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W HO have estimated that 
it will cost between $9 
and $14 million dollars 

to negotiate a protocol if it is com-
pleted by 2010. That’s an annual 
cost of around $4 million dollars, 
equal to the lost European tax 
revenue from just two smuggled 
containers of 10 million cigarettes 
each. 

By com-
parison, in the 
fifteen coun-
tries in the EU 
in 2004 over 
500 contain-
e r s  we re 
seized, and 
this was less 
than 1% of the 
amount esti-
mated to be 
s m u g g l e d 
within the EU 
that year.  
One can argue 
over the odd million here or there, 
and the budget certainly needs to 
be properly costed, but it’s still a 
pittance compared to the scale of 
the illicit trade in tobacco. 

Tobacco smuggling is a big 
problem, and not just in Europe. 
All round the world organized 
crime gangs and terrorists are 
finding the illicit trade in tobacco 
an easy way to make money. Paki-
stan estimated that it lost over 
$100 million in revenue from the 
illicit cigarette trade in 2005, while 
Brazil lost $620 million in revenue 
in 2006. Worldwide the total 

losses from illicit trade in tobacco 
have been estimated to range from 
$40 to 50 billion a year. 

This is a global problem which 
requires global solutions. Guide-
lines are not sufficient, which is 
why COP 1 acknowledged “the 
need to further develop the obliga-
tions set out in Art. 15 in an inter-

n a t i o n a l l y 
legally bind-
ing instru-
ment”, in 
other words, 
a protocol. 
Elimination 
of i l l ic it 
trade, which 
i n c l u d e s 
counterfeit as 
w e l l  a s 
smuggling of 
manufactur-
ers’ product, 
requires a 
comprehen-

sive set of measures additional to 
those set out in FCTC, which 
again requires a protocol. And as 
can be seen from the scale of the 
losses, there is potentially a mas-
sive financial benefit to be gained 
from a protocol. 

Between 2003 and 2005 the 
state of California introduced a 
system of licensing and a tax 
stamp with covert and overt mark-
ings. Both are important steps on 
the way to a comprehensive illicit 
trade protocol. 

The cost of introduction was 
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T he soul of Africa is on the 
line as Big Tobacco re-
cently matched plans with 

action by opening manufactur-
ing plants in Senegal, Mauritius 
and other African 
countries. 
Without a collective 
strong position at 
this meeting to 
checkmate the at-
tempted partition-
ing of Africa by the 
industry, the poor-
est African nations 
will suffer. 

The industry is 
exploiting weak leg-
islation to do its 
massive marketing 
drive. The African 
continent is already 
beset by epidemics 
of disease, and Afri-
can leaders cannot 
stand by and allow 
the tobacco indus-
try to inflict the 
tidal wave of dis-
ease and death that tobacco will 
bring. The death toll from to-
bacco will rise greatly in Africa 
by 2020, if nothing concrete is 
done now. 

The African leaders’ response 
to the issue of tobacco related 
diseases and deaths is at odds 
with the usual calls for action in 
the face of other epidemics. 

There is chance now to stop 

this epidemic by taking a collec-
tive position. Africa needs to 
work as one and follow the ex-
ample of the European Union 
(EU). The African Union must 

rise to the occasion of preventing 
needless deaths through a com-
mon instrument that will ensure 
all African countries ratify and 
begin speedy implementation of 
the Framework Convention on 
Tobacco Control (FCTC). 

This COP-2 presents African 
delegates with an opportunity to 
walk the talk of making Africa a 
place to live without fear of a 

tobacco inspired epidemic. 
The problem of illicit trade is 

one that Africa must combat and 
there is provision for this al-
ready under Article 15. 

Addressing the 
problems posed by 
illicit trade in to-
bacco products re-
quires a comprehen-
sive and cooperative 
multilateral ap-
proach. It is thus 
necessary for Africa 
to make active con-
tribution that will 
drastically reduce 
smuggling of ciga-
rettes into the conti-
nent and within the 
continent itself. 
The delegates must 
take this opportu-
nity once and for all 
to save the lives of 
young people who 
have access to the 
smuggled cigarettes 
sold at lower prices, 

making cigarettes available 
cheaply therefore increasing 
consumption and undermining 
efforts to keep young people, in 
particular, from smoking.  

A stitch in time saves nine, 
goes the popular saying, so it is 
time to stitch it in Africa now. 

 
—Adeola Akinremi 

Nigeria 
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Africa must unite 

$9.2 million over two years but the additional reve-
nue gathered in the two subsequent years was 
many times this: $75 million. The cost of the high 
tech tax stamp system now in use in California is 
estimated at less than one cent a pack, borne by 
the tobacco industry. 

High tobacco prices through taxation are one of 
the most effective means of encouraging smokers 
to quit and preventing young people from starting 

smoking in the first place.  To make such strate-
gies work the evil that is illicit trade must be effec-
tively tackled — for this we must have a protocol. 

It would be a false economy indeed if this were 
to be delayed or denied for want of the value of two 
smuggled cigarette containers a year. 

 
-— Deborah Arnott 

Action on Smoking and Health 
(London) 

 

 

What price a protocol? 
(cont. from p. 1) 

The Marlboro cowboy rides into Mozambique 
(picture: Paula Johns) 
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E n matière commerciale 
et de publicité, l'article 
L3511-3de la Loi Evin 
interdit en France de-

puis 1991 « la propagande ou la 
publicité, directe ou indi-
recte, en faveur du tabac, 
des produits du tabac ou 
des ingrédients (…) 
contraire[s] aux objectifs 
de santé publique (…). ». 

Mais si la pub s’est tue, 
elle n’est pas morte. Elle 
s’est simplement repliée 
sur les derniers supports 
qui lui restent (le paquet 
et la cigarette) et s’adresse 
à tous les autres sens des 
consommateurs (la vue, 
l’odorat, le goût). 

La fin des années 1990 
a en effet vu apparaître 
des séries limitées de pa-
quets « fun » décorés et du 
style bande dessinée. En 
2006 la Cour de Cassation 
a reconnu que la décora-
tion sur les paquets com-
me une forme de publicité 
prohibée par la loi Evin, ce 
qui a poussé l’industrie du tabac 
à innover. 

Après le paquet, le dernier 
support de communication qui 
reste aux fabricants est la cigaret-
te elle-même. C’est ainsi qu’on a 
vu apparaître ces derniers temps 
en France de nouvelles cigarettes 

« bonbon » aromatisées aux par-
fums enfantins de friandises ; 
rappelant fortement le marketing 
des boissons « pre-mix » mêlant 
alcool et soda. Ces cigarettes dé-

gagent également pendant la 
combustion une forte odeur de 
chocolat chaud ou de Barbapapa. 

Adaptées aux petits budgets, 
elles sont vendues moins cher 
que les autres cigarettes (4,50 € 
au lieu de 5 €) – et visent mani-
festement un public très jeune, 

encore insuffisamment protégé 
par la loi d’interdiction de vente 
de tabac aux mineurs de moins 
de 16 ans que  74% des cas des 
buralistes n’appliquent pas. Et de 

fait, elles rencontrent un 
grand succès chez les adoles-
cents car elles facilitent l’ini-
tiation tabagique en mas-
quant le goût âcre du tabac 
et en assimilant l’acte de fu-
mer à un plaisir gourmand 
qui fait oublier le risque ta-
bagique et renforce la dépen-
dance. 
En attendant l’interdiction de 
ces cigarettes qui ciblent de 
toute évidence les plus jeu-
nes, l’industrie du tabac dé-
pense sans compter ses mil-
lions pour innover sans cesse 
et contourner une loi. 
Vivement que se mettent en-
fin en place des autorités na-
tionales de régulation des 
produits du tabac et de la 
nicotine telle que recomman-
dée par la CCLAT ! 
 

— Emmanuelle Béguinot  
Comité national contre le taba-

gisme 
France  

Evolution récente du marketing des cigarettiers pour 
attirer les jeunes fumeurs 

Nouvelle forme de publicité : 
le paquet 

 
FCA members at 
the unveiling of 
the death clock, 

yesterday at 
UNCC 
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Adopt the Article 8 Guidelines for Protection From 
Tobacco Smoke 

A rticle 8, on protection from 
exposure to tobacco smoke, 
is one of the most impor-

tant elements of the Framework 
Convention. 

As the treaty itself acknowl-
edges, exposure to tobacco smoke 
causes widespread death, disease 
and disability. Recent expert re-
ports from France, the United 
Kingdom and the United States 
have further documented these 
deadly health consequences, un-
derscoring the importance of this 
key treaty provision. 

The treaty text on secondhand 
smoke is short and broadly 
worded, however. It calls for effec-
tive protection against exposure to 
tobacco smoke in indoor work-
places, public transport, and in-
door public places, but provides 
little information about the spe-
cific measures likely to have the 
greatest impact. 

To assist the Parties in achiev-
ing this goal, guidelines are 
needed. In fact, Article 7 of the 
treaty expressly directs the Con-
ference of the Parties to “propose 
appropriate guidelines” for the 
implementation of Article 8. 

The first session of the Confer-

ence of the Parties chose to accord 
“the highest priority” to developing 
guidelines on Article 8, with a goal 
of presenting recommendations to 
this session of the Conference of 
the Parties. (Decision FCCT/COP1
(15)). 

Even without guidelines, in-
creased understanding of the sci-
entific evidence has hastened the 
adoption of legislation. Already 
more than 200 million people are 
protected by strong smoke-free 
laws, with fully comprehensive 
legislation in place in Ireland, 
Uruguay, New Zealand, Iran, Ber-
muda, Scotland, Wales and North-
ern Ireland and many sub-
national jurisdictions. 

Now, drawing on the practical 
experience of these and other ju-
risdictions, a working group, act-
ing through an inclusive and 
highly transparent process (see 
sidebar article), has presented the 
COP with draft guidelines that will 
offer Parties invaluable assistance 
in implementing Article 8 and re-
ducing exposure to secondhand 
smoke. 

The guidelines identify the 
most important principles under-
lying effective legislation, suggest 

definitions for key terms, and 
identify “best practices” for devel-
oping legislative text, educating 
the public, and implanting the 
law. 

No element of the proposed 
guidelines is more important than 
the principle that effective meas-
ures require the creation of 100% 
smoke-free environments. This is 
the starting point for implementa-
tion of Article 8. 

This means that all indoor 
workplaces and indoor public 
places should be smoke-free. 
Smoking areas or “designated 
smoking rooms” are not an ac-
ceptable alternative. Policies must 
protect everyone, and not just 
“special” or “vulnerable” popula-
tions. Ventilation, filtration and 
other engineering approaches are 
not effective alternatives. 

Protections should be univer-
sal. Exemptions for particular set-
tings are not justified on the basis 
of health. If exemptions are con-
sidered for other reasons, they 
should be minimal, and Parties 
should strive to provide universal 
protection as quickly as possible. 

Piecemeal measures, which 
(Continued on page 5) 

Article 8 Guidelines: 
A Model of Transparency 
 
The proposed Article 8 guidelines are not only the first 
guidelines developed for the FCTC, but also a model for 
guideline development. The process by which they were 
created sets an example of inclusively, openness and 
transparency. 

With Ireland, Finland and New Zealand offering to 
serve as Key Facilitators, and with support from WHO’s 
Tobacco Free Initiative as the Convention Secretariat, a 
structure for guidelines was agreed upon, and a decision 
was made to ensure an open process by convening a 
consultative working group of Partners and civil society 
representatives. 

The working group met in Dublin, Ireland, with the 
active participation of Key Facilitators Ireland, Finland 
and New Zealand, and Partners Cameroon, Djibouti, 
France, Germany, Hungary, Jamaica, Madagascar, 
Mali, Mexico, Panama, Peru, Sweden, Thailand, the 
United Kingdom, Uruguay and Vanuatu, as well as the 

European Commission and invited experts from civil 
society. 

Through three days of work, the group debated a 
wide range of perspectives and worked successfully to 
achieve consensus. Based on the consensus of views in 
Dublin, draft guidelines were developed by the Key Fa-
cilitators and reviewed by the Partners. 

The revised draft was then circulated for input by 
Reviewers Cape Verde, Marshall Islands, Norway and 
Palau. The further-refined draft was then reviewed by 
the Bureau of the Conference of the Parties before cir-
culation to all Parties in preparation for the COP. 

Civil society expresses its sincere appreciation to all 
those who made this process a model of openness and 
responsiveness. 

Through the leadership of the Key Facilitators, the 
diligence of the Secretariat, and the active contributions 
of each of the Parties, the process moved quickly to pro-
duce guidelines that reflect not only the consensus of 
the participants, but also the state of the scientific evi-
dence and the best practices from around the world. 

Thank you to all who contributed to this success! 
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carve out exceptions for bars or 
other settings, for example, or 
which attempt to prescribe in-
creasing areas of coverage, lead to 
enforcement problems, public con-
fusion, and perceptions of unfair-
ness. 

Protective measures must also 
be designed for effective implemen-
tation: with mechanisms for in-

spections, clear responsibilities for 
compliance, and appropriate sanc-
tions for violation. They must ac-
tively involve civil society in both 
the creation and implementation of 
the law, and provide for the educa-
tion and involvement of the public. 

The proposed guidelines offer 
Parties a valuable roadmap for im-
plementing Article 8. They should 
be adopted without changes. 

A lunchtime briefing on Tues-
day 3 July will explain the guide-
lines’ importance, and delegates 
can find more information in the 
recommendations and briefing pa-
per available from the Global 
Smoke-free Partnership and the 
Framework Convention Alliance. 

 
— Doug Blanke 

Global Smokefree Partnerships 

(Continued from page 4) 

A revolution is taking place in 
Nigeria and in turn the developing 
world. A few observers have com-
pared it to the Biblical fight be-
tween David and Goliath. 

For the first time in this part of 
the world, the Big Tobacco is being 
challenged. The stage for this 
benchmark fight was set on May 2, 
2007 when the Lagos State Govern-
ment, in conjunction with the Envi-
ronmental Rights Action/Friends of 
the Earth Nigeria (ERA/FoEN), filed 
a $22-billion suit  against several 
major tobacco transnationals (BAT, 
Philip Morris etc.) and their Nige-
rian subsidiaries. 

This is the first such case in 
this part of the world that seeks to 
make tobacco companies pay for 
the damages their products have 
inflicted. In the suit filed at the La-
gos High Court, the state govern-
ment and ERA/FoEN claimed that 
the defendants recently admitted 
that tobacco smoking has severe 
health implications, including but 
not limited to cancer, cardiovascu-
lar and pulmonary complications. 

The state government is being 
represented in the suit by the At-
torney General, Prof Yemi Osibanjo, 
who is a Senior Advocate of Nigeria. 
In the suit, the state government 
and ERA/FoEN added that in spite 
of the obvious knowledge of the 
adverse effects of their products, 
the defendants have surreptitiously 
and fraudulently targeted young 
and underage persons in their ad-
vertising and marketing. 

This they do through the use of 
market surveys and sophisticated 
advertising, such as the use of mu-
sic, cinema and fashion, to attract 
and addict young and underage 
persons to smoking. They also ac-
cused the manufacturers of free 

distribution of cigarettes to chil-
dren at their events. 

According to the suit filed by the 
state government and the NGO, the 
manufacturers’ mandatory health 
warnings inscribed on cigarettes 
packs are ineffective, as the defen-
dants promote retail sales by the 
stick which have no such warnings. 

It adds that this retail strategy is 
also a significant causal factor of 
youth smoking as it encourages 
easy access to the products. 

The claimants also state that 
because of the stricter control of 
marketing of tobacco in America 
and other developed economies, the 
manufacturers have turned their 
marketing strategies to the less 
developed world, especially Nigeria 
with its teeming population. 

One of the state government’s 
demands is to restrain the sale of 
tobacco products within 1,000 me-
tres of schools, hospitals, cinemas, 
playhouses or locations, children's 

shopping areas, childcare facilities 
or such other public places across 
the state. 

It is also seeking an order of 
mandatory injunction to compel 
the defendants to fund a tobacco 
control programme to be adminis-
tered and controlled by an inde-
pendent third party to be appointed 
by the Lagos State Government. 
The tobacco control programme is 
to be targeted at minors and young 
persons under18 years old. 

The claimants base their action 
on negligence, public nuisance, 
restitution, strict liability and con-
spiracy to commit actionable 
wrongs, among others by the defen-
dants. According to the claim, the 
actions of the defendants have 
forced the state government to 
spend large sums of money treating 
tobacco-related diseases in its 
health facilities across the state. 
Last year alone, there were 9,527 
reported cases of tobacco related 
diseases in Lagos State hospitals 
and at least N316,000 ($2,500) per 
month was spent on each of these 
cases. 

According to ERA Executive Di-
rector, Nnimmo Bassey: “The case 
is a significant step in tobacco con-
trol campaign in Africa. This case 
will ultimately protect the largely 
uninformed and addiction- prone 
consumers in Nigeria from the 
profit-driven nicotine gassing of our 
people, and help to reduce poverty 
by discouraging resource wastage 
through tobacco intake.” 

Kano, Gombe and Oyo states 
have followed the lead of Lagos 
State and filed suit against tobacco 
companies. 

—Olayinka Oyegbile 
Lagos, Nigeria 

Fighting Big Tobacco: Nigeria sets the pace 

The suit is meant “to recoup public money 
spent on treating tobacco-related ailments as 
well as secure declarative judgements to pro-
tect our children from the tobacco industry,” 

says Akinbode Oluwafemi, 
programme manager of ERA/FoEN. 
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Argentina: un país que sigue ausente en la Conferen-
cia de las Partes para el CMCT de la OMS 

A rgentina es el único país de 
Sudamérica que a la fecha, 
no ha ratificado el CMCT y 

que por lo tanto permanente afue-
ra de los avances y negociaciones 
del Convenio de la OMS para con-
trolar la epidemia de tabaco en el 
mundo. 

A pesar de la creación de un 
programa Nacional para el control 
del Tabaco en el año 2003 en el 
Ministerio de Salud de la Nacion 
que desarrollo una fuerte tarea de 
educación y promocion para el 
control del tabaco en el pais, y de 
los esfuerzos numerosos de varias 
provincias que trabajaron en pro-
gramas provinciales y 
sancionaron leyes de 
control de tabaco, las 
acciones no fueron su-
ficientes para conse-
guir la ratificacion. 

Cuales son los ar-
gumentos por los cua-
les Argentina justifica 
ser el único país de 
todo Sudamérica que 
ha dicho “NO”, al pri-
mer tratado de salud 
publica internacional, 
que tiene como propósito controlar 
la primer causa de muerte preveni-
ble en el mundo?  

La respuesta es simple: los ne-
gocios fueron priorizados por enci-
ma de la salud de la población. 
Uno de los argumentos para obsta-
culizar la ratificación es el empo-
brecimiento de las provincias pro-
ductoras de tabaco. Dicho argu-
mento pierde fuerza, cuando 
además de que la evidencia cientí-
fica muestra lo contrario, los 
hechos muestran que grandes pro-
ductores de tabaco como Brasil 
han ratificado el convenio.  

La defensa de los intereses de la 
industria tabacalera en la Argenti-
na por encima de la defensa de la 
salud de la población tiene una 
larga historia, en donde hubo un 
sistemático fracaso de aprobación 
de leyes efectivas de control de ta-
baco hasta la fecha. En abril de 
2007 el proyecto de ley presentado 
por el Ministro de Salud de la Na-
ción y firmado por el propio presi-

dente de la Nación, perdió estado 
parlamentario sin haber sido apro-
bado.  

En el año 2005 y con el apoyo 
financiero de RICT/IDRC, Canadá, 
un equipo de investigadores (Raul 
Mejia, Veronica Schoj, Laura Flo-
res y Eliseo Perez Stable) llevó a 
cabo un estudio para determinar 
las estrategias de la Industria ta-
bacalera para obstaculizar la ratifi-
cación del CMCT en Argentina. 

Para ello se revisaron diarios y 
documentos de la Industria Taba-
calera y se llevaron a cabo nume-
rosas entrevistas en profundidad 
con legisladores, agentes guberna-

mentales y activistas del control 
del tabaco. También se revisaron 
todos los proyectos de ley vigentes 
en el congreso nacional.  

De acuerdo a dicho estudio, los 
principales obstáculos para la rati-
ficación del CMCT fueron estrate-
gias de lobby que desarrollaron 
tanto la Federación Argentina de 
Productores de Tabaco como la 
Industria Tabacalera sobre diver-
sos sectores del gobierno (poder 
ejecutivo y legislativo) y sobre los 
medios de comunicación, particu-
larmente en la prensa local de la 
provincias productoras de tabaco.  

Los argumentos del sector pro-
ductor se basan en las perdidas 
económicas que las provincias ta-
bacaleras podrían sufrir como con-
secuencia de la ratificación y de la 
inviabilidad de la reconversión del 
área tabacalera. 

La industria tabacalera, en 
cambio, se opone a través de un 
lobby directo sobre legisladores, 
tanto diputados como senadores, 

con quienes mantienen reuniones 
frecuentes generando maniobras 
de obstaculización y flexibilización 
de la sanción de leyes efectivas 
para el control de tabaco. Se hace 
también un trabajo de lobby en el 
ministerio de economía en donde 
ha sostenido negociaciones para 
frenar el incremento de precio del 
tabaco.   

En resumen, existe una clara 
decisión política de priorizar los 
negocios, por encima de la protec-
ción de la salud de la población, 
que se evidencia en: 

La no ratificación del CMCT a 
pesar de que todo América del sur 

ya forma parte de dicho 
convenio. 
• El fracaso sistemático 
de la sanción de leyes 
efectivas de control en el 
nivel nacional, inclusive 
del proyecto de ley pre-
sentado por el actual mi-
nistro de salud de la na-
ción. 
• La falta de implemen-
tación de un programa 
eficaz de reconversión de 
cultivo de tabaco. 

• El sostenimiento de subsidios 
económicos para la producción 
de tabaco 

• Los acuerdos de Economía con 
la Industria tabacalera para 
limitar el aumento de precio del 
tabaco. 
¿Cuanto tiempo mas Argentina 

piensa quedar afuera del tratado 
que ya integra el 90% de los países 
miembros de la OMS?  

¿Será posible que el mundo en-
tero esté equivocado?  

 
—Dra. Veronica Schoj 

Coordinación Programa GRANTAHI  
(Grupo Antitabaco Hospital Italia-

no), 
Buenos Aires, 

Argentina 
Consultora regional de la Funda-
ción Interamericana del Corazón  

Argentina: sin ratificación. Con sello bello. 
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Campaign from below 
Civil Society Initiative in Tobacco Control 
movement in Nepal 

T he tobacco epidemic is a 
global problem. That single 
recognition forced the World 

Health Organization (WHO) into a 
global action, when it initiated the 
process of formulating the FCTC in 
the year 2003. Nepal signed the 
treaty on 3rd December 2003. But 
the ratification process was delayed 
due to an unstable government and 
political conflict at the time. 

The conflict meant that the pri-
ority for Nepal was conflict manage-
ment and peace, therefore pushing 
FCTC ratification to the back-
burner. According to the constitu-
tion of Nepal, only the parliament 
can ratify the international conven-
tion and treaty. The focus of the 
government was on 
conflict management 
and peace and as a 
result, no parliament 
was held: therefore, 
ratification could not 
be debated. 

However, with the 
success of a mass 
movement in April 
2006, Nepal entered 
into a new era. The 
unity of political par-
ties and the democ-
ratic movement to 
liberate the citizens 
from the autocratic 
rule of the king was 
very encouraging. 
Parliament was rein-
stated to voice the public concern 
as the highest legislative body. 

The new era of governance 
brought in by the reinstatement of 
the parliament gave people hope 
and the Nepalese government rati-
fied FCTC on 7th November 2006 
after continuous pressure from the 
civil society groups.  

After the ratification of the 
FCTC, the government has recently 
drafted a Tobacco Control Law. This 
is expected to be passed by the par-
liament. 

Nepal is now in the process of 
political transition after a decade of 
political tumoil. It is hoped that the 
forthcoming constituent assembly 

election in December 2007 will give 
a new direction to governance. This 
is the right time for the political 
parties to include the tobacco con-
trol as a major part of their political 
agenda. 

Challenges  
Although civil society and local 

government have initiated different 
activities, including banning of to-
bacco use in public places, the lack 
of tobacco control legislation and 
the absence of an enforcement 
mechanism have affected the to-
bacco control programme. Uncon-
trolled marketing, sponsorship and 
promotional advertisement in print 
media by the tobacco companies 

are actively exploited. 
Recently, Nepal has become a 

safe haven for the tobacco compa-
nies: the neighbouring countries of 
India, Bhutan and Bangladesh have 
enacted strong tobacco control 
laws. In order to achieve compre-
hensive legislation and its effective 
implementation in Nepal, continued 
lobbying and pressure on the gov-
ernment from civil society is very 
important. 

However, national and multina-
tional tobacco companies have 
massive resources and there is a 
high chance of manipulation for 
delaying the FCTC implementation 
process by the government from the 

tobacco lobby.  

National Pressure Group against 
Tobacco 

The Resource Centre for Primary 
Health Care (RECPHEC), an FCA 
member, formed a Tobacco Control 
Network in 2002. There is a need to 
further develop strong and in-
formed networking at various levels 
to achieve the desired ultimate goal 
of public health. A “National Pres-
sure Group against Tobacco” was 
formed to pressure the government 
to formulate and effectively imple-
ment tobacco control law in line 
with FCTC obligation. 

Until community organizations 
are strengthened, the tobacco con-

trol movement cannot 
reach the grassroots. That 
is why in Nepal, RECPHEC 
has 604 NGOs in 31 dis-
tricts which have joined in 
this health right and anti-
tobacco movement.  
These district networks 
mobilize their own re-
sources and RECPHEC 
provides campaign materi-
als. Review sessions are 
held every six months to 
build strong solidarity for 
action. 
Other major activities un-
dertaking by the network 
are mass awareness cam-
paign, organization of dis-
trict-level workshops and 

protection of youths from tobacco 
use. 

Despite these national and dis-
trict-level initiatives, anti-tobacco 
activists face challenges confronting 
reactionary forces, including the 
king. There is a need to help the 
drafting committee produce a 
strong bill, as the first draft of the 
Tobacco Control Law is very weak 
and tobacco companies have been 
working hard to delay the process.  

 
— Shanta Lall Mulmi 

Executive Director 
Resource Centre for Primary Health 

Care 

Rally programme organized on the occasion of World No To-
bacco Day at the district level 



T here may be some people who believe that 
trends in the global tobacco leaf market 
have little to do with public health, tobacco 
control or effective implementation of the 

FCTC. 
However, for tobacco-growing countries, it is of 

vital political importance that the fate of growers 
should be discussed under the COP so as to speed 
implementation at the national level. 

Moreover, there is a clear obligation on Parties: 
the treaty contains an article about providing eco-
nomically viable alternatives to growers (Article 17), 
as well as an article on environmental harm (Article 
18), and of course Article 20 on assistance to devel-
oping countries. 

Brazil, the world’s largest tobacco leaf exporter 
and second largest producer, is a good example of 
the need to continue the work on alternatives to 
tobacco crops. If it were not for support from small 
farmers’ associations during the ratification battle, 
Brazil would probably not even be a Party to the 
FCTC. 

Supporting the work of the study group on alter-
native crops would account for a small percentage 
of the proposed biennal budget ($100,000 out of 
$8,000,000, which is less than the overall contribu-
tion by tobacco-growing countries). Discussing this 
issue under the COP also helps to leverage coopera-
tion with FAO, World Bank and others. 

Even as leaf production, with all its economic, 
social and environmental costs, is shifting from de-
veloped to developing countries, the bulk of tobacco 
profits continues to flow from developing to devel-
oped countries. The developed Parties to the Con-
vention who used to grow tobacco or who are home 
to cigarette transnationals cannot ignore the prob-
lem now. 

Mozambique is another good example of how the 
globalized tobacco industry uses growers to inter-
fere with tobacco control in some developing coun-
tries. Mozambique has not ratified the FCTC yet 
and the major arguments against it are based on 
the importance of the tobacco industry for the de-

velopment of the country. These were the same ar-
guments used in Brazil to delay passage of the Con-
vention in Congress for more than two years. 

It is important for the global community to send 
the message that we care about the situation of 
small tobacco farmers and that we are collectively 
not willing to leave them in the hands of the global 
tobacco market, led by the tobacco industry, with-
out giving them opportunities for alternative liveli-
hoods. 

Brazil sponsored the first study group meeting 
held in Brasília last February, has created a na-
t i o n a l  p r o -
gramme for alter-
native crops in 
the tobacco-
growing regions 
and needs the 
COP as a moral 
umbre l la  to 
make the case 
for that issue at 
the national 
level. 
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To England, for following the lead of Scotland, Wales 
and Northern Ireland and thereby making the entire 

United Kingdom smoke-free as of yesterday. 

Orchid Award 

Dirty Ashtray Award 

To countries who have not paid their voluntary 
assessed contribution on time. 

You know who you are. So do we! 

Should work on alternatives to tobacco growing 
continue under the auspices of the COP? 

Children harvesting tobacco  
Picture: Jorgen Schytte/Still Pictures 

 


