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Objectives. This study sought to
quantify television advertising exposure
achieved by tobacco companies through
sponsorship of motor sports events and to
evaluate the likely effect of the Master Set-
tlementAgreement on this advertising.

Methods. Data from Sponsors Re-
port, which quantifies the exposure that
sponsors of selected televised sporting
events receive during broadcasts of those
events, were compiled for all motor
sports events covered by the service for
the period 1997 through 1999.

Results. From 1997 through 1999,
tobacco companies achieved 169 hours
of television advertising exposure and
$410.5 million of advertising value for
their products by sponsoring motor
sports events. If tobacco companies com-
ply with the Master Settlement Agree-
ment and maintain their advertising at
1999 levels, they will still be able to
achieve more than 25 hours of television
exposure and an equivalent television ad-
vertising value of $99.1 million per year.

Conclusions. Despite a federal ban
on tobacco advertising on television, to-
bacco companies achieve the equivalent
of more than $150 million in television
advertising per year through their spon-
sorship of motor sports events. The Mas-
ter Settlement Agreement likely will do
little to address this problem. (Am J Pub-
lic Health. 2001;91:1100–1106)

Corporate sponsorship of special events is
well recognized in the marketing literature as
an important component of product promo-
tion.1–3 Sports sponsorship, in particular, is an
important and effective promotional tool.2,4–8

The tobacco industry has used sports spon-
sorship effectively to promote its products,
largely by achieving television advertising ex-
posure for its cigarette and smokeless tobacco
brands in a way that circumvents the federal
prohibition of tobacco advertising on televi-
sion.9–28 The sponsorship of televised motor
sports events has been the primary tool used by
tobacco companies to achieve continued tele-
vision exposure for their brands in the pres-
ence of the television advertising ban.20–28

In 1998, US cigarette companies spent
$125.6 million on sports sponsorship and re-
lated promotional efforts.29 The sponsorship
of motor sports events constitutes approxi-
mately 70% of tobacco sponsorship expendi-
tures.30 The multistate settlement with the to-
bacco industry attempted to contain the
promotion of tobacco through sports sponsor-
ships by limiting each tobacco company to 1
brand-name sponsorship of a sporting event or
series per year.31 This restriction goes into ef-
fect on November 23, 2001.

In this article, I evaluate the likely ef-
fectiveness of the tobacco settlement in coun-
teracting the effects of tobacco motor sports
sponsorship by describing and analyzing the
television advertising value achieved by to-
bacco companies through motor sports spon-
sorship from 1997 through 1999 and ana-
lyzing the television advertising value that
tobacco companies would achieve by com-
plying with the provisions of the Master Set-
tlement Agreement.

In the marketing literature, the primary
reason given for corporations to undertake
sports sponsorships is to achieve television ex-
posure for their companies or brands.4 Among
the established techniques for evaluating the
effect of sports sponsorships is studying the
extent of media coverage, including the dollar

equivalent of free advertising achieved.2,5–8 The
Sponsors Report, based in Ann Arbor, Mich,
specializes in valuing motor sports sponsor-
ships by analyzing televised events and quan-
tifying the amount of in-focus exposure time
and number of verbal mentions for each com-
pany and brand sponsor.32 Multiplying the in-
focus exposure time by the individual broad-
cast’s commercial advertising rate yields a
dollar value for the television advertising each
sponsor achieves. Sponsors Report clients use
this information to evaluate the effect of their
sponsorships.32

Although cigarette advertising on televi-
sion has been prohibited since 1971,33 and
smokeless tobacco advertising on television
has been prohibited since 1984,34 several stud-
ies have reported that tobacco companies have
circumvented these bans by sponsoring motor
sports events and achieving television expo-
sure of their brand names or logos.20–24,28 How-
ever, the existing data have 2 major limitations.
First, no recent data are available. The most re-
cent published data on tobacco advertising
through televised motor sports events are for
the year 1993,20,24 and only a newspaper arti-
cle mentions data for 1 automobile race from
1996.28 Second, previous studies have tended
to report overall exposure data; data broken
down by specific race series as well as specific
brands have been limited.

A considerable body of research suggests
that tobacco sports sponsorship may influence
youth smoking attitudes and behavior.35–43 This
research has found that cigarette sports spon-
sorship has profound effects on brand aware-
ness,35,36,39–41 perceived connections between
brands and sport,35–38,40,42 associations between
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cigarette brands and excitement,35 attitudes
about smoking,39,42,43 and smoking behavior.41,42

Given the widespread television adver-
tising exposure achieved by tobacco compa-
nies through sponsorship of motor sports, and
given the evidence for an effect of this spon-
sorship on youth smoking attitudes and be-
havior, addressing tobacco motor sports spon-
sorship should be an important public health
strategy. The attorneys general who negotiated
the multistate settlement with the tobacco com-
panies addressed this issue, and the resulting
Master Settlement Agreement contains provi-
sions that limit tobacco companies to a single
brand-name sponsorship of a racing series per
year.31 But few, if any, published data are avail-
able to evaluate the likely effect of this provi-
sion on exposure to television advertising for
tobacco products. For example, it is not clear
how much television advertising is currently
achieved by tobacco companies through spon-
sorship of a single racing series.

In this article, I present a current, com-
prehensive analysis of tobacco motor sports
sponsorship in the United States. I provide (1)
a complete picture of brand-specific television
advertising exposure achieved by cigarette and
smokeless tobacco companies through spon-
sorship of motor sports events during the pe-
riod 1997 through 1999 and (2) data on to-
bacco advertising achieved through motor
sports sponsorship, broken down by brand and
racing series, to evaluate the likely effect of the
Master Settlement Agreement’s limitations on
tobacco company sponsorship.

Methods

Data Sources

A service of Joyce Julius and Associates
(Ann Arbor, Mich), Sponsors Report quanti-
fies the exposure that sponsors of selected tel-
evised sporting events receive during broad-
casts of those events.32 The service covers
most nationally televised motor sports events
for racing series that originate in the United
States.

Sponsors Report measures the national
television exposure achieved by event spon-
sors by calculating the clear, in-focus exposure
time (the time that a sponsor’s name or logo
can be readily identified by an unbiased
viewer) during the event broadcast for each
sponsor’s company or brand name or logo.
The number of verbal mentions of each spon-
sor during the broadcast is also recorded. The
dollar value of the advertising exposure real-
ized through the appearance and verbal men-
tion of sponsor names and logos on television
is estimated by multiplying the clear, in-focus
exposure time by the individual broadcast’s

nondiscounted or estimated cost for com-
mercial advertising. The broadcast’s adver-
tising cost per 30 seconds is used to generate
a value per second, and this figure is multi-
plied by the number of seconds of in-focus
exposure time. Verbal mentions are valued at
10 seconds each, and this time is combined
with the in-focus exposure time in deriving
an advertising dollar value.

Thus, the exposure value determined by
Sponsors Report is an approximation of the
amount a sponsor would have to pay to achieve
the same exposure time via a paid television
advertisement during that broadcast. Sponsors
Report also estimates race attendance and total
television viewing audience. The data in Spon-
sors Report have become the industry standard
for measuring the television exposure value of
sports sponsorship. No other service provides
this information.

We obtained from Sponsors Report the
comprehensive motor sports packages for
1997, 1998, and 1999. The package includes all
Sponsors Report event issues that the research
staff compiled during this time. These reports
include data for 11 automobile racing series
during each of the 3 years. The total number of
automobile racing events covered in our data
was 205 for 1997, 216 for 1998, and 211 for
1999 (632 races for all 3 years combined), and
the total number of television broadcasts was
599 for 1997, 547 for 1998, and 600 for 1999
(1746 broadcasts for all 3 years combined).
The number of broadcasts exceeds the num-
ber of events because some networks air re-
plays of the events.

Data Extraction

We extracted from the Sponsors Report
data the event audience and television view-
ing audience for each race in each of the rac-
ing series. We also extracted the total in-focus
exposure time, number of verbal mentions, and
equivalent advertising dollar value for each to-
bacco sponsor reported for each racing series.
We summed these values over each racing se-
ries and year to obtain estimates of the brand-
specific advertising value achieved for each
cigarette and smokeless tobacco brand for each
racing series and year and of the total event au-
dience and television viewing audience for each
racing series and year.

Note that the sum of event audiences
given for each racing series likely represents
unduplicated audiences (i.e., distinct individ-
uals) because the events tended to take place
in different geographic locations. However,
the sum of event audiences across different
racing series and the sum of television audi-
ences represent a duplicated audience esti-
mate (i.e., not distinct individuals). Many of
the same individuals probably view multiple

automobile races; thus, for example, a total
viewing audience of 50 million for a racing
series does not mean that 50 million different
people viewed an event but that the total of
the individual viewing audiences for each
event is 50 million.

Results

In 1999, the 11 racing series in our study
comprised 211 events and 600 broadcasts that
were televised by 10 networks (3 broadcast and
7 cable stations). The races were attended by a
total of 17.3 million people (average of ap-
proximately 82000 per race) and watched on
television by an average of 2.4 million viewers
per race (Table 1). The average television au-
dience per race ranged from 300000 for the
Indy Lights Championship to 6.8 million for
the National Association of Stock Car Auto
Racing (NASCAR) Winston Cup series. To-
bacco companies achieved a total of $156.8
million of advertising exposure through these
races. The highest tobacco advertising value
achieved within a single racing series was
$100.0 million for the NASCAR Winston Cup
series.

During 1999, nine brands of cigarettes
and smokeless tobacco products achieved a
total television exposure time of 56 hours and
54 minutes and a total of 8408 verbal men-
tions through the 11 racing series in our study
(Table 2).The greatest exposure time (22 hours,
11 minutes, 44 seconds) and number of ver-
bal mentions (3462) were achieved through
the NASCAR Winston Cup series. The great-
est advertising exposure achieved by a single
brand within a single racing series was the 19
hours, 29 minutes, and 40 seconds of adver-
tising exposure; 3345 verbal mentions; and
$87.9 million of advertising value achieved by
Winston through the NASCAR Winston Cup
series.

During the period 1997 through 1999,
tobacco products achieved between 55 and 57
hours of television exposure per year and be-
tween $123 million and $157 million in tele-
vision advertising value per year through
motor sports sponsorship, for a total of 169
hours of exposure and $410.5 million of ad-
vertising value during the 3-year period
(Table 3). Brands with the highest achieved
television advertising value during this period
were Winston ($305.8 million), Skoal ($32.2
million), Marlboro ($22.1 million), and Kool
($18.1 million).

The analysis of the effect of the Master
Settlement Agreement on achieved television
advertising of cigarettes showed that if the 3
cigarette companies that currently sponsor
motor sports comply with the settlement by re-
stricting themselves to the sponsorship of 1



July 2001, Vol. 91, No. 71102 American Journal of Public Health

TABLE 1—Televised Motor Sports Series: Audience Statistics and Equivalent Dollar Value of Tobacco Advertising, 1999

Tobacco
Average Equivalent Advertising

No. of Total Viewing Dollar Value Value as
Races Viewing Audience Total Average of Tobacco Percentage of
(No. of Audience, per Race, Attendance, Attendance Advertising, Total Value for

Racing Series Networks Telecasts) Millions Millions Millions per Race Millions All Sponsors

NASCAR ABC, CBS, NBC, TNN, 34 (108) 230.6 6.8 4.4 130088 100.0 7.0
Winston Cup TBS, ESPN/2

NASCAR Busch ABC, CBS, NBC, TNN, 32 (81) 81.6 2.5 1.9 58208 18.3 3.1
TBS, ESPN/2

CART ABC, ESPN, ESPN2 20 (40) 42.5 2.1 2.5 126208 11.5 5.4
Championship

Special eventsa CBS, TNN, SUN, FOXSP, 8 (13) 14.1 1.8 0.4 52625 11.3 19.7
ESPN/2

NHRA Winston ABC, TNN, FOXSP, SPDV, 23 (108) 30.3b 1.3b 2.3 101172 10.6 10.0
Drag Racing ESPN/2

NASCAR Truck ABC, CBS, ESPN/2 25 (66) 33.5 1.3 0.9 34184 2.9 1.5
ARCA Series TNN, TBS, SPDV, FOXSP, 20 (48) 19.8 1.0 0.6 29455 1.4 3.7 

ESPN/2
Indy Racing League ABC, FOXSP, ESPN/2 12 (17) 18.8 1.6 0.8 67500 0.7 0.5
Indy Lights ESPN2 12 (25) 3.9 0.3 1.4 112775 0.1 2.9

Championship
SCCA Trans-Am TNN, FOXSP, SPDV 13 (50) 18.4 1.4 1.1 81304 0.01 0.1
Barber Dodge ESPN2 12 (44) 4.7 0.4 1.1 89213 0.006 0.4 

Pro Series
Total (11 series) 10 networks 211 (600) 498.3 2.4 17.3 81954 156.8 5.6

Note. NASCAR=National Association of Stock Car Auto Racing; ESPN/2=ESPN and ESPN2; SPDV=Speedvision; FOXSP=Fox Sports
Network; SUN=Sunshine Network; CART=Championship Auto Racing Team; NHRA=National Hot Rod Association; ARCA=Automobile
Racing Club of America; SCCA=Sports Car Club of America.

aIncludes The Winston and selected races from the NASCAR Slim Jim All Pro Series, Featherlite Modified Tour Series, and Busch North
Series.

bViewer audience figures for NHRA Winston Cup Series indicate the number of households viewing the event; data on number of individual
viewers were not available for this series.

racing series per year (and choose as their
brand-name sponsorship the event series for
which they achieved the greatest advertising
value in 1999), the total achieved television ad-
vertising value per year by the 3 companies
will be $99.1 million, or 70.4% of the actual
1999 advertising value achieved by these com-
panies (Table 4). R.J. Reynolds, through Win-
ston sponsorship of the NASCAR Winston
Cup series, could continue to achieve a televi-
sion advertising value of $87.9 million, or
68.1% of the company’s current achieved ad-
vertising value. Brown & Williamson, through
Kool sponsorship of a Championship Auto
Racing Team, could continue to achieve a tel-
evision advertising value of $8.4 million, or
99.3% of the company’s current achieved ad-
vertising value. Philip Morris, through Marl-
boro sponsorship of a Championship Auto Rac-
ing Team, could continue to achieve a television
advertising value of $2.8 million, or 86.8% of
the company’s current achieved advertising
value. The companies would still achieve more
than 25 hours of exposure and 3408 verbal
mentions for their cigarette brands per year.
This analysis assumes, of course, that compa-
nies do not increase their advertising presence
at these racing series.

Discussion

To the best of my knowledge, this is the
first systematicevaluationsince1993of tobacco
television advertising achieved through motor
sports sponsorship in theUnitedStates.Despite
a federalbanon theadvertisingof tobaccoprod-
ucts on television, during the period 1997
through 1999, tobacco companies were able to
achieve 169 hours of television advertising ex-
posure and $410.5 million of advertising value
for theirproductsbysponsoring televisedmotor
sportsevents.Although theFederalTradeCom-
mission (FTC) does not collect data on this em-
bedded television advertising, the $123.3 mil-
lionin televisionadvertisingachievedbytobacco
companies in 1997 represents 21% of the total
reported cigarette advertising expenditures
through newspapers, magazines, outdoor ad-
vertisements, and transit advertisements for that
sameyear($575.7million).29The$156.8million
in television advertising value achieved by to-
baccocompanies in1999represents76%oftheir
television advertising budget in 1970 in nomi-
nal dollars ($205.0 million)29 and 18% of their
1970televisionadvertisingbudget inrealdollars.

Not only are tobacco companies success-
ful in achieving a high level of tobacco adver-

tising for their products, but also the potential
exposure to this advertising is great. In 1999,
a total of 17.3 million people (average of 82000
per race) attended the 211 races in our sam-
ple, and these events were viewed on televi-
sion by an average of 2.4 million people per
race.

The Master Settlement Agreement limits
each cigarette company to 1 brand-name spon-
sorship of a racing series per year, beginning in
November 2001.31Although the settlement was
widely reported to have limited each company
to sponsorship of a single event,44,45 the text of
the agreement states that “sponsorship of a sin-
gle national or multi-state series or tour . . .
constitutes one Brand Name Sponsorship.”31

My analysis of the potential effect of this set-
tlement provision indicates that if the cigarette
companies comply with the provision and also
do not increase their advertising presence at
races from 1999 levels, the companies still will
be able to achieve a combined total of more
than 25 hours of television exposure, more than
3000 verbal mentions, and an equivalent an-
nual television advertising value that represents
over 70% of the 1999 advertising value. Thus,
the tobacco settlement is unlikely to have any
major effect on the marketing of cigarettes
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TABLE 2—Televised Motor Sports Series Achieved Tobacco Advertising,Total and by Most Advertised Brand: 1999

Total
Total Total Equivalent Total

Achieved No. of Advertising Two Most Total Total Equivalent
Exposure Verbal Dollar Value, Heavily Achieved No. of Advertising

Tobacco Brands Time, All Mentions, All Brands, Advertised Exposure Verbal Dollar Value,
Racing Series Advertised Brandsa All Brands Millions Brands Timea Mentions Millions

NASCAR Camel, Kodiak, Levi Garrett, 22:11:44 3462 100.0 Winston 19:29:40 3345 87.9
Winston Cup Marlboro, Skoal, Winston Skoal 01:50:05 53 7.9

NASCAR Busch Marlboro, Red Man, Skoal, 06:48:13 1506 18.3 Winston 05:43:11 1431 16.0
Winston Red Man 00:57:50 75 2.1

CART Camel, Kool, Marlboro, 06:01:30 113 11.5 Kool 04:29:50 61 8.4
Championship Winston Marlboro 01:28:37 2 2.8

Special eventsb Skoal, Winston 01:10:40 356 11.3 Winston 01:07:15 353 10.8
Skoal 00:03:23 0 0.4

NHRA Winston Copenhagen, Kodiak, 14:55:03 2480 10.6 Winston 13:17:48 2369 9.9 
Drag Racing Marlboro, Skoal, Winston Copenhagen 01:20:32 111 0.6

NASCAR Truck Kool, Marlboro, Red Man, 03:47:32 180 2.9 Winston 03:16:10 180 2.5
Skoal, Winston Marlboro 00:10:59 0 0.1

ARCA Series Copenhagen, Red Man, Skoal, 00:47:19 264 1.4 Winston 00:46:59 261 1.4
Winston Red Man 00:00:00 3 0.009

Indy Racing Marlboro, Skoal, Winston 00:19:14 21 0.7 Winston 00:13:57 21 0.5
League Skoal 00:03:05 0 0.08

Indy Lights Kool, Marlboro, Winston 00:43:46 20 0.1 Marlboro 00:23:29 0 0.06
Championship Kool 00:19:37 16 0.06

SCCA Trans-Am Marlboro, Winston 00:04:11 6 0.01 Marlboro 00:04:11 0 0.009
Winston 00:00:00 6 0.002

Barber Dodge Kool, Marlboro, Red Man, 00:04:48 0 0.006 Winston 00:02:32 0 0.003 
Pro Series Winston Marlboro 00:01:20 0 0.002

Total (11 series) 9 brands 56:54:00 8408 156.8 Winston 44:01:13 8020 129.1
Skoal 02:11:02 53 8.6

Note. NASCAR=National Association of Stock Car Auto Racing; CART=Championship Auto Racing Team; NHRA=National Hot Rod
Association; ARCA=Automobile Racing Club of America; SCCA=Sports Car Club of America.

aExposure time is recorded in units of hours:minutes:seconds.
bIncludes The Winston and selected races from the NASCAR Slim Jim All Pro Series, Featherlite Modified Tour Series, and Busch North

Series.

TABLE 3—Tobacco Advertising Achieved Through Televised Motor Sports Events, by Brand: 1997–1999

1997 1998 1999 Total (1997–1999)
Achieved Equivalent Achieved Equivalent Achieved Equivalent Achieved Equivalent
Exposure Dollar Value, Exposure Dollar Value, Exposure Dollar Value, Exposure Dollar Value,

Brand Timea Millions Timea Millions Timea Millions Timea Millions

Camel 03:12:51 11.4 00:01:05 0.05 00:00:14 0.05 03:14:10 11.5
Kool 03:35:23 1.9 06:54:04 7.8 04:49:54 8.5 15:19:21 18.1
Marlboro 12:24:17 11.9 06:38:49 7.0 02:11:29 3.2 21:14:35 22.1
Winston 31:16:22 80.4 33:25:18 96.2 44:01:13 129.1 108:42:53 305.8
Copenhagen 00:46:19 0.5 01:10:12 1.5 01:20:33 0.6 03:17:04 2.7
Kodiak 01:17:27 4.8 01:06:28 3.4 00:39:23 3.1 03:03:18 11.3
Red Man 00:19:24 0.3 00:50:50 1.2 01:03:42 2.2 02:13:56 3.7
Skoal 04:26:50 11.9 04:04:01 11.7 02:11:02 8.6 10:41:53 32.2
R.J. Reynolds 00:00:21 0.2 00:00:12 0.3 00:00:17 0.3 00:00:50 0.8
US Tobacco 00:00:00 0 00:58:46 1.2 00:36:09 1.1 01:34:55 2.2

Totalb 57:19:26 123.3 55:09:57 130.4 56:54:00 156.8 169:23:23 410.5

aExposure time is recorded in units of hours:minutes:seconds.
bTotal slightly exceeds sum of entries in table because small amounts of advertising for Doral, Newport, and Levi Garrett are not included as

table entries.

through motor sports sponsorship. Moreover,
the assumption that cigarette companies would
maintain advertising at current levels is un-
likely to hold; even without a restriction on
sponsorship, Winston has steadily increased
its annual television advertising value achieved

through the Winston Cup series from $57.1
million in 1997 to $87.9 million in 1999.

The Master Settlement Agreement actu-
ally may allow cigarette companies to sponsor
multiple racing series, because it lists
NASCAR as an example of a single racing se-

ries.31 If this interpretation is correct, then the
Master Settlement Agreement would have even
less of an effect on cigarette marketing through
motor sports sponsorship. For example, R.J.
Reynolds could choose to continue Winston
sponsorship of the NASCAR Winston Cup,
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TABLE 4—Analysis of Effect of Master Settlement Agreement on Realized Television Advertising Through Motor Sports
Sponsorship (Assuming No Increase in Brand-Specific Television Advertising Exposure From 1999 Levels)a

Estimated Estimated
Estimated Estimated Equivalent Advertising Value

Probable Probable Achieved No. of Dollar Value of as Percentage of
Brand Racing Series Nature of Exposure Verbal Advertising, Actual 1999 Value

Company Chosen Chosen Sponsorship Timeb Mentions Millions for Companyc

R.J. Reynolds Winston NASCAR Winston Cup Series/Event 19:29:40 3345 87.9 68.1
Brown & Williamson Kool CART Championship Team 04:29:50 61 8.4 99.3
Philip Morris Marlboro CART Championship Team 01:28:37 2 2.8 86.8

Total 25:28:07 3408 99.1 70.4

Note. NASCAR=National Association of Stock Car Auto Racing; CART=Championship Auto Racing Team.
aThis table presents the exposure time, number of verbal mentions, and equivalent dollar value of television advertising for cigarettes that

would be achieved through motor sports sponsorship if cigarette companies comply with the Master Settlement Agreement (by limiting
themselves to 1 brand-name sponsorship per year) and continue their advertising presence for allowed sponsorships at their 1999 levels. It
is assumed that companies would choose as their brand-name sponsorship the event series for which they achieved the greatest advertising
value in 1999.

bExposure time is recorded in units of hours:minutes:seconds.
cActual 1999 advertising value is the total achieved television advertising value for all cigarette brands produced by that company that gained

advertising exposure through televised motor sports events (R.J. Reynolds: Camel and Winston; Brown & Williamson: Kool; Philip Morris:
Marlboro).

NASCAR Busch, and NASCAR Truck series.
At 1999 advertising levels, the company would
achieve annual television exposure of 28 hours
and an advertising value of $106 million for
its Winston product by sponsoring these 3 se-
ries. This represents 82% of the advertising
value R.J. Reynolds achieved in 1999 for all
its cigarette products through all racing series
covered by Sponsors Report.

Thisstudyprobablyunderestimatedthetrue
amountof televisionadvertisingvalueachieved
by tobacco companies through sponsorship of
motorsports, forseveral reasons.First,notevery
racingeventorseries iscoveredbySponsorsRe-
port.Forexample,noneof the internationalFor-
mulaOneracesare included,even thoughmany
of these racesarebroadcast in theUnitedStates.

Second, television shows about racing
were not included in the study. For example,
Blum22 reported that during a single month
(January 1989), Winston achieved more than
58 minutes of exposure through the “Inside
Winston Cup” television show alone.

Third, exposure of cigarette brand names
and logos through sports and racing magazines
was not captured by this study. For example, a
spring 2000 special issue of ESPN The Maga-
zine featured a front-page picture of 2 race-car
drivers with the words “Winston Cup 2000.”46

This amounted to the equivalent of a free front-
page advertisement for the Winston product.

Fourth, exposure to on-site promotions
and advertising that accompany tobacco-
sponsored racing events was not captured by
this study. The Master Settlement Agreement
allows tobacco companies to continue the
marketing, distribution, and sale of specialty
item merchandise at the site of their chosen
brand-name sponsorships and to continue

outdoor and billboard advertising at the site
of a brand-name sponsorship for a 3-month
period around each sponsored event.31

Fifth, the advertising dollar equivalents
reported in this article refer to only broadcasts
in the United States. In some cases, motor
sports events are recorded and broadcast in
other countries, so that additional advertising
value for the sponsorship dollar is obtained.

The results of this study are particularly
alarming in light of the effect tobacco motor
sports sponsorship has on youth smoking atti-
tudes and behaviors35–43 and the growing pop-
ularity of car racing among youths.8,47,48 Ac-
cording to the Washington Post, “NASCAR is
targeting young customers with everything
from amusement parks to NASCAR Barbie,
grooming its next generation of fans even as
TV ratings and race-day attendance soar.”47

One potential criticism of this research is
that short, repeated exposures to brand logos on
race cars may not be as effective as an unin-
terrupted 30-second television commercial.
However, a recent study that compared brand
recall following exposure to a television clip
of a NASCAR race or a 30-second commercial
found that brand recall and attitudes toward
advertised brands were significantly better for
products that appeared prominently on race
cars.49 Multiple brief exposures during a race
may be more powerful than uninterrupted ex-
posure during a commercial because people
may leave the room during a commercial or
may enter into conversation or become dis-
tracted.8 In addition, people generally do not
recognize sponsorship as a tool of persuasion,
so they are not likely to generate counterargu-
ments, as they may do in response to a recog-
nized advertisement. Several studies have doc-

umented high levels of brand awareness, brand
recall, and brand loyalty for sponsoring prod-
ucts among automobile racing fans.8,11,50–52

Several strategies could be used to coun-
teract the tobacco industry’s use of motor sports
sponsorship as a promotional tool. As early as
1986, legislation was introduced into Congress
that would have eliminated brand-name spon-
sorship of sporting events by tobacco compa-
nies.24 The recently overturned Food and Drug
Administration tobacco regulations also would
have eliminated tobacco brand-name sponsor-
ship of sporting events.19 Several states in Aus-
tralia have enacted legislation that eliminates
tobacco sponsorship of sport and allocates a
portion of cigarette tax revenues to provide an
alternative source of funding for sports spon-
sorship.10,53–55 Sports sponsorship itself has
been used as a tool to promote health mes-
sages.56,57 Several organizations have used au-
tomobile races to counterpromote tobacco.23,58

A California-based project has created a
tobacco-free racing car and team that competes
in motor sports events.59

An alternative approach that does not in-
volve the enactment of new legislation or fund-
ing of new programs is simply enforcing the
provisions of the Cigarette Labeling and Ad-
vertising Act. A strong precedent exists for this:
in 1996 and 1997, the Department of Justice
used the act to force tobacco companies to re-
move cigarette billboards from more than a
dozen stadiums and arenas throughout the
country.60–62 The Department of Justice ob-
tained court orders against Philip Morris in
1995 to prevent it from placing cigarette ad-
vertisements in arenas and stadiums so that
they would be in view of television cameras,
and the company entered into a 10-year consent
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agreement to remove all signs from locations
in professional baseball, basketball, football,
and hockey arenas that may reasonably be ex-
pected to appear on television programs.60–62

There is no reason that the Department of Jus-
tice could not also use the Cigarette Labeling
and Advertising Act to force the removal of
cigarette logos and advertisements from loca-
tions likely to appear on television during au-
tomobile racing events. A legal ruling exists
that supports the authority of the Department
of Justice to address the problem of tobacco
company circumvention of the Cigarette La-
beling and Advertising Act through embedded
television commercials.63

A precedent also exists for the FTC to en-
force the ban on television advertising of
smokeless tobacco products contained in the
Comprehensive Smokeless Tobacco Health
Education Act of 1986.64,65 In 1991, the FTC
entered into a consent agreement with Pinker-
ton Tobacco Company, in which the company
agreed to discontinue advertising smokeless
tobacco products on television by placing its
brand name and logo in areas likely to be
viewed by television cameras during sponsored
truck and tractor events.64,65 There appears to
be no reason that the FTC could not take sim-
ilar action with regard to the widespread
smokeless tobacco product advertising on tel-
evision achieved through motor sports spon-
sorship documented in this study.

This study found that despite a federal ban
on tobacco advertising on television, tobacco
companies achieve the equivalent of more than
$150 million in television advertising per year
through their sponsorship of televised motor
sports events and that the Master Settlement
Agreement likely will do little to address this
problem. If public health practitioners are seri-
ous about reducing tobacco use, they must find
an effective way to counteract this major form
of tobacco product promotion.
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