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Background 

In the “Daring to Dream” Project, we explored attitudes towards supply-side focused ‘endgame’ tobacco 
control approaches and how they can be best communicated to a range of audiences. We report on phase 
two of this study in which we explored smoker and non-smoker views about the vision of a smoke-free 
New Zealand (NZ) and one of the possible means to achieve it - the creation of a not-for-profit distribu-
tion agency (or regulated market model) as proposed by Borland (Tob Control 2003;12:374-82). 

Methods

We recruited members of the public (N=24) to attend four focus groups in Whanganui in June 2009 
comprising: Māori smokers (7); Non-Māori smokers (6); Māori non-smokers (7); and non-Māori non-
smokers (5). We gave a 20 minute presentation which set out the extent of the public health problem 
posed by tobacco in NZ and outlined the vision of a tobacco-free NZ by 2020 in which children would be 
free from exposure to tobacco and smoking prevalence is close to zero. We argued that new approaches 
would be needed to achieve the tobacco-free vision, and that one such approach was a Tobacco-Free 
Commission (TFC) - see box. 

We tested the degree of understanding of the TFC and sought reactions to the notion of a tobacco-free 
NZ and the TFC. The focus groups were transcribed and analysed using thematic analysis.

Results

Support for a tobacco-free NZ
There was strong support for the tobacco-free NZ vision among all participants. The reason most com-
monly given for supporting the vision was to protect children. 

“But for kids not to smoke I think is – it’s a great thing to bring in.  I’d hate 
my kids to start smoking.” (non-Māori smoker)

Others supported the vision due to the need to reduce deaths caused by tobacco.

“I think it needs to be done.  I think it’s necessary.  When you look 
at the statistics of tobacco related deaths, it is – yeah, it is necessary.             
(Māori smoker)

Understanding and support for the TFC
The concept was mostly well understood, though it was not possible to fully investigate the depth of un-
derstanding of participants.
Responses were mostly very positive. Some expressed their support in relation to specific measures 
which the TFC might facilitate, for example plain (unbranded) packaging, licensing of and reducing the 
number of tobacco retailers, and no point-of-sale displays. 

“…. getting smokes out of sight, and maybe restricting the amount of dairies 
[small local convenience stores] … close to schools, that would be good”, 
(non-Māori smoker)

Others expressed specific support for the TFC idea, even if it seemed to go against their short-term in-
terests as a smoker.

 “I like the idea, but I know I’m cutting my own throat by agreeing with it.  
Because it’s working towards going against what I really really enjoy.  But –  
so yeah, I think it would work.  It’s a good idea.” (Māori smoker)

Again the reason for supporting the TFC approach was often brought back to the need to protect chil-
dren from tobacco.

“…I’d hate for my children to start smoking, or have to suffer like that  - you 
know they get lung cancer …it’d (the TFC) be great.” (Māori non-smoker)

Concerns about the TFC
There were some concerns, with the most common being the feasibility of establishing the TFC. For 
example, participants noted that it would be vigorously opposed by the tobacco industry. Some argued 
that the key issue was whether the government could be convinced about the TFC idea, and one partici-
pant thought that selling the idea of tobacco purchasing by the agency would be a hard sell.

“The biggest message… the hardest one … will be the actual purchasing of 
tobacco.  I can see ... the plain packet stuff, that’ll be easy to sell that to the 
government.  But the concept of trying to cut smoking by buying smoking is 
a really out-there concept.” (Māori smoker)

Several participants discussed the governance and membership of the TFC. For example, one Māori 
smoker felt that decisions about who was appointed as commissioner could become a ‘political game’ 
and that governance had to be sorted out before the operational arrangements. Others argued that mem-
bers of the tobacco industry and politicians must be excluded and that smokers should be included. One 
participant noted that it was important that bureaucracy be kept to a minimum.
Finally, some smokers expressed concerns about the specific measures that a TFC might introduce. For 
example, some smokers had (misplaced) concerns that plain packaging would mean that they would 
not be able to buy their preferred brand. 

Conclusions

We were able to successfully communicate a complex and radical supply-side endgame policy inter-
vention to members of the public, including smokers. Although some concerns were identified, under-
standing and support for the tobacco-free vision and TFC were generally high. 
The findings provide guidance on how endgame ideas might be communicated. Important elements in 
communicating a complex and radical supply-side endgame policy appeared to include: 

(i) an outline of the problem; 

(ii) a tobacco-free vision; and 

(iii) a simple model of a tobacco supply system. 

The protection of children from any contact with tobacco resonated well with respondents as a rationale 
for the proposed intervention. The findings suggest such measures could gain public understanding and 
support, and that testing the ideas on wider audiences would be valuable. 
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The Tobacco-Free Commission 

The TFC was described as a semi-autonomous not-for-profit government agency 

with a public health mandate, which would act as a monopoly purchaser and 

distributor of tobacco products. It would control the supply of tobacco, and facilitate 

and promote measures to reduce smoking prevalence. Examples of measures 

given included banning point-of-sale tobacco displays, introducing plain packaging, 

and licensing and controlling the number of retailers that could sell tobacco. 

“Yeah.  Just don’t fail.  Just don’t. You 
know, make it work, make it happen.”                  
(Māori smoker-on the idea of a tobacco-free NZ)


