.
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underlying productivity of Austrian factories went up by 2.9% and the additional production
volumes in the Austrian cigarette plants in Hainburg, Linz and Schwaz created 100 new jobs.
There is also one cigar factory in Fiirstenfeld. More than 3,700 employees work in its Austrian
factories. In 2002, the turnover of the CED amounted to £2.3bn or €3.7bn.”” The General Direc-
tor and CEO of the Continental Europe Division, Nigel Simon, has set out a clearly defined
mission: “We want to become the most efficient, most effective and most profitable part of the
Gallaher Group”.” (A4PPENDIX C.)
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APPENDIX B

History of the Tobacco Monopoly Act

In 1784, more than 200 years ago, the Austrian tobacco monopoly was founded by Emperor
Joseph 11, designated as Osterreichische Tabakregie. It was a full monopoly, i.e. crop growing,
extraction, processing, manufacture and trade were reserved for the state. At first, it was a state
undertaking but soon after, disabled veterans and innocently impoverished civil servants and
their next of kin were favoured in the awarding of licences for the sale of tobacco products.”

In 1835, the Zoll- und Staats-Monopols-Ordnung (Duty and State Monopoly Order) was estab-
lished, followed in 1911 by a comprehensive decree on the sale of tobacco products. Despite
several adaptations as the structure of Austrian government has evolved, this decree remained
the basis of the tobacco monopoly until 1949.7°

In 1949, the new Tabakmonopolgesetz (Tobacco Monopoly Act) granted Austria Tabakwerke
AG (ATW) responsibility for administration of the monopoly. After revision in 1968, this act
lasted practically until entry to the European Union in 1995. The only major change to this act
was in 1979 when civilian handicapped persons were included in the group who could be
awarded the right to run tobacconist shops.”

In 1994, after conclusion of the negotiations for Austria’s EU membership, the cultivation of
tobacco became subject to EU agricultural regulations; only the production monopoly, although
of far less importance, remained in place. The wholesale trade was liberalised, but the retail
trade remained untouched. On 1 January 1996, the Tabakmonopolgesetz (Tobacco Monopoly
Act)®® was enacted by an act of parliament. As an independent authority and the sole owner,
the Republic of Austria authorised the Minister of Finance to found the Monopolverwaltung
GmbH (Monopoly Administration Ltd.), which is to deal exclusively with matters of tobacco-
nist shops. Although it is subordinated to the Ministry of Finance, this ministry has only limited
authority over this body, in particular the competence to administer the shares that belong to the

Federal Government to 100%.°

Initially, as noted in Chapter 3, licences to sell tobacco products were only issued to disabled
veterans and impoverished civil servants and their next of kin. During the Nazi period, Jewish
tobacconists were dismissed and Nazi tobacconists appointed (APPENDIX R). Today, anybody
can apply for this licence in principle; however, physically disabled persons are favoured, with
the grade of disability having to be at least 50 percent. Under certain conditions, there is even a
right of inheritance. Only when there are no handicapped applicants is the licence issued to
other, non-handicapped individuals.” This regulation is part of the social legislation in Austria
(disability rights). Persons with preference rights (“Vorzugsrechte”) are:

¢ victims of war, including persons who suffer injuries from unexploded shells in
the present time (Kriegsopferversorgungsgesetz)

¢ victims injured in the armed forces, i.e. persons who suffer injuries during mili-
tary service (Heeresversorgungsgesetz)

¢ other victims (Opferfiirsorgegesetz)

¢ disabled civilians (invalids), e.g. persons who have had a traffic accident, acci-
dent at work, etc. (Behinderteneinstellungsgesetz)
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At present, 73% of tobacconists are operated by handicapped persons. While the number of
disabled veterans is now, of course, decreasing, the number of persons disabled by other inci-
dents is increasing. Presently, however, due to the ‘shortage’ of disabled civilian applicants
many licences are issued to other persons.”

Although tobacco retail monopolies also exist in Italy, France and Spain, Austria is the only
country where the monopoly fulfils a social policy goal. This was agreed upon by all major
parties parliament in 1995.

Picture 1 Two different trade signs for tobacconist shops™
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APPENDIX C

Tobacco production and sales in Austria

The European tobacco industry

According to the most recent figures provided by the National Manufacturers’ Associations as
of March 2002, published by the Confederation of European Community Cigarette Manufac-
turers®®, the value of domestic sales of all tobacco products in Austria amounted to €2.184bn in
2000. The receipt from excise & VAT on all tobacco products was €1.537bn. Austria also
shows a surplus of imports over exports (Table C-1).

Although these data do not allow a direct comparison with other EU countries, as country size
and population size differ widely, the leading positions of Germany and the United Kingdom,
followed by France and Italy, are evident in the following table. In 2000, the value of domestic
sales of tobacco products in the whole European Union amounted to almost €95bn, a figure
which can now be assumed to be considerably higher and which demonstrates impressively the
impact of the tobacco business on the European economy. The tax receipts alone are almost
€70bn.

Table C-1 also shows the strong economic interests of some countries when it comes to tobacco
control measures. Germany, for instance, by far boasts the highest production of cigarettes; the
Netherlands (closely followed by Germany) is leading in the production of cigars and hand
rolling tobacco. In the whole region of the European Union, 1.4 million staff were employed in
tobacco related business in 2000. More than 605 billion cigarettes were consumed (the largest
shares in Germany, Italy, Spain, the United Kingdom and France) and more than 93 million
people were reported to smoke in Europe, the majority of them living in Germany, followed by
the United Kingdom and France (Table C-1).
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Market overview, production and trade

Austria’s EU accession in 1995 ended over 200 years of monopoly control of the import, manu-
facture and distribution of tobacco and tobacco products.

In 1996, the Austrian cigarette market was valued at ATS 21.8bn (€1.6bn). 12.9bn domestic
cigarettes were consumed in the same year, 2.3% less than in 1995. In 1997, however, an in-
crease of 5.2% was recorded. On 1 July 1997, new tax regulations were introduced, governing
tobacco imports from non-EU countries. As a result, domestic sales of Austria Tabak’s 39 own
and 21 licensed brands fell by 5.5% in the first half of 1997, due to legal and illegal private
imports. Smuggling has boomed in Austria, in part reflecting domestic price rises but also the
collapse of the former Soviet Union.”

In 1997, when still half government-owned, Austria Tabak controlled 59% of the domestic to-
bacco market and was one of the largest wholesalers in Austria, Germany and Hungary. The
company controlled nearly all the tobacco and tobacco products market despite losing its
wholesale monopoly.”

Even now (2003) Austria Tabak Gallaher is the market leader in Austria, although the market
share is somewhat lower than in 1997 (48.6% by the end of 2002). The most important other
players in the market are Philip Morris, British American Tobacco, and Reemtsma. The most
important licence partner of Austria Tabak for cigarettes is British American Tobacco.”

Austria Tabak’s Tobacco Manufacturing Division produces cigarettes at three Austrian facto-
ries: Linz (Upper Austria), Hainburg (Lower Austria) and Schwaz (Tyrol). It also produces
cigars at the factory in Fiirstenfeld (Styria), as well as cigarette filters and cigarette tubes. At
the end of 1995, Austria Tabak shut down its cigarette factories in Berlin and Vienna.” The
three current cigarette plants produce Austria Tabak’s more than 60 cigarette brands for both
home and export markets. By the end of 2002, 666 staff were employed at the four plants. In
2002, 37 billion cigarettes were produced for both home market and export; only for Austria,
the total overturn was 15.3 billion.” The marked increase in cigarette production after the ma-
jority privatisation in 1999 and particularly after the complete takeover of Austria Tabak by
Gallaher in 2001 becomes more obvious in the following graph.

Figure C-1 Cigarette production in Austria, 1970-2002

40.000 36:748
35.000 i
30.000 - i
25.000 -
20.000 -
15.000 { 12.620
10.000 -
5.000 -

0

15.242  14.961

produced cigarettes in millions

\‘mﬁ"ié

1970 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002

Source:  Austria Tabak Gallaher.”

205



Tobacco production and sales Appendix C

The next figure compares cigarette sales in Austria in 2001 and 2002, showing a marked in-
crease in imported brands while the total amount of cigarettes sold remained more or less the
same.

Figure C-2: Cigarette turnover in Austria 2001 and 2002
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Source:  Austria Tabak Gallaher.”

Being the headquarters of the Continental Europe Division of Gallaher, Austria Tabak is now
responsible for 35 markets in continental Europe.”

Since 1 January 1995, both the number of tobacco producers and the area for tobacco produc-
tion (mostly burley tobacco) in Austria has declined markedly.” Today (end of 2002), tobacco
is grown by 69 planters on 113.3 hectare of land in the provinces Upper Austria, Lower Aus-
tria, Burgenland and Styria, totalling about 23.3 tons of raw tobacco.”

Sales statistics

Between 1923 and 1995, cigarette sales in Austria have more than quintupled (520%), from
2,935 millions sold in 1923 to 15,274 millions sold in 2002. There are, however, clear peaks in
the periods 1938 to 1944 (World War II) and during the 1970s and beginning of 1980s. A
marked increase since 1997 and even more since 1998 (the beginning of privatisation) charac-
terises the latest developments on the Austrian market (Figure C. —3).70 o
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Figure C-3: Total annual sales of cigarettes, Austria 1923-2002
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In 1960, only 8.8% of all cigarettes sold were filter cigarettes, while ten years later, they
amounted to more than 75% and in 1980 to 95%. Since 2000, 99.8% of all sold cigarettes are
filter cigarettes;” only a few cigarette brands without filter (e.g. Johnny, Flirt, A3, Nil) are still
on sale.

Particularly since the mid-1990s, a marked increase in the consumption and sale of cigars and
cigarillos can be observed. Between 1990 and 1996, the number of cigars or cigarillos con-
sumed was around 30 million pieces; by 2000, it was already 51 million.”

While the quantity of cigarette sales clearly increased, the tar and nicotine yields have been cut
markedly (these trends seem to be linked — see section on the myth of light cigarettes in Chapter
3). In 1960, the average tar yield per cigarette had been 33.67mg, in 1970 it had been 21.50mg,
in 1980 it was 14.40mg, in 1990 10.5mg and in 2000 9.4mg (2002: 9.4mg).”” The defined
maximum tar yields were 15mg in 1993 and 12mg in 1998. From 2004 onwards, according to
the Tobacco Products Directive 2001/37/EC, cigarettes may not exceed a tar limit of 10mg.
Similarly, the average nicotine yield per cigarette had been reduced from 1.95mg in 1960 to
0.96mg in 1970, 0.65mg in 1980 and to 0.68mg in 2000 (2002: 0.68mg).”’ From 2004 onwards,
cigarettes may not exceed a nicotine limit of 1.0mg (see Chapter 5).
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Figure C-4: Average tar- and nicotine yields in Austrian cigarettes, 1970-2000
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Austria’s tobacco industry was very successful in lobbying, using the labelling of ‘light’ ciga-
rettes (low tar and low nicotine cigarettes), and especially the term ‘mild’ — like, for example,
one of its most popular brands Milde Sorte. Other very popular brands are Memphis Light and
Marlboro Lights, which were introduced in the market in recent years (list of ranking see be-

low).

Manufactured cigarettes by far dominate the tobacco market since the end of World War II.
Pipe tobacco, snuff and chewing tobacco as well as fine-cut tobacco and cigars have become

marginal.””’

Figure C-5: Percentage sales of tobacco in different forms (by weight) in Austria, selected years
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According to the Federal Ministry of Finance, the taxable turnover of Austria Tabak was
€1.6bn in 1999, and the taxable turnover of the then roughly 3,600 tobacconists’ was almost
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€2bn (together €3.6bn).* According to Austria Tabak, the turnover including tobacco taxes was
slightly less, €3.4bn in 1999 and €3.7bn in 2000.

Most sold cigarette brands and market shares

Before being privatised, 94.3% of all cigarettes sold in 1997 were manufactured by Austria
Tabak, with company-owned brands accounting for almost 60% of the total. Five out of the top
six Austrian cigarette brands were Austria Tabak owned brands, the rank order being Memphis
(1), Milde Sorte (3), Hobby (4), Dames (5) and Falk (6). The brands Memphis and Milde Sorte,
the company’s leading own cigarette brands, together accounted for 67% of all Austria Tabak'’s
own label cigarette sales in Austria. Memphis achieved a domestic brand share of almost 28%
and Milde Sorte 11.2%. Marlboro, the number two brand, was produced under licence by Aus-
tria Tabak.”

In 2002, the most popular cigarette market brands sold in Austria were listed by Austria Tabak
as follows:™

1. Marlboro

2. Memphis

3. Milde Sorte
4. Gauloises

5. Hobby

6. HB

7. Dames

8. Philip Morris
9. Camel

10. Casablanca

For present market shares (volume) of the leading Austrian cigarette brands no data were pro-
vided by Austria Tabak.

Between 1994 and 1997, the domestic market share was steadily declining, from 66.7% in 1994
to 60% in 1996 and to slightly more than 59% in 1997. Nevertheless, at that time Austria Tabak
still had one of the highest percentage shares held by a European tobacco manufacturer in its
home market. Before privatisation, the market shares of cigarette manufacturer were as follows:
Philip Morris 29.3%, Austria Tabakwerke 55.6%, Reemtsma 3.5%, BAT 4.6%, others 7%.2"
(No more up-to-date information available.)

In recent years there has been a clear shift towards ‘light’ cigarettes. The mild/lights segment
has been the fastest growing segment in the Austrian market, following growing health con-
sciousness, which has been stimulated by the well-directed strategies of the tobacco industry. In
particular one can see the effects of the implicit: Lights=Mild=Less Harmful **?

Not included are sales of tobacco products in restaurants or larger groceries etc.
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Figure C-6: Cigarette tar segments 1997-2001, in percent
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Before privatisation, Austria Tabak had 60 out of a total of 101 cigarette brands on the market,
including 39 own brands and 21 licensed brands, such as HB and Ernte (5 are US brands). In
1996, the leading brand family was Memphis with a 43.3% market share. Memphis Classic was
the leading locally-produced cigarette brand on the market, while Marlboro was the leading
imported brand. Other brands included Milde Sorte, Maverick, Casablanca, Marlboro Lights,
Memphis Lights and Hobby cigarettes.*”*

In 1996, a high priority was given to the expansion of Austria Tabak’s core brand families,
Memphis and Milde Sorte. However, while leading domestic brands stagnated (Memphis at
26%) or declined (Milde Sorte and Hobby), Marlboro, which is manufactured under license,
has seen its market share rise by 60% between 1991 and 1996 (no more up-to-date information
available) >

Every year at least two new brands have been brought to the market. The launches in 2002 were
Memphis Platinum Lights and Benson & Hedges Red (Full Flavour and Lights). In 2003, Silk
Cut (Silk Cut Ultra and Silk Cut Mild), Smart box (Full Flavour and Light), Maverick Lights,
Ronson Lights and Smart Box Menthol were launched.”

In 2001, when it was bought by Gallaher, Austria Tabak concentrated on American blends. The
Austrian bestseller was Memphis.’” In 2003, Marlboro and Memphis were still the most sold
cigarette brands in Austria.”

Until 1997, the market has been characterised by a growth in demand for light cigarette brands,
especially the brands Memphis Lights and Marlboro Lights. According to a recent information
from Austria Tabak Gallaher (September 2003), the overall market for “light” cigarettes has
been fairly stable over the last years, with a slight increase of Lights and Ultra Lights on ac-
count of Full Flavour, while Medium has been stable.”
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APPENDIX D
Industry meetings in Austria

The BATCo-Meetings

The minutes of the BATCo Chairman’s Advisory Conference® in May 1981 (Pichlarn) disclose
the strategies and tactics proposed for dealing with government activities, arguments about the
effect of advertising on consumption, ways of resisting advertising and sponsorship restrictions,
how to ensure better circulation of favourable reports by respected bodies or individuals, the
necessity of recruiting allies, etc. Other central points of this meeting were social acceptability
of smoking and the related issue of passive smoking. The soon to be published Garfinkel report,
which would disagree with the scientific consensus on the dangers of passive smoking, was
heralded and the need for a simultaneous and concerted PR action expressed. Social acceptabil-
ity was seen as the greatest long-term threat. With regard to tar levels, then still 20mg or even
more, the possibility of government action to reduce levels was seen as a threat once a company
has accepted the principle of an upper tar delivery limit. It was argued that the industry should
resist any restriction, citing freedom of choice for the consumer. Companies were further ad-
vised to muster the arguments against showing carbon monoxide (CO) levels on packets and in
advertising, as these could lead to renewed attempts to produce a common index figure for tar,
nicotine, CO, and others. The importance of Manufacturers’ Associations and the significance
of activities of working parties were also stressed. National Manufacturers’ Associations
(NMAs) should be formed or developed wherever possible, being regarded as the best means of
securing allies. In addition, action by the NMAs would give the industry a good standing. How-
ever, it was also confirmed that personal contacts and visits would remain *“a most important
means of educating company and NMA personnel in Smoking Issues”.”** Regarding “third par-
ties”, such as governments, the press, medical authorities etc., it was proposed to pursue a more
open policy on the basis that discussion is better than confrontation. It was recognised that at
that time it was not possible to negotiate with WHO but it was hinted that “discreet personal
contacts are possible”. Discussions with the press, scientists and the medical profession were
better left to NMAs. To enhance the industry’s credibility, the view of scientists and medical
researchers, including the Surgeon-General, who at that time saw lower risks coming from low
delivery cigarettes, should be undermined by calling attention to this ambivalence — but, of
course, with “suitable restraint”. Prospective epidemiological studies in a third world country
were perceived as very valuable, and Brazil seemed very obliging. It was pointed out that some
tobacco companies considered research on the benefits of smoking. Other items included in the
agenda were the need to monitor government activities in schools; although it was well recog-
nised that many educational campaigns were counter-productive, they could not be sure that
this was so if begun at the earliest possible age. It was suggested that companies should study
“government propaganda®, i.e. health education films and, if necessary, take legal action to
prevent screening of them. The fact that each company had important contacts with different
key individuals was seen as most important, and companies were advised to inform Millbank

Participants were P. Sheehy (Chairman, B.A.T Co. Ltd.); C.H. Stewart Lockhart (Managing Director, B.A.T);
E.A.A. Bruell (Director, B.A.T Co. Ltd.); W.J. Dickson (Managing Director, B.A.T / UK. & Export); N.W.
Goddard (Director, B.A.T Co. Ltd.); Dr. LW. Hughes (Chairman, Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp., USA);
J.L. Mercier (President, Imperial Tobacco, Canada); R.J. Pritchard (Director, B.A.T Co. Ltd.); D. v. Specht
(Chairman, B.A.T Cigaretten-Fabriken, Germany); K.M. Sumner (Vice President, Companhia Souza Cruz In-
dustr. Comercio, Brazil); D.R. Wills (Managing Director, W.D. & H.O. Wills, Australia).
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about all contacts made, so that they in turn could inform other companies while maintaining an
index of such contacts. Finally, the meeting endorsed the initiation of research on social and
economic costs of smoking as useful, particularly as tar and nicotine deliveries were about to
decrease. For the chairmen it seemed reassuring, though, that, according to the latest informa-
tion on the link between nicotine and smoking behaviour, the feared theory that low tar would
facilitate quitting could not be supported.® ***

The Research Conference® in August 1981 (Pichlarn) focussed on technical issues.® It was rec-
ognised that, while additives would “assume increasing importance in product design”, “the
freedom to use them could become increasingly restricted”.'**

In September 1988, another BATCo meeting, the Research Policy Group Meeting® *® taking
place in Salzburg, focused on research questions and strategic issues. Apart from discussion of
declining trends in markets and research questions, the issue of up-coming regulatory trends
and requirements was addressed. It was felt that more efforts needed to be made to approach
directly authorities such as the EEC, Governments and their Committees, in the way that RJ
Reynolds or Philip Morris, who had been more successful until then, had done. The areas of
product innovation and environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) were seen as obvious initial topics.
The trends already emerging in anticipation of the proposed single European market in 1992
were already highlighted in that 1988 meeting. “The effect on our brands of decreasing tar de-
livery ceilings was strikingly demonstrated. It is also clear that Philip Morris is the company

least affected by the planned changes”.*®

The 1990 Vienna Conference

The Sixth World Tobacco Exhibition and Symposium (Vienna Conference), held in Vienna
from 22 to 25 October 1990, was organised by the industry journal World Tobacco and spon-
sored by the tobacco companies Austria Tabak, Philip Morris and RJ Reynolds. The main pur-
pose of the exhibition was to sell machinery, mainly for cigarette production. 193 companies
were among the exhibitors, representing 31 countries. According to the organisers, this exhibi-
tion was the largest and most comprehensive gathering of the tobacco industry worldwide. The
symposium was part of this exhibition, and covered the three sets of relationships of the to-
bacco industry — European Community, Environment, and Eastern Europe, the last being the
main topic. This was also the reason why Vienna, “the gateway to Eastern Europe”, was se-
lected as location for this event. At the time when the preparations for this conference started,
the transition in Eastern Europe was not foreseen. As the director of the exhibition explained,
“When we chose Vienna as the venue it was because of its traditional links with Eastern Europe

b History this has proven to be right and it may be assumed that for many smokers the switch to ‘low tar® or ‘light’

brands was an attractive alternative to give up smoking.

¢ Participants of this conference (held in Pichlarn from 24-28 August 1981) were: Dr. L.C.F. Blackman, Mr. R.M.
Gibb, Mr. A.L. Heard, Mr. R.G. Nicholls, Mr. E. Rittershaus, Dr. R.A. Sanford, Dr. F. Sechofer, Dr. C.J.P. de
Siqueira, Dr. C.I. Ayres, Dr. M.J. Hardwick.'**

The 15 working areas covered the issues of biological items, filters, tipping and paper, cigarette design, combus-
tion, sidestream, smoke retention‘human smoking, psychology and sensory testing, taste and flavour, leaf and
biotechnology, tobacco processing, expanded tobacco, secondary automation, ventilated cigarette technology,
and test method development. General issues were addressed in policy and strategy, in particular with regard to
funding, project selection, role of technology, carbon monoxide, compensation, additives, communications on re-
strictions, and competitor intelligence.'?

®  Participants of this meeting were: Mr. A.L. Heard (BATCo); Dr. E. Rittershaus and Dr. E. Kausch (BAT Cigaret-
ten Fabriken, Germany); Mr. M.L. Reynolds and Mr. T. Riehl (Brown and Williamson); Dr. P.J. Dunn (Imperial
Tobacco); Mr. G. McGregor (WD & HO Wilis); Dr. C.J.P. de Siqueira (Souza Cruz, Brazil); Dr. R. Binns (BA-
TUKE, U.K.); Dr. R.E. Thornton (BATCo).*®

212



Industry meetings in Austria Appendix D

and the thought that an international tobacco industry exhibition would help to encourage east-
west trade. Little did we realise that history would be made in October 1989 and the full mean-
ing of perestroika became evident. The timing of the World Tobacco Exhibition and Sympo-

sium is thus even more opportune”.**’

However, only 300 participants attended at this Vienna conference, presumably due to the
dominance of American companies. Participation was clearly led by delegates from the spon-
soring U.S. company Philip Morris, followed by the co-sponsors Austria Tabak and RJ Rey-
nolds; in contrast, BAT, Gallaher, Reemtsma, Seita and Imperial Tobacco were represented by
only a few delegates. Philip Morris’ presence at the conference was most active; the company
also assisted visitors from Eastern Europe to attend the exhibition.

It was recognised that Eastern Europe represented an enormous opportunity for the transna-
tional tobacco companies (TTCs), with the declining consumption figures in the West. As pub-
lished in the Tobacco Reporter of October 1990, Mr. Zimmel of Austria Tabak summarised the
opportunities in Eastern Europe this way: “Investment in Eastern European markets is full of
risks. However, the potential reward may overshadow the pitfall... Companies willing to be-
come more active in former socialist countries must think in longer terms; quick return on in-
vestments is unlikely. But being active quite at the beginning of this period of transition offers
3 395

plenty of opportunity”.

Austria Tabak was among the most active companies present in Eastern Europe before 1989,
alongside Philip Morris, RJ Reynolds, BAT and Reemtsma. For example, the Eger Tobacco
Factory in Hungary established a licence contract with Philip Morris in 1975 and with Austria
Tabak in 1976. As reported in a special 1990 edition of the Hungarian Tobacco Journal on the
Vienna conference, shortages of hard currency in Hungary were compensated easily: apart from
“payment” for the licence fee in the form of Hungarian tobaccos and counter-trade, it became
common for young experts from the Eger Factory to spend several months in the modern, so-
phisticated plants of the foreign partners, for example Linz (Austria Tabak) and a plant of
Philip Morris in the United States.”” Besides Hungary, Austria Tabak was also negotiating with
Poland and Yugoslavia.
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APPENDIX E

Self-portrayal of Austria Tabak (Gallaher)

In its overall concept, Gallaher sees itself as a “responsibly behaving, good corporate citizen”,
boasting of its success and its strong position on the stock market. On its homepage it says:

“Every second of every day, almost four thousand people somewhere in the world light up a
cigarette made by Gallaher. The company takes great pride in producing billions upon bil-
lions of quality products for those people who choose to smoke.”"!

The description of smokers as “those people who choose to smoke”, i.e. as “informed adult
smokers” is interesting. Issues surrounding smoking and health are met with a “demonstrated
sense of responsibility and responsiveness”, underpinning “the company’s relationship both to
those responsible for public health and to those who choose to smoke”. As part of the responsi-
bilities of a tobacco manufacturer in such an important position, a range of environmental,
charitable, and corporate policies have been established, conducted with “appropriate sensitiv-
ity to the issues surrounding its products” and with a “demonstrated transparency of approach”.
To underline its supposed altruistic and benevolent activities, Gallaher “supports a wide range
of charities without seeking public reward or recognition” — another expression for hidden
sponsorship, one might say.

Although not party to the US court ruling on release of documents, Gallaher has voluntarily
established a web site of its corporate archive’ as a contribution to the smoking and health
debate. This site did not, however, prove to be very helpful. Noteworthy is a lengthy submis-
sion on smoking and health, as presented to the UK Health Select Committee, which is pub-
lished on Gallaher’s corporate web site”.

Gallaher is aware of the health risks associated with smoking, although the fact is immediately
put into perspective by narrowing it down to “some smokers”:

“It must be clear to all that a real health risk exists. People who choose to smoke are more
likely to contract certain diseases than those who do not smoke. Indeed, for many years,
Gallaher has proceeded on the basis that some smokers are more likely to contract certain
diseases, such as lung cancer, heart disease and certain other circulatory and respiratory dis-
eases, than non-smokers.”"!

Although the need, the rights, and the responsibilities of governments for regulations regarding
the manufacture, distribution and marketing of tobacco products are recognised, tobacco is seen
as something unique, which in turn has to be addressed in a unique way, and regulation needs to
be “balanced” —i.e. in the interest of the tobacco industry, of course.

“Regulation does need to be balanced and demonstrably correct in the pursuit of public
health policy objectives. Where regulation is appropriate, Gallaher will applaud initiatives
and co-operate. Where regulation is inappropriate, Gallaher reserves the right to argue its
case in a court of law or in the public arena, in an attempt to bring balance to the regulatory

process.”!

Gallaher further acknowledges that positive changes can be made to tobacco products by reduc-
ing the risks associated with smoking while recognising that there is no conclusive consensus
about what is a safer cigarette. The company is pursuing a policy of lowering tar yields of its
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cigarettes, as “no better course than tar reduction has been advocated by public health bodies to

address the health concerns surrounding those who choose to smoke”."”!

A very interesting point is how Gallaher is dealing with the term “addiction”, playing it down
by arguing that, in “modern language” it has acquired a “wide interpretation”, with smoking
just being one of many addictions. In particular, it denies that smoking is addictive but rather a
“habit”, although possibly a “very strong habit”.

“Gallaher acknowledges that, in today’s language, smoking is regarded as addictive. The
meaning of addiction has developed over time and now is given such a wide interpretation
that it encompasses a range of behaviours, including smoking. However, the company cau-
tions against communicating health messages that suggest that, because smoking is regarded
as addictive, it is impossible to give up. Gallaher believes that although smoking is a habit,
and for some a very strong habit, people can give up smoking and do so.”"*'!

The company does not bother to mention that for many people “who choose to smoke” it is very
difficult or impossible to quit the “habit” of smoking, and that, on the other hand, every addic-
tion can in principle be overcome by appropriate support and willingness to do so.

Similarly, its statements regarding environmental tobacco smoke do not consider passive smok-
ing as a health hazard to others; at worst, it might be “a source of considerable annoyance to
non-smokers”. In addition, it is clearly playing down the research evidence on its health effects,
describing it as “based on weak and inconclusive science” and advocating more “common
sense” instead.

“Gallaher acknowledges that there are those in the public health community who believe
that environmental tobacco smoke poses a health risk to non-smokers. But, whilst readily
accepting that environmental tobacco smoke can be a source of considerable annoyance to
non-smokers, the conclusions reached by those in the public health community appear to be
based upon weak and inconclusive science. Nevertheless, given the concerns surrounding
environmental tobacco smoke, Gallaher advocates an approach based on common sense and
co-operation within a sensible smoking policy framework. In particular, because of specific
concerns with respect to asthma and respiratory conditions, Gallaher urges that smokers
show consideration to others with a sensitivity to these health conditions and, particularly,
when in the presence of children.”"*'

The company’s position in relation to children and smoking is rather hypocritical. It believes
that only “informed adults” should smoke and children should not smoke. It does not mention
that most “informed adult” smokers took up smoking when they were adolescents, and that in
adulthood, sometimes even before, it has become “a very strong habit”. It also fails to mention
that at least part of its advertising is clearly and deliberately targeted at youth.**® Gallaher
claims to have supported a number of initiatives over the years addressed at reducing the inci-
dence of smoking by children, the most recent being a commitment to print the message ‘For
adult use only’ (in Austria: ‘Rauchen: Bitte nur Erwachsene’ = *Smoking: Please adults only’)
on all packets of cigarettes. Given the fact that one reason why children and adolescents start
smoking at an early age is to appear adult®, this message sounds more like an invitation. Even
after inquiring from the company which other initiatives would be supported, no palpable an-
swers were given. Although presented as one of several initiatives, the use of printed requests
to minors to kindly refrain from smoking would seem to be the only initiative by Gallaher to
keep children away from smoking. In the past, however, Austria Tabak has also contributed to
an Austrian youth campaign (Chapter 8).

Gallaher puts a great deal of effort into stressing its responsible behaviour and its willingness to
engage in a constructive dialogue in co-operation with governments. It claims as evidence of
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this the “steps the company has taken to seck to reduce the risks associated with smoking”.
However, apart from reducing the tar yields in cigarettes, which has already been proven not to
lead to any risk reduction, and the massive advertisement for “more” light cigarettes, no steps
that would reduce any risks can be detected. Gallaher justifies this in its position statement on
the World Health Organisation’s Framework Convention on Tobacco Control rather elegantly:

“So far as Gallaher is aware, no better course than tar reduction has been advocated by pub-
lic health bodies to meet the health concerns surrounding those who choose to smoke.”"**
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APPENDIX F

Measures to reduce the demand for and supply of tobacco products

The following sections explore in more detail the various measures that have been recognised
to affect tobacco consumption.

Legal and regulatory measures

Legislation has certainly proven to be a key strategy, forming the cornerstone of every success-
ful tobacco control programme. Ideally, it comprises the whole range of regulatory measures:

e Labelling: consumer information on contents of cigarettes
e Health warnings on cigarette packets

¢ Smoking bans and restrictions on smoking in workplaces and all public places
(smoke-free environments), including restaurants and bars

¢ Bans on advertising, promotion and sponsorship

e Delivery and marketing of tobacco products

e Control of illicit trade (anti-smuggling measures)

e Age limits for smoking and purchase of tobacco products
e Legal action against tobacco companies

o Legal enforcement and sanctions for malfeasants

Since the first EU directives to control labelling and advertising were passed in 1989, national
legislation can no longer be seen as an isolated matter for individual governments. Govern-
ments are required to enact European legislation into national law, with sanctions if they fail to.
This, for example, was the case when Austria delayed one year in its introduction of clearly
visible health warnings on cigarette packs and still used the terms ‘light’ and ‘mild’, including
the name of one of its bestselling brands Milde Sorte. Although every EU member state has to
implement the EU tobacco regulations, states are permitted, within limits, to adapt them to their
own circumstances. In Austria, tobacco-related issues are regulated in its 1995 Tobacco Act,
last amended in 2003. Smoking in the workplace is regulated in the Employees’ Protection Act
of 1994 (last amended in 2001), although this regulation is not fully adhered to and does not
include all employees (for example, employees in the hospitality industry are excluded). Details
of the various laws and regulations are given in Chapter 8.

The industry’s response

The industry’s point of view, of course, is different. Judging from the vehemence it argues in
particular against advertising bans, smoking bans in public places and altogether anti-smoking
legislation, one can gather the importance and effectiveness of these measures.

In a confidential report on PR activities with regard to smoking and health, a Philip Morris
document dated already in 1975 reveals the fears of the industry: “the discussion about a possi-
ble smoking prohibition at work places is especially dangerous as the sales would be severely
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affected through such a measure”.'® The necessity of continued advertising and continued op-
position to legislation on both EU and national level have already been discussed earlier. The
present situation in Austria with a very cautiou