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Benin ..................................................Initiative pour l’Education et le Contrôle du Tabagisme (IECT)

Bolivia ................................................Acción Internacional por la Salud Bolivia (AIS)

Botswana ........................................Anti Tobacco Network

Burundi ..............................................Association Burundaise de Lutte contre le Tabagisme (ABULUTA)

Cambodia ........................................Cambodia Movement for Health 

Chile ....................................................Fundación EPES

DR Congo ......................................Lutte Contre le Tabagisme en Afrique (LUCTAF)

Honduras..........................................Acción para la Promoción de Ambientes Libres de Tabaco (APALTA)

Iran........................................................Tobacco Prevention and Control Research Centre (TPCRC)

Netherlands ....................................STIVORO

Niger ....................................................SOS Tabagisme-Niger

Nigeria ................................................Environmental Rights Action/Friends of the Earth, Nigeria

Niue......................................................South Pacific Child Incorporated Society

Philippines........................................HealthJustice Inc.

Saint Lucia......................................Saint Lucia Cancer Society

Samoa................................................Samoa Cancer Society

Slovenia ............................................Slovenian Coalition for Tobacco Control

South Africa ..................................National Council Against Smoking (NCAS)

Sweden ............................................TOBAKSFAKTA THINK TANK

Togo ....................................................Alliance Nationale des Consommateurs et de l’Environnement (ANCE Togo)

Tonga..................................................Tongatapu Youth Congress

Tuvalu ................................................Tuvalu Association of Non Governmental Organizations (TANGO) 

Vanuatu ............................................Vanuatu Association of Non Government Organizations  

Data Collectors
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This issue of Tobacco Watch covers five substantive
Articles of the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control
(FCTC), adding two since the 2010 report. Once again, Article
21 on reporting has also been analyzed, more from
necessity than intent. The focus remains on observational
data more than simply a list of laws and regulations. While
we applaud governments for enacting tobacco control
regulations, without enforcement and compliance they do
little to address the tobacco epidemic.

As of March 2012, the FCTC has been in force for just over
seven years. In that time, progress in some areas has been
beyond expectations. But for most obligations in most
countries, the results are disappointing, and the world needs
to rededicate itself to the FCTC promise.

Note that the number of Parties included in each section
varies, based on the availability of data and the
methodologies used by partner organizations. In general, this
report follows the group of Parties due to submit their
answers to the group 2 questionnaire to the Convention
Secretariat between April 2010 and February 2011. For Article
8, we included an update on all 114 Parties due to submit
their group 2 reports by February 2011. For Article 11, data
was unavailable in 14 of the 65 Parties. For Articles 13, 5.3
and 6, FCA partners in 23 countries gathered observational
data on the ground to verify compliance. In a few cases,
data was unavailable in particular Parties.

Article 21 – Reporting (N=65)
All 65 Parties included in the data gathering were due to
submit their official responses to the group 2 questionnaire
to the Conference Secretariat by February 2011. As of
December 1, 36 of those countries had failed to do so. Only
six submitted reports on time.

Article 8 – Smoke Free Air (N=114)
The smoke free movement continues to grow. Of the 114
Parties due to submit five-year reports by February 2011, the
following have enacted comprehensive national or local laws:

Article 11 – Package Warning Labels (N=51)
THE GOOD NEWS: 
Countries with graphic warning labels

THE BAD NEWS:
Countries that do not meet FCTC minimum standards

Article 13 – Tobacco Marketing (N=22)
Only four countries – Benin, South Africa, Sweden and Togo
– reported that they had implemented a comprehensive ban
on tobacco advertising, promotion and sponsorship, as
required by the FCTC. Only South Africa includes points of
sale in its ban.

Article 5.3 – Tobacco Industry Interference (N=23)
In every country participating in this first survey, the tobacco
industry was active in a variety of schemes to impact public
health policy. Of particular concern are former tobacco
industry officials serving in health ministries, or acting as
official government consultants.

Article 6 – Taxation (N=20)
For the first time, Tobacco Watch gathered data on the
relative affordability of cigarettes. The results show some
progress in the past few years, and can serve as a
benchmark for government tax policy formulation.

Executive Summary
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by Laurent Huber, FCA Director

From an FCTC perspective, 2011 promised a chance for the
global tobacco control community to catch its breath, to
evaluate where it is, and where it needs to go next. It was
the first year since the creation of the FCTC process
without a major negotiating session. For sure, there were
ongoing policy considerations, capacity building, and
implementation monitoring to be done, but the Framework
Convention Alliance took the opportunity to look in the mirror
and look to the future.

But in many ways, 2011 was an important year in the fight
against tobacco. In September, the epidemic gained new
recognition at the United Nations High-level Meeting on
Non-communicable Diseases. A broad coalition of civil
society, including the FCA, came together to support the
summit, and the results were very promising. NCDs are fast
becoming the largest global health threat, even in developing
countries, and tobacco is the number one risk factor. The
General Assembly adopted a Political Declaration
recognizing the essential role of tobacco control in battling
NCDs, and called for accelerated implementation of the
FCTC.

One tobacco intervention was singled out in the Political
Declaration — price and tax measures. It is well-documented
that increases in the retail price of tobacco lead to
decreases in consumption, particularly among youth. It is
also well-documented that increased tobacco tax rates
always result in greater government revenue. Devoting a tiny
fraction of this new revenue to tobacco control would result
in fewer tobacco consumers, fewer deaths, and lower costs
to society. The remainder of the new revenue would be
available for other uses in health, infrastructure, education,
and other public programs. For the first time this year,
Tobacco Watch takes a look at the relative affordability of
tobacco in various countries, with an eye to informing
governments as they develop tax policies.

2011 also saw an important first in Australia’s passing of a
plain packaging requirement. It has long been known — and
internal tobacco industry documents concur — that the
cigarette package is the most important advertising space
available to sell tobacco to new generations of users. The
Australian government deserves applause for taking this tool
away. The importance of this act is not lost on Big Tobacco,
which has commenced domestic and international lawsuits
in an attempt to force Australia to back down.

A lawsuit is perhaps the most visible way for Big Tobacco
to fight tobacco control, but it is far from the only way. From
outright corruption of government officials to so-called
“corporate social responsibility” campaigns, the tobacco
industry has never been idle in its attempts to maintain its
ability to market its deadly product. FCTC Article 5.3 is a
particularly difficult obligation to track, since most industry
interference is conducted intentionally outside of public
scrutiny. Working with its national partners, Tobacco Watch
presents a snapshot of the ways in which the industry
continues to influence public policy.

Seven years have passed since the FCTC came into force,
and much has been accomplished. But we are still in the
early stages, and what Tobacco Watch and other reports
demonstrate most clearly is the work that still needs to be
done. We once again applaud those governments who have
taken the lead, and urge the rest of the world to take
greater action and eradicate this entirely preventable
epidemic.

Introduction

Example of Australian plain packaging.
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Article 21 of the Framework Convention requires Parties to
submit periodic reports on their implementation of treaty
obligations. Between 2007 and 2011, the Conference of the
Parties agreed to a tiered system of reporting two, five and
eight years after the Convention came into force for each
Party, with each questionnaire becoming more in-depth.
However, the COP agreed to change this system at its Fourth
meeting in late 2010. Under the new system, all Parties will
submit reports six months prior to each COP meeting,
hopefully allowing for a more concise understanding of the
global state of FCTC implementation. The new system comes
into force in 2012, and all Parties will be obligated to submit
reports prior to COP5 in November 2012. Data for this issue of
Tobacco Watch was gathered and compiled in 2011, and
therefore reflects the earlier reporting schedule.

This second issue of Tobacco Watch focuses on Parties due
to submit their 5-year reports between April 2010 and
February 2011, a total of 65 countries. Ideally, FCA shadow
reporting compares observational data to official reports in
order to track compliance and enforcement with laws and
regulations reported by governments. However, the five-year
report submission rate made this task problematic. Less than
half of the 65 Parties had submitted their reports by
December 1, 2011, including the COP5 host country.

This response rate continues a downward trend since 2007,
when the first two-year reports were due. It is a very alarming
situation. The FCTC includes no enforcement mechanism –
public scrutiny is the only tool available to pressure

governments to live up to the treaty’s promise. It is also
difficult for the Convention Secretariat to offer technical
assistance to fill gaps in tobacco control legislation if they do
not know what those gaps are.

One potential reason for the poor reporting rate may be the
COP’s decision to require all Parties to report in 2012. Many
governments might not have wanted to report twice in two
years. Even if true, this is only a partial explanation: thirteen of
the countries failing to report had deadlines before the decision
was made at COP4.

The following Parties had failed to submit their five-year
reports by December 1, 2011:

FCTC Article 21: Reporting

Austria
Barbados
Bolivia
Botswana
Burundi
Cape Verde
Central African 
Republic

Chile
Djibouti
DPR Korea
DR Congo  
Estonia

Equatorial Guinea
Guatemala
Iran
Israel
Jamaica
Kiribati
Libya
Mali
Mauritania
Namibia
Niger
Nigeria
Philippines

Republic of Korea
Rwanda
Saint Lucia
Samoa
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Sudan
Tonga
Tuvalu
United Arab
Emirates

Vanuatu
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Creating the Global Smokefree Map

The information on Article 8 was compiled by the Global
Smokefree Partnership. The Global Map of Smokefree Laws
gives an overview of the smoke free status of the vast
majority of Parties to the FCTC, as well as some non-Parties.
It was first produced in 2008. The map, regional and national
information, and other resources can be found at
http://www.globalsmokefreepartnership.org/.

The information to update the Global Smokefree Map was
provided by FCA Regional Coordinators, in consultation with
national partners, in response to e-mail questionnaires sent in
December 2011.

Clearing the Air

The smoke free movement has come a long way since
negotiations on the FCTC began. California was the only
jurisdiction in the world with a comprehensive ban on
smoking in all work and public places. The inclusion of
Article 8 in the Framework Convention was itself
controversial – even among public health advocates, many
felt that it would be asking “too much”. Although some
regions followed California’s lead, progress was more
commonly incremental, adding types of venues one by one
and often including exemptions, allowing smoking rooms, or
championing ventilation as the solution.

A decade ago, it was hard to imagine whole countries
going smoke free. Yet the map on the following pages is
greener than ever. Twenty countries have implemented
comprehensive national policies, and an additional 12 have
local regulations that protect the majority of their citizens.
Smokefree air policies protect everyone from exposure to
tobacco smoke, of course, but they provide other public
health benefits by denormalizing tobacco use and
encouraging smokers to quit. And increasingly, legislation
creating smokefree environments is politically popular and
compliance is high.

While there has been great success and momentum in
smoke free air laws, the work is far from complete. In the
majority of countries, people are still exposed to tobacco
smoke at work, in shops or on public transport on a daily
basis. The Article 8 Guidelines promulgated by the
Conference of the Parties offer a complete blueprint for
governments to follow to protect their citizens.

Core Principles of the Article 8
Guidelines

1. Eliminate tobacco smoke to create 100% smoke free 
policies

2. Protect everyone — don’t allow exemptions
3. Use legislation, not voluntary measures
4. Provide resources for implementing and enforcing the law
5. Include civil society as an active partner
6. Monitor and evaluate smoke free laws
7. Be prepared to extend the law if needed

FCTC Article 8: Protection from Exposure to Tobacco Smoke
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Global Map of Smokefree Laws

2012 Global Map 
of Smokefree Laws
www.globalsmokefreepartnership.org
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FCTC Article 8: Protection from Exposure to Tobacco Smoke

Summary of Smoke Free 
Air Legislation

Listed below is the smoke free status of the 114 Parties
whose five-year reports were due through February 2011.

NATIONAL POLICIES

Comprehensive

Strong with Limited Exemptions

COMPREHENSIVE OR STRONG
LOCAL POLICIES 

LITTLE OR NO PROGRESS TO DATE 

Barbados
Brazil
Djibouti
Guatemala
Honduras
Ireland
New Zealand
Panama
Peru
Qatar

Seychelles
Solomon Islands
Spain
Syrian Arab Republic
Trinidad & Tobago
Turkey
Tuvalu
United Kingdom
Uruguay
Vanuatu

Australia
Azerbaijan
Belgium
Benin
Canada
Germany

Malaysia
Mexico
Micronesia
Nigeria
Philippines
Sri Lanka

Brunei Darussalam
Cook Islands
Estonia
Fiji
Finland
France
Ghana
Iceland
India
Iran
Italy
Jordan
Kenya
Latvia
Lithuania
Maldives
Malta
Mauritius

Nauru
Nepal
Netherlands
Niger
Norway
Pakistan
Palau*

Qatar
Samoa
Singapore
Slovenia
South Africa
Sweden
Thailand
Tonga
Vietnam
United Arab Emirates

Armenia
Austria
Bangladesh
Belarus
Bolivia
Botswana
Bulgaria
Burundi
Cambodia
Cape Verde
Central African Republic
Chile
China
Cyprus
Denmark
DR Congo 
Egypt
Equatorial Guinea
Guyana
Hungary
Israel
Jamaica
Japan
Kiribati

Korea DPR
Korea, Republic of
Lesotho
Libya
Luxembourg
Madagascar
Mauritania
Mali
Marshall Islands
Mongolia
Myanmar
Namibia
Niue
Oman
Portugal
Rwanda
Saint Lucia
San Marino
Saudi Arabia
Senegal
Slovakia
Sudan
Timor-Leste
Togo

* Takes effect in February 2012

12
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Introduction 

According to FCTC Article 11, Parties must require a rotated
series of health warnings in the country’s principal
language(s) covering a minimum of 30% of the package
principal display surfaces. Graphic warnings covering at least
50% are encouraged. Parties have three years after the
treaty comes into force to implement package health
warnings. Formal Guidelines for Article 11 were adopted by
the Conference of the Parties at their third meeting in 2008. 

Warning labels are effective at reducing consumption,
encouraging consumers to quit, and in preventing youth from
taking up the habit. They are also highly cost-effective: It is
the industry that pays the printing costs. The health
message is revealed every time the pack is taken out and
while it lies on a table. Pictorial warnings increase this
impact.

With the increase in advertising bans, the cigarette package
has become the principle marketing tool for the tobacco
industry, a fact verified in their own documents. In addition to
educating the public (both smokers and bystanders) of the
health impacts of tobacco use, large warning labels reduce
the space available to industry to push their product.

Package warnings also pass the industry “scream test”, as
demonstrated by the increasing efforts by multinationals to
lobby against warnings and sue countries that try to
implement them. In the last two years, the industry has
used legal action against Uruguay, the United States and
Australia to preserve the advertising space on their
packages, in domestic courts, through trade agreements, or
both. A group of five tobacco companies was successful in
gaining an injunction against new health warnings in the
United States. But there is also much good news, as a
growing number of Parties have implemented graphic
warnings and a healthy competition has developed on the
size of warnings.

The chart on the next two pages uses the methodology
developed by the Canadian Cancer Society to track and
rank national health warnings, and tracks the Parties
included in this report. For the most recent full report from
CCS, see http://www.tobaccofreecenter.org/resources/
warning_labels/fact_sheets/intl_status_report.

For further information on warnings, see:
• www.tobaccolabels.org
• www.smoke-free.ca/warnings
• http://www.who.int/tobacco/healthwarningsdatabase/en/ 
index.html

• http://www.who.int/fctc/protocol/guidelines/adopted/article_11/
en/index.html

FCTC Article 11 : Packaging and Labell ing of Tobacco Products

Honduras introduced new warnings
labels in 2011 covering 50% of the
front and back of the package.
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Austria 35 30 40 √ Dec. 14, 2008

Barbados 0 0 0 X Feb. 1, 2009

Belarus 30 30 30 Dec. 7, 2008

Belgium √ 56 48 63 √ Jan. 30, 2009

Benin 0 0 0 X Feb. 1, 2009

Bolivia √ 50 50 50 Dec. 14, 2008

Botswana 0 0 0 X May 1, 2008

Brazil √ 50 0 100 Feb. 1, 2009

Bulgaria 35 30 40 √ Feb. 5, 2009

Burundi 0 0 0 X Feb. 20, 2009

Cambodia 30 30 30 Feb. 13, 2009

Cape Verde 0 0 0 X Jan. 2, 2009

Central African Rep. 0 0 0 X Feb. 5, 2009

Chile √ 50 50 50 Sep. 11, 2008

China 30 30 30 Jan. 9, 2009

Cyprus 39 32 45 √ Jan. 24, 2009

Djibouti √ 50 50 50 Oct. 29, 2008

DR Congo 30 30 30 May 7, 2010

Egypt √ 50 50 50 May 25, 2008

Estonia 48 43 53 √ Oct. 25, 2008

Finland 52 45 58 √ Apr. 23, 2008

Guatemala 13 25 0 X Feb. 14, 2009

Guyana 0 0 0 X Dec. 14, 2008

Honduras √ 50 50 50 May 17, 2008

Iran √ 50 50 50 Feb. 4, 2009

Ireland 52 45 58 √ Feb. 5, 2009

Article 11 : Package Warnings
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A cigarette package is unique because the consumer carries it around with him all day...
it 's part of a smoker's clothing, and when he saunters into a bar and plunks it down, 
he makes a statement about himself.

Cigarette package designer, John Digianni

“
”
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Israel 30 30 30 Nov. 22, 2008

Jamaica 33 33 33 Oct. 5, 2008

Kiribati 0 0 0 X Dec. 14, 2008

Korea 30 30 30 Aug. 14, 2008

Latvia √ 48 43 53 √ May 10, 2008

Libya 25 50 0 X Sep. 5, 2008

Luxembourg 39 32 45 √ Sep. 28, 2008

Malaysia √ 50 40 60 Dec. 15, 2008

Mali 0 0 0 X Jan. 17, 2009

Micronesia 0 0 0 X June 16, 2008

Netherlands 35 30 40 √ Apr. 26, 2008

Niger 0 0 0 X Nov. 23, 2008

Nigeria 43 43 43 Jan. 18, 2009

Niue 0 0 0 X Sep. 1, 2008

Philippines √ 60 60 60 Sep. 4, 2008

Portugal 48 43 53 √ Feb. 6, 2009

Rwanda 0 0 0 X Jan. 17, 2009

Saint Lucia 0 0 0 X Feb. 5, 2009

Slovenia 48 43 53 √ June 13, 2008

South Africa 21 16 26 X Jul. 18, 2008

Spain √ 48 43 53 √ Apr. 10, 2008

Sweden 48 43 53 √ Oct. 5, 2008

Togo 0 0 0 X Feb. 13, 2009

United Arab Emirates 8 16 0 X Feb. 5, 2009

Vanuatu 0 0 0 X Dec. 15, 2008

Our final communication vehicle with our smoker is the pack itself. In the absence of any
other marketing messages, our packaging…is the sole communicator of our brand essence.
Put another way-when you don’t have anything else-our packaging is our marketing.

Mark Hulit , Phil ip Morris, 1994

“
”
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Cambodia’s warning labels meet minimum FCTC
Article 11 requirements.

The Netherlands
meets the minimum
FCTC and European
Community
requirements, but has
failed to follow many
of its neighbors in
requiring graphic
warnings.

FCTC Article 11 : Packaging and Labell ing of Tobacco Products

South Africa’s warning labels fail to
meet minimum FCTC requirements, but
are among the few to place the
warnings at the top of the package.

Iran has some of the strongest package warning labels in the Eastern
Mediterranean Region.
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FCTC Article 13: Tobacco Advertising, Promotion and Sponsorship

As anyone who has ever tried a cigarette can tell you, it is
not a pleasant first experience. That first inhalation usually
evokes coughing, the throat feels scratchy, the eyes water
and the nose is offended. So how are there 1.6 billion
smokers in the world? In a word, mmaarrkkeettiinngg. 

The tobacco industry sells more than
nicotine-delivery devices. It sells an image,
or rather a range of images designed to
capture the loyalty of different groups. 

According to tobacco advertisements, cigarettes mean youth,
sex, adventure, culture, boldness and individuality. In reality,
of course, they mean disease and death.

The power of marketing to addict children and bring profits to
the tobacco industry is recognized in FCTC Article 13, one of
the most concrete obligations of the Convention. Parties
must ban advertising, promotion and sponsorship, both direct
and indirect, within five years. For most Parties, this five-
year deadline has passed. Unfortunately, few have lived up
to the promise. The number of smokers worldwide continues
to grow. This trend will not change until Article 13 is fully
implemented.

The Guidelines for Article 13 adopted by the Conference of
the Parties provide a roadmap for governments to implement
a marketing ban. The key to success is to leave no
exceptions. Any gaps in a marketing ban will be fully
exploited by the tobacco industry. The Guidelines urge
governments to ban advertising, promotion and sponsorship:

• Outdoors, whether on billboards or the sides of buildings;
• on television or radio;
• on the Internet;
• through the placement of tobacco products in movies or 
other entertainment;

• at points of sale;
• through the promotion of concerts, art shows, sports, etc.;
• through cigarette packaging; and
• through so-called “corporate social responsibility” schemes.

Methodology

Our research did not focus on legislation and regulations.
Instead, we gathered observational information to see about
compliance and enforcement. Reporters from 22 countries
each conducted “walking tours” in three cities, visiting 30
tobacco points of sale and noting instances of tobacco
marketing, whether outdoors or inside stores, along the way.
Reporters also scanned a sampling of newspapers and
magazines to search for tobacco marketing.

Ideally, these results would be compared to each
government’s answers regarding Article 13 in official
implementation reports submitted to the FCTC Secretariat.
Unfortunately, of the 22 countries in our survey, only seven
official reports were submitted (see page 8) to the
Secretariat. Of those seven, four indicated that they had
complied with their Article 13 obligations and instituted a
comprehensive ban on advertising, promotion and
sponsorship. And only one, South Africa, includes point of
sale advertising as recommended by the official Guidelines.

As it would seem unfair to point out violations of laws in
the few countries who both reported to the Secretariat and
passed legislation banning tobacco advertising, we will hold
all 22 accountable for their obligations under Article 13.

A sign announcing BAT’s support for a reforestation
project in Cambodia.
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Article 13 Compliance

FCTC Article 13: Tobacco Advertising, Promotion and Sponsorship

Data Collected Submitted Official Reports Indicated a Comprehensive Ban Included Point-of-Sale

Benin X X

Bolivia

Botswana

Cambodia X

Chile

DR Congo

Honduras

Iran

Netherlands X

Niue X

Niger

Nigeria

Philippines

Saint Lucia

Samoa

Slovenia

South Africa X X X

Sweden X X

Togo X X

Tonga

Tuvalu

Vanuatu

A BAT billboard in Chile.
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Outdoor Marketing

Outdoor advertising is one of the most visible forms of
marketing and is therefore among the easiest to ban and
enforce. Even before the FCTC, many countries had begun
banning advertising on billboards and buildings.

Overall, the findings on outdoor advertising were positive. In
seven countries (Botswana, Niger, Niue, Samoa, Slovenia,
South Africa and Togo), our researchers found no examples
of outdoor tobacco marketing during their walking tours.
Bolivia reported the most instances of outdoor advertising
(30). Three of the four countries reporting a comprehensive
ban were found to have violations (Benin, Sweden, and the
Netherlands), indicating a need for greater enforcement.

Print Media Marketing

Print media allows the tobacco industry to target specific
populations, especially through magazines catering to
particular tastes. In some smaller countries it may be difficult
to control print advertising when newspapers and
magazines originate outside their borders. However, every
country has the legal right to ban such marketing, and FCTC
Parties have a legal obligation to do so.

Of the three types of marketing included in the survey, print
media returned the fewest violations. Only three countries
(Congo, Honduras, and Slovenia) reported violations in the
journals they surveyed.

FCTC Article 13: Tobacco Advertising, Promotion and Sponsorship

A calendar from the DR Congo published by 
British American Tobacco.

above: A “Pall Mall” truck in the Congo. Note that the truck
itself carries a health warning.

below: Logo above a street in the Netherlands.
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Point-of-Sale Marketing

The Article 13 Guidelines recommend including point-of-sale
advertising in a comprehensive ban on tobacco marketing.
The official questionnaire from the Secretariat, however,
considers POS bans an “extra” and devotes a specific
question to the issue. POS bans are vital in any effort to
limit the tobacco industry’s ability to addict new users. In
addition to in-store posters and display cases, the display of
cigarette packages themselves is an important part of
tobacco branding.

Only one country — South Africa – indicated that it includes
POS marketing in its advertising ban, and therefore deserves
accolades. However, a number of violations were observed
at points of sale in South Africa, along with the vast
majority of the other countries in our survey. In most,
advertisements were found in the majority of points-of-sale
visited. Only three countries (Iran, Niue and Tuvalu) reported
no POS violations.

FCTC Article 13: Tobacco Advertising, Promotion and Sponsorship

Cigarettes displayed at a café in Slovenia.

A store in Sweden selling electronics and snus.

“
”

According to tobacco industry documents, tobacco displays within the retail
environment assume a much greater importance with the loss of other marketing
channels. The impact of these displays upon young people and their future intentions
to smoke (susceptibil ity) is, therefore, of significant interest to public health.

Mackintosh, AM et al, The Association Between Point-of-Sale Displays and Youth
Smoking Susceptibi l ity , Nicotine Tob Res (2011) .
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Introduction 

Article 5.3 of the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control
obligates ratifying countries to protect their health policies
from tobacco industry interference.

Tobacco is the leading cause of preventable death, killing
nearly six million people around the world each year — a
figure that is growing alarmingly. Tobacco giants based in
wealthy countries are spreading this preventable epidemic.
The three leading tobacco transnationals — Philip Morris
International (PMI), British American Tobacco (BAT), and
Japan Tobacco (JT) — had combined revenues of $210 billion
in 2010, far eclipsing the gross domestic products of many
of the countries where they operate. 

Big Tobacco is building its fortunes at an overwhelming
economic and human cost by targeting and addicting
children with images like Philip Morris’ Marlboro Man, with
sponsorship of rock concerts and sporting events, as well
as by putting tobacco brand names and logos on everything
from T-shirts to patio umbrellas. 

For decades, tobacco giants have used their political and
economic power to prevent effective regulation. That all
changed when the World Health Organization launched
negotiations on a global tobacco treaty. Now that treaty —
the Framework Convention on Tobacco Control (FCTC) — is
international law, in force in nearly 175 countries. Full
implementation of the treaty could save hundreds of millions
of lives over the next 20 years. 

Tobacco industry interference in public health policy poses
the single greatest threat to the global community realizing
the full potential of the FCTC’s lifesaving measures.  To this
end, Parties developed and adopted tools to support ratifying
countries in their efforts to meet treaty obligations while
safeguarding their progress from industry interference in the
form of the Article 5.3 Guidelines. Parties unanimously
adopted these guidelines in November 2008 and anchored
them in the guiding principle that the tobacco industry has a
fundamental and irreconcilable conflict with public health. The
Guidelines incorporate concrete policy recommendations.  

According to the Article 5.3 Guidelines, Parties to the treaty
should refuse to: 
• Treat tobacco corporations as “stakeholders” in public 
health policy;

• Invest in the tobacco industry;
• Partner with tobacco corporations to promote public health
or other purposes;

• Accept the tobacco industry’s so-called corporate social 
responsibility schemes which are really just marketing by 
another name.

In addition, there are certain activities prohibited under the
Article 5.3 Guidelines:
• No partnerships, non-binding, or non-enforceable 
agreements between tobacco industry and governments,

• No voluntary contributions by tobacco industry to 
governments,

• No tobacco industry-drafted legislation or policy, or 
voluntary codes as substitutes for legally enforceable 
measures,

• No investments by governments or public officials in 
tobacco industry,

• No tobacco industry representation on government 
tobacco control bodies or FCTC delegations.

There are also transparency measures established under the
Article 5.3 Guidelines: 
• Transparency of government interactions with tobacco 
industry, through public hearings, public notice of 
interactions, and disclosure of records,

• Disclosure of tobacco industry activities, including: 
production, manufacture, market share, revenues, marketing
expenditures, philanthropy — with penalties for providing 
false or misleading information,

• Disclosure or registration of tobacco industry affiliated 
entities, including lobbyists,

• Disclosure of current or previous work with tobacco 
industry by applicants for government positions related to 
health policy, and of plans to work for tobacco industry by
former public health officials.

Now is a critical time to break the tobacco industry’s
stranglehold over public health policy, enabling the FCTC to
fulfill its potential to reverse this preventable epidemic. It’s
also time to put in place precedent-setting checks and
balances over the political influence of this profit-driven
industry. 

Now is the time for advocates and government officials to
slam the door on tobacco industry tactics, and focus on
implementing the treaty’s lifesaving measures. The Article
5.3 Guidelines are the backbone of the treaty — they can
and should prevent tobacco industry interference in
everything from bans on advertising, promotion and
sponsorship to smokefree public places to graphic health
warning labels. 

For further information on Article 5.3, visit:
www.StopCorporateAbuse.org 

FCTC Article 5.3: Tobacco Industry Interference
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Which companies are active
domestically?

Phil ip Morris Yes ... . . . . . . . . . . . 16
No ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .6
NA ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

British American Tobacco Yes ... . . . . . . . . . . . 19
No ... . . . . . . . . . . .2
NA ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .2

Japan Tobacco Yes ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .9
No ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .8
NA ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .6

Other Yes ... . . . . . . . . . . . 10
No ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .8
NA ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .5

Findings

Of the 25 national partners in the 2012 global report, 17
completed the 5.3 questionnaire. As noted above, industry
interference is a complex issue, and national circumstances
vary widely as to availability of information, transparency of
government communications, existence of robust
investigative journalism, the capacity of civil society, and the
market interest of multinational tobacco companies.

Which transnational tobacco
corporations are active in your
country?
At least one of the big three multinational tobacco
companies was present in the vast majority of countries in
the survey. Only two (Niue and Tuvalu) responded that none
of the three controlled significant market share. British
American Tobacco (BAT) was active in the most countries,
with Philip Morris International (PMI) a close second. Market
shares within individual countries, however, often
demonstrated a near monopoly. In the Philippines, for
example, PMI controls 92% of the cigarette market, while
BAT controls 93% and 95% in South Africa and Chile,
respectively.

Ten countries reported at least one other tobacco company
active in their country, most commonly Imperial Tobacco. A
number of domestic companies were also cited, including
one wholly government-owned monopoly (Iran). 

Methodology

By its nature, tobacco industry interference is complex and
difficult to quantify, and gathering information is made
particularly difficult since the corporations have an interest in
keeping their activities out of the public spotlight. FCA
partner Corporate Accountability International has developed
a questionnaire to guide civil society in researching, tracking
and reporting industry activities designed to prevent or
thwart meaningful public health policies. We asked our
national partners to use this questionnaire to tell us about
industry activities in their countries.

The questionnaire can be found in CAI’s “Global Tobacco
Treaty Action Guide” at http://www.stopcorporateabuse.org/
sites/default/files/GTTAG_English.pdf.

“

”

As we discussed, the ultimate means
for determining the success of this
program will be:
1) A reduction in legislation introduced 

and passed restricting or banning our
sales and marketing activities;

2) Passage of legislation favorable
to the industry;

Joshua Slavitt , Phil ip Morris, 
Tobacco Industry Youth Init iative, 1991
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1. Is your government holding
consultations with tobacco
corporations or anyone acting on their
behalf?
Article 5.3 obligates Parties to protect their health policies
from tobacco industry interests. In some cases, national law
requires a certain amount of consultation with affected
stakeholders. Such legal requirements should be seen as a
ceiling rather than a floor. 

Half (12) of respondents indicated that their governments do
hold consultations with tobacco corporations or affiliates,
including Iran’s national government monopoly. Nine indicated
that no such consultations take place, and two were unsure.

2. Are tobacco corporations
represented on any government
bodies responsible for tobacco control
or public health?
The 5.3 Guidelines require that Parties prohibit representation
of the tobacco industry on FCTC delegations or domestic
tobacco control bodies. This recognizes the inherent conflict
of interest between the tobacco industry and public health.

Only three countries (Honduras, Vanuatu and the Philippines)
reported industry representatives serving on government
public health bodies. Three additional reporters were unsure.

3. Are you aware of any former
tobacco industry officials being hired
by your government? What about any
former government officials being
hired by the tobacco industry?
Parties are obligated to prevent a “revolving door” culture
whereby the interests of the tobacco industry and the public
health community become intertwined. Many countries
already have rules to keep corporations and their regulatory
agencies at arm’s length.

Reporters in ten countries indicated that such cross-hiring
does occur, while eleven said that it does not. Many of the
countries in this latter category, however, are small
economies that do not have full-time domestic tobacco
industry employees. Two reporters were unsure.

4. Has your government entered into
any partnerships or non-enforceable
agreements with tobacco corporations,
subsidiaries, affi l iates or agents?
The 5.3 Guidelines forbid governments from entering into
voluntary agreements with the tobacco industry, even if the
purpose is unrelated to health or tobacco. Only relationships
that have the force of law (whether through the judiciary or
parliament) are permitted.

Eight countries indicated that their governments had entered
into such arrangements with the tobacco industry, while 13
reported that they had not. Two were unsure.

5. Is the tobacco industry promoting
voluntary self-regulation as an
alternative to legal, binding
regulations?
The promise of voluntary self-regulation is a typical industry
tactic to forestall mandatory laws or regulations, and is
sometimes attractive to governments who wish to avoid
additional enforcement duties.

Only five partners reported such industry activities, although
an additional three were unsure.

6. Are PMI, BAT or JT promoting their
so-called corporate social
responsibil ity (CSR)?
The World Health Organization has called tobacco industry
corporate social responsibility “an inherent contradiction”, and
the Article 5.3 Guidelines call on Parties to reject such
initiatives. Multinational tobacco companies often use CSR
activities to circumvent advertising bans, allowing them to
positively brand themselves without explicitly promoting a
tobacco product.

Half (12) of our partners reported that the tobacco industry is
running CSR campaigns in their countries, while three were
unsure. Several of the remaining countries are tiny markets
(St. Lucia, Tonga, Niue) which may escape targeting by the
industry due to their size. Three partners were unsure.
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7. Are PMI, BAT or JT running or
funding programs they claim are
designed to prevent youth smoking?
Among the most common voluntary corporate social
responsibility initiatives are programs ostensibly designed to
reduce youth prevalence, but in fact rarely result in anything
more than CSR advertising. Campaigns centered on youth
often include branded hats, t-shirts or knapsacks which
extend the marketing of industry logos.

Nine of the 23 countries reported current youth smoking
programs run by tobacco companies. Two were unsure.

For the questions above about industry interference, only 2
countries — Burundi and Tuvalu — answered “no” to all
seven.

Participating in Article 5.3 survey:

This report and these tobacco industry programs that seek to contribute to a greater social
good urge the question: how can tobacco companies reconcile their main aim, to gain a
maximum profit by producing and sell ing a deadly product, with the goals of CSR: business
norms, based on ethical values and respect for employees, consumers, communities and the
environment? How can they claim to promote transparent business practices, call ing for open
dialogue among stakeholders when public inquiries and legal testimonies in courts in countries
around the world attest to tobacco companies’ actions and strategies to conceal the deadly
nature of their products, derail work to protect public health and destroy incriminating evidence?

Tobacco industry and corporate responsibi l ity.. .an inherent contradiction

World Health Organization, February 2003

Benin
Bolivia
Botswana
Burundi
Cambodia
Chile
DR Congo
Honduras
Iran
Netherlands
Niger
Nigeria

Niue
Philippines
Saint Lucia
Samoa
Slovenia
South Africa
Sweden
Togo
Tonga
Tuvalu
Vanuatu

Responsibility: the cornerstone of BATs strategy. 

An Internet popup advertisement from Altria, an example of
corporate social responsibility campaigns.

“

”
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Introduction to Shadow Reporting on
Tax Policy

This is the first year Tobacco Watch has tracked the
implementation of FCTC Article 6, on taxation. 2012 is an
important year for this key issue, as the FCTC Conference
of the Parties will consider official Guidelines for the
implementation of tax obligations under the Convention.

Taxation is one of the most effective — and cost-effective -
measures in reducing tobacco consumption. Studies have
shown that, on average, a 10% increase in the retail price of
cigarettes will lead to a 4% drop in overall consumption, and
an impressive 7% drop among youth. In addition, increased
taxes always lead to increased government revenue.

Tobacco has been a favored target for taxation for centuries,
but until recently it was for purely economic, rather than
health, reasons. Like alcohol, tobacco is not a necessity, and
governments can raise tax rates without risking driving the
lowest socio-economic classes deeper into poverty or
famine. This rationale still holds today, but governments are
increasingly realizing the positive benefits (as opposed to
simply avoiding negative impacts) of tobacco taxes on their
most vulnerable citizens. By discouraging youth from
starting and encouraging adults to quit, tobacco taxes
literally save lives and future medical costs.

Taxation is a misleadingly simple topic. On one level, the
answer to the question “how high should tobacco taxes
be?” is simple: the higher the better. But that is not
particularly helpful for governments searching for best
practices. The World Bank recommends that taxes account
for between two-thirds and four-fifths (67-80%) of the retail
price of a pack of cigarettes, but this is not a set figure and
will vary greatly between premium and discount brands.

Since the goal of taxation from a public health perspective
is to discourage consumption, Tobacco Watch has gathered
data on the relative affordability of cigarettes in our survey
countries. 

Article 6: Taxation
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The Affordabil ity Index

The affordability of tobacco products has become an
important issue in tobacco control. As the tobacco industry
has moved its focus to the developing world they are
encountering economies that are expanding rapidly. As
economies expand, increasing incomes increase the
affordability of goods and services, including tobacco, thereby
increasing tobacco use. However, policy makers are able to
increase taxes on tobacco products to ensure that prices
rise by enough so that tobacco products do not become
more affordable, but less affordable. The World Health
Organization recommends that countries increase tobacco
taxes by enough to reduce the affordability of tobacco
products (WHO Technical Manual on Tobacco Tax
Administration, 2010).

However, due to rapid economic growth and less than
optimal tax policy, cigarettes have become more affordable in
low- and middle-income countries since 1990, and at an
increasingly rapid rate since 2000 (Blecher and Van
Walbeek, “Cigarette affordability trends: an update and some
methodological comments”, Tobacco Control, 2009). This is
in contrast to high-income countries where cigarettes
became less affordable. Research shows that where
cigarettes became less affordable, it occurred as a result of
increases in prices outweighing increases in income. A well
accepted measure of affordability is the Relative Income
Price (RIP), which measures the percentage of per capita
GDP required to purchase 100 packs of cigarettes. This
measure can be calculated in almost every country in every
year, thus allowing comparison between countries and over
time.

Article 6: Taxation
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Methodology

In each country, our reporters visited 30 vendors in three
cities and purchased cigarettes. The vendors included formal
stores, such as supermarkets and pharmacies, and, in most
countries, informal sellers such as makeshift stands on the
side of the road. Cigarettes were purchased in packs of
twenty and, where available, single sticks. Finally, two brands
were purchased, the most popular premium brand and the
most popular discount brand.

The price of each purchase was compared with the per

capita GDP of the country, resulting in the relative

affordability of cigarettes in each country.

A lower number means the cigarettes are more affordable.
Note that the sale of single sticks is illegal in a number of the
countries in the survey (although our reporters still made
purchases if available), and even where legal, single sticks are
often only sold by informal vendors. In countries with strong
and enforced licensing regimes, there is no informal sector.

Comparing affordability results is difficult, but it is clear that
there are wide discrepancies. The figures below are neither
targets nor an indication of best-practice – this is simply a
snapshot of the reality at the time the data was gathered.
The goal of all governments should be to decrease
affordability over time in order to reduce consumption.

Affordabil ity of Cigarettes

Premium Discount Premium Stick Discount Stick

Country Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal

Benin 1 5 . 2 7 1 5 . 2 7 7. 1 8 6 .9 6 0 .9 0 0.7 5 0 . 3 4 0 . 3 4

Bolivia 8 .5 8 8 .5 8 5 . 1 9 5 . 7 2 0 .5 0 0 . 3 6 0 .43 0 . 3 6

Botswana 5 .67 2 .6 8 0.4 0 0.4 0 0. 35 0 . 35

Cambodia 4 . 1 1 4 . 1 7 1 .6 4 1 . 7 9 0 .6 0 0. 3 0

Chile 2 .97 2 .47 0 . 2 1 0 . 2 1 0 . 1 6 0 . 2 0

DR Congo 1 0 6 . 1 7 1 47. 7 2 5 8 . 1 6 6 4 .6 3 6 .5 1 5 . 5 4 5 .5 4 2 . 7 7

Honduras 8 .0 4 6 .0 1 0 . 5 2 0 .5 2

Iran 5 . 8 9 3 . 1 7

Netherlands 1 . 4 8 1 . 3 0

Niger 3 9 .5 1 3 2 .4 6 2 8 . 2 2 2 2 .5 8 1 .9 8 1 .9 8 1 . 4 1 1 . 4 1

Nigeria 1 1 . 4 3 1 2 . 7 9 5 .8 1 5 . 4 4 0 .6 8 0.4 8

Philippines 3 . 7 1 4 . 4 0 1 . 7 9 2 . 1 0 0 . 2 4 0 . 2 6 0 . 1 1 0 . 1 3

Samoa 3 4 . 3 3 1 0 . 47 1 0 . 47 63 .8 2

Slovenia 1 . 8 2 1 . 5 4

South Africa 5 . 2 6 3 .0 0 0. 3 8 0. 3 8

Saint Lucia 3 .0 4 3 . 2 8 1 .97 2 .5 9 0 .6 9 0 .6 9 0 . 35 0 .4 6

Sweden 1 . 3 9 1 . 1 1

Tonga 1 4 . 2 8 9 .93 0 .76 0 .6 1

Tuvalu 1 6 .9 4 1 4 . 1 2

Vanuatu 3 2 .6 9 2 5 .8 1 2 .0 6 2 .0 6
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There is no “magic” affordability index number for
governments to target, since the figures are relative rather
than absolute. Regulatory policy should be aimed at steadily
making tobacco products less affordable over time. This
means that tax policy must be revisited periodically to take
into account changes in personal income, wholesale pricing
and other factors.

Relative Affordabil ity of Cigarette Packages

106.17
58.16

39.51
28.22

34.33
10.47

32.69
25.81

16.94
14.12

15.27
7.18

14.28
9.93

11.43
5.81

8.58
5.19

8.04
6.01

5.89
3.17

5.67
2.68

5.26
3.00

4.11
1.64

3.71
1.79

3.04
1.97

2.97
2.47

1.82
1.54

1.48
1.30

1.39
1.11
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About the Framework Convention Alliance

The Framework Convention Alliance (FCA) was founded in
1999 and is made up of over 350 organisations from more
than 100 countries working on the development, ratification
and implementation of the international treaty, the World
Health Organisation’s (WHO) Framework Convention on
Tobacco Control (FCTC). FCA is a civil society alliance
whose mission is to help develop and implement the FCTC
as the basis for effective global tobacco control. FCA’s
vision is a world free from the devastating health, social,
economic and environmental consequences of tobacco and
tobacco use. 

The FCA's Board of Directors:

Paula Johns (Chair)

Elif Dağli
Ulysses Dorotheo

Fabrice Ebeh

Fouad Fouad  

Shoba John

Luk Joossens

Cornel Radu

Melodie Tilson

The FCA is under the Directorship of Laurent Huber. 
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FCTC Parties as of February 1, 2012

Afghanistan

Albania

Algeria

Angola

Antigua and

Barbuda

Armenia

Australia

Austria

Azerbaijan

Bahamas

Bahrain

Bangladesh

Barbados

Belarus

Belgium

Belize

Benin

Bhutan

Bolivia

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

Botswana

Brazil

Brunei Darussalam

Bulgaria

Burkina Faso-

Burundi

Cambodia

Cameroon

Canada

Cape Verde

Central African

Republic

Chad

Chile

China

Colombia

Comoros

Congo

Cook Islands

Costa Rica

Cote d’Ivoire

Croatia

Cyprus

Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea

Democratic Republic
of the Congo

Denmark

Djibouti

Dominica

Ecuador

Egypt

Equatorial Guinea

Estonia

European Community

Fiji

Finland

France

Gabon

Gambia, the

Georgia

Germany

Ghana

Greece

Grenada

Guatemala

Guinea

Guinea-Bissau

Guyana

Honduras

Hungary

Iceland

India

Iran (Islamic Republic of)

Iraq

Ireland

Israel

Italy

Jamaica

Japan

Jordan

Kazakhstan

Kenya

Kiribati

Kuwait

Kyrgyzstan

Lao P.D.R.

Latvia

Lebanon

Lesotho

Liberia

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Madagascar

Malaysia

Maldives

Mali

Malta

Marshall Islands

Mauritania

Mauritius

1Mexico

Micronesia
(Federated States of)

Mongolia

Montenegro

Myanmar

Namibia

Nauru

Nepal

Netherlands

New Zealand

Nicaragua

Niger

Nigeria

Niue

Norway

Oman

Pakistan

Palau

Panama

Papua New Guinea

Paraguay

Peru

Philippines

Poland

Portugal

Qatar

Republic of Korea

Republic of Moldova

Romania

Rwanda

Russian Federation

Saint Kitts and Nevis

Saint Lucia

Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines

Samoa

San Marino

Sao Tome and Principe

Saudi Arabia

Senegal

Serbia

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

Singapore

Slovakia

Slovenia

Solomon Islands

South Africa

Spain

Sri Lanka

Sudan

Surinam

Swaziland

Sweden

Syrian Arab

Republic

Thailand

The Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia

Timor-Leste

Togo

Tonga

Trinidad and Tobago

Tunisia

Turkey

Turkmenistan

Tuvalu

Uganda

Ukraine

United Arab Emirates

United Kingdom of
Great Britain and
Northern Ireland

United Republic of
Tanzania

Uruguay

Vanuatu

Venezuela

Viet Nam

Yemen

Zambia
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