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Aim 1:  Policy Surveillance
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Specific Aims

Aim 1: Compile a historical data set of codified law 
(statutes, regulations, and case law) and policies 
affecting retail tobacco product prices 
• cigarette & other tobacco product excise taxes, tax stamps

• Minimum pricing/markup policies

• policies addressing direct purchases/sales

• tribal compacts and other policies targeting reservation sales

• policies limiting price promotions

• policies strengthening tax and MSA administration and 
enforcement
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Policy Collection Process

• Initial Research
• Relevant statutes and regulations identified in Lexis
• 8 Pilot states: CA, MA, NY, OK, OR, PA, VA, WA

• Verification
• Sources: Westlaw, State Case Law, Attorney General 
Opinions, Law Reviews, State Websites, SCLD, STATE

• Develop Coding Scheme

Coding Parameters: 2001-2015
• Year One - Laws in effect as of January 1, 2012
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Progress – Broad View

Tier 1: Coding Scheme Completed/Year One Coding Initiated
• Cigarette Tax 
• Minimum Markup 

Tier 2: Coding Scheme and Law Verification in Progress
• OTP Tax
• Tribal Taxation

Tier 3: Law Collection and Verification in Initial Stages
• Direct Sales
• MSA
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Cigarette Tax

State laws related to the use of tax stamps, meter 
impressions, or other indicia to indicate payment of state 
and local taxes on cigarettes.

Status: 
• Coding scheme developed 
• Testing scheme against pilot states
• Final adjustments being made to coding scheme as necessary
• Decision Rules document being formed to guide future coding
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Cigarette Tax: Scope

All 51 states tax cigarettes, and 48 of them utilize tax stamps.
• 3 of the 51 states use recordkeeping in lieu of tax stamps.

Tax Stamp 
States

Recordkeeping
States:

NC, SC, ND
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Cigarette Tax: Areas of Interest
Stamps:
• Encryption/Anti-Counterfeit Technology

Taxation:
• Border Zone Tax Rates
• Enabling/Preemption Laws

Penalties:
• Broad view of cigarette tax-related penalties 
*Note: Due to a wide variance of penalties across all states, this category has 
been simplified to reflect the presence of general enforcement mechanisms in 
regards to both 1st offenses and graduated penalties. (e.g. Fines, 
Imprisonment, License Revocation/Suspension)
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Minimum Markup
State laws promoting fair competition through the creation 
of minimum pricing schemes for cigarettes and OTP.

Status: 
• Coding scheme complete
• Relevant laws collected and verified
• Illustrative PATH charts being developed for all 32 states
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Minimum Markup: Scope
32 of the 51 states utilize some form of minimum markup laws.

Minimum 
Markup

Minimum 
Pricing

(Tobacco Specific)

Minimum 
Pricing

(Non-Tobacco Specific)
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Minimum Markup: Types
Minimum Markup
Require adding a specific retail or wholesale markup percentage to the basic (or 
invoice) cost of cigarettes and OTP.

• 26 States: AK, AR, CT, DE, DC, IN, IA, KY, LA, MA, ME, MD, MN, MS, MT, NE, NJ, 
NY, OH, OK, PA, RI, SD, TN, WV, WI

Minimum Pricing (Tobacco Specific)
Prohibit selling cigarettes below retail or wholesale cost. No corresponding 
markup percentage is applied.

• 3 States: ID, NV, WA

Minimum Pricing (Non-Tobacco Specific)
Prohibit sales below cost, but do not specifically mention tobacco.  Included 
here because these states’ courts have applied these general minimum pricing 
laws to cigarettes. No corresponding markup percentage is applied.

• 3 States: CA, CO, HI
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Minimum Markup: Illustrations
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Minimum Markup: Illustrations
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Minimum Markup: Illustrations
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Minimum Markup: Areas of Interest
• OTP Application 

• Only three states apply their minimum pricing laws to OTP: 
•Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Wisconsin

• Complexity of pricing formulas 

• Trade Discounts: 
• Who may use them?
• Where are they located within the pricing formula?

• Coupons, Rebates, and Concessions
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OTP Tax
State laws related to the distribution and application of tax 
stamps, meter impressions, or other indicia used to indicate 
payment of state excise taxes on OTP.

Status: 
• Laws collected
• Verification in progress
• Coding scheme in initial stages.

Areas of Interest:
• Differential treatment of OTP types
• Emerging products (e.g. e-cigarettes, dissolvables, etc.)
• Roll-Your-Own machines
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OTP Tax: Scope
50 of the 51 states tax OTP; only 7 states use tax stamps.

OTP Tax Stamps:
AL, DE, GA, LA, NH, OK, TN

OTP Taxation
(No tax stamps utilized)

No OTP Taxation
(Pennsylvania)
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Tribal Taxation
State and tribal laws related to the taxation of cigarette and 
OTP on tribal lands.

Status: 
• State laws collected
• Verification of state laws in progress
• Tribes targeted for internal law collection; some internal tribal laws collected.
• Coding scheme in initial stages

Scope: 22 of the 51 states have laws related to tribal tobacco taxation
• AK, AZ, CA, FL, ID, IA, KS, MI, MN, MT, ND, NE, NM, NV, NY, OK, OR, SD, UT, WA, WI, WY

Areas of Interest:
• State’s jurisdiction over tribal sales
• State laws touching on state-tribe relationship
• Internal tribal laws governing taxation of cigarettes and OTP.
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Direct Sales/MSA
Direct Sales 
State laws either prohibit or restrict the sale of cigarettes through the mail, by 
phone, online, or through other non-face-to-face means.  Most are in 
conjunction with the PACT Act, a federal law enacted in 2010 to curb 
widespread state cig tax evasion.

• Scope: 41 of the 51 states have Direct Sales laws.
• States without direct sales laws: CO, DC, GA, IA, KY, MS, NE, NH, NC, SC

MSA
State laws requiring compliance with the Master Settlement Agreement’s 
reporting and monetary requirements. Distinguishes between “participating” or 
“non-participating” manufacturers. 

• Scope: All 51 states have MSA/related laws.

Status: Laws for both categories have been collected  and are awaiting 
verification.



Aim 2: Tobacco Pricing & Promotion
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Specific Aims

Aim 2: Assess the impact of price-related policies on 
retail prices and price-reducing promotions for tobacco 
products
• Combines policy data from Aim 1 with data from:

• BTG-COMP observational data collections

• Self-reported data on prices and price promotions from multiple 
surveys

• Store-based scanner data on prices and price promotions
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• Engaged in analyzing retail outlet observational data in 150+ nationwide 
communities per year

• 1999-2003 (available for comparative trend analysis)
• 2010-2012 (n=154,157,161 communities)

• Several descriptive analyses underway

• POS Data will be merged with tobacco policies to:
• Assess the impact of price-related policies on retail prices and price-
reducing promotions (Aim 2)
• Assess the impact of tobacco product prices, price reducing 
promotions, and related policies on tobacco product purchasing 
behaviors (Aim 3)
• Examine the impact of tobacco product prices, price-reducing 
promotions, and related policies on tobacco use behaviors from MTF 
and expanded ITC survey (Aim 5)

Point of Sale Observations
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• Product Availability and Placement
• Traditional products, including loose/rolling tobacco and moist snuff
• New products: snus, e-cigarettes, dissolvable products by brand
• Flavored and unflavored cigar products

• Product Pricing and Promotion
• Marlboro, Camel, Newport, Cheapest cigs
• Marlboro and Camel snus
• Cheapest pipe tobacco (no promotion data)

• Interior Marketing
• Presence of cigs, snus, moist snuff, dissolvable product ads
• Type and characteristics of tobacco ads, including health content

• Exterior Marketing on Building Exterior and Property
• Counts of cigs, snus, moist snuff, dissolvable product ads

• OTC NRT Availability and Store Exterior Characteristics

BTG-COMP  2012 Tobacco Instrument
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• Convenience sample  in 120 food stores in 50-mile buffer around 
Chicago MSA conducted in January, 2010

• Two raters coding independently in each store

BTG-COMP  Tobacco Instrument Reliability 
Analysis (preliminary)

Item Category # Items  
with 
calculated 
Kappa or 
ICC

% with substantial 
agreement 
(Kappa  or ICC 
.61 – 1.00)

Product Availability 15 87%

Product Pricing 10 100%

Product Promotions 13                   31%

Interior Marketing 23 78%

Exterior Marketing 13 38%
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• School Enrollment Zone 

•2nd year Monitoring the Future public middle and high schools
• 2008 Focus Groups confirmed adolescents stay pretty close to school  
and home to eat

• May be multiple policy jurisdictions surrounding the school enrollment zone

• Environmental observations in food stores, tobacco stores, fast food 
restaurants, parks, physical activity facilities, school grounds and on streets

BTG-COMP Community Definition 

# Communities # Policy 
Jurisdictions

2010 154 360
2011 157 378
2012 161 Still under review
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• Centralized management
• Field Service Manager located at UIC, 9-7 ct telephone coverage
• All field staff live in Chicago MSA
• 3.5 week interactive training (tobacco : 5 hours plus reviews, sampling, field procedures)

• Field teams consist of 2 people, may be multiple teams per site
• Rotate every 3 weeks
• Teams return every Friday, and fly out Monday am
• Average 10-12 teams per week

• Field materials
• Use UPS to ship materials to/from site
• Each team has a car GPS and a hand-held GPS unit
• Each person carries own manual and help sheets

BTG-COMP Field Logistics •SafetyS

•QualityQ

•EfficiencyE
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• Identify SIC Codes and purchase InfoUSA and Dun & Bradstreet data
• Supplemented with store names including “Dollar,” “99 cents,” “Value”

• Added Walmart, Target, K-Mart, Meijer 

• Merge InfoUSA and Dun & Bradstreet data, and de-duplicate

• Screen over 12,000 businesses (food store, fast food, pa facilities) by phone
• Additional 40% ineligible (e.g., business closed, not reached, did not meet criteria)

• Sample stores from business lists; add stores in field to account for errors 
in business lists 

BTG-COMP Sampling Approach:
Preparation of Business List Sample
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Food Stores with Tobacco Sales (n=2,429)
• Supermarket (n=274)
• Grocery (n=132)
• Limited Service (n=2023)

Convenience 
Gas
Pharmacy
Small Discount Store (e.g., Dollar General, 99cent Store)
Liquor store if sells drinks and snacks and 5 or more food items

Tobacco Stores (n=154)
• Primarily engaged in retail sales of cigarettes, cigars, tobacco and other   
smokers’ supplies.  At least 50% of its merchandise is tobacco or 
smoking-related.

• Not a food store, cigar/tobacco/hookah club or lounge

BTG-COMP Tobacco Outlets (preliminary, 2012)
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Availability of Tobacco Products in Stores which 
Sell Cigarettes, 2010 and 2011

Barker DC, Jackson K, Huang J, Slater SJ, Chaloupka FJ, unpublished, March 2013.
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By African American and White Quartiles, 2011
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Little Cigars

Flavored Cigarillos/
Little Cigars

Notes: The following comparisons are significantly different at p < 0.05
African American Quartiles: flavored cigarillos / little cigars:  Overall and Low vs. High
White Quartiles: no significant difference
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Notes: The following comparisons are significantly different at p < 0.05:
African American Quartiles: Newport: and Cheapest Low vs. High
Latinos Quartiles: Newport and Marlboro: Low vs. High

Resnick EA, Jackson KL, Barker DC, and Chaloupka FJ. Cigarette Pricing Differs by U.S. Neighborhoods – A BTG Research Brief. 
Chicago, IL: Bridging the Gap Program, Health Policy Center, Institute for Health Research and Policy, University of Illinois at
Chicago, 2013. www.bridgingthegapresearch.org.

African American Quartiles Latino Quartiles
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Cheapest Cigarette Pack

• Data collectors instructed to look for the lowest priced cigarette sold by the 
pack in regular or king size (95 mm). 

• Told it could be a premium brand and/or same as recorded for Marlboro, 
Newport/Kool or Camel

• Multiple brands same price---first code Marlboro- Newport- Kool-Other 

• Preliminary 2011 Data Top 5 by Brand:
% of 
Stores

Average
Price

Pall Mall 33% 4.19
Maverick 12% 4.92
Pyramid 10% 4.15
L&M 8% 4.82
Marlboro 
Red

5% 6.45
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Percent of Stores with Premium Brand 
Promotions, by Store Type
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Barker DC, Jackson K, Huang J, Slater SJ, Chaloupka FJ, unpublished, March 2013.
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Presence of In-Store Promotions, 
% Retail Stores with Tobacco Products, 
2010 and 2011 (weighted)

*p <.001
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Percent of Stores with Interior Cigarette Ads 
Away from Cash Register, by Store Type
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Barker DC, Jackson K, Huang J, Slater SJ, Chaloupka FJ, unpublished, March 2013.
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Presence of Interior Cigarette Advertising
% Retail Stores that Sell Tobacco Products, 
2010 and 2011 (weighted)

*p <.0001
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Presence of Interior Snus Advertising
% Retail Stores that Sell Tobacco Products, 
2010 and 2011 (weighted)

*p <.001
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Presence of Exterior Advertising
% Retail Stores that Advertise Cigarette and Snus Products, 
2010 and 2011 (weighted)

*p <.001
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Barker DC, Jackson K, Huang J, Slater SJ, Chaloupka FJ, unpublished, March 2013.



Aim 3: Purchase Behaviors
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Specific Aims

Aim 3: Assess the impact of tobacco product prices, price 
reducing promotions, and related policies on tobacco 
product purchasing behaviors
• Combines policy data from Aim 1 and price data from Aim 2 with 
various survey data on:

• tobacco product and brand choices (substitution, switching-down, 
etc.)

• purchase type and location (single pack vs. carton; discount 
outlets; reservations and cross-border; etc.)

• use of price-reducing promotions ( e.g. multi-pack offers, coupons)

• differences by age, gender, SES, race/ethnicity, tobacco use



47Title of Presentationwww.bridgingthegapresearch.org

Methods

• Probability sampling methods are used to generate a 
pool of phone numbers from which Computer-Assisted 
Telephone Interviewing (CATI) staff call. 

• The interviewer asks screening questions regarding 
the size of household, and asks to speak to the adult 
whose birthday is coming up next.

• The interviewer conducts a short tobacco use 
screening survey to determine whether the selected 
adult has used any tobacco products in the past 12 
months. 
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Methods
• The interviewer indicates that, to thank the respondent for 

his/her time, we will send a check for $20. 
• The survey takes approximately 45 minutes. 
• Survey questions include:
Tobacco product use history and current tobacco 

product use
Beliefs about tobacco use, for example, beliefs about 

the health effects of smoking
Warning labels: salience, perceptions of effectiveness, 

and reports of respondent’s reactions to the labels
Price of tobacco products and location/frequency of 

product purchases
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Preliminary Results
• April 2013 - Completed Adult Tobacco Survey in 161 communities where POS 
observations were conducted; 1,441 completed surveys

Products Current Users Former Users
Cigarettes 1013 (70.2%) 86 (6.0%)
E-cigarettes 97 (6.8%) 84 (5.9%)
Regular Cigars 131 (9.1%) 43 (3.0%)
Cigarillos 128 (8.9%) 64 (4.4%)
Little Filtered Cigars 69 (4.8%) 38 (2.6%)
Pipe 45 (3.1%) 11 (0.8%)
Hookah 37 (2.6%) 15 (1.0%)
Snus 19 (1.3%) 9 (0.6%)
Smokess Tobacco 96 (6.7%) 25 (1.7%)

Dissolvable Tobacco 4 (0.3%) 0 (0.0%)
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Preliminary Results
•E-cigarette use

E-Cigarette use Number (percent of sample)
Never used 990 (68.7%)
Current daily users 25 (1.7%)
Current someday users 72 (5.0%)
Experimented (1 or fewer) 233 (16.2%)
Recent (<12 months) former user 84 (5.8%)
Long term (>12 months) former user 36 (2.5%)
Don’t know 1 (0.1%)
Exclusively use e-cigarettes 9 (0.6%)
Use 1 or more combustible, no non-
combustible, & e-cigs 162 (11.2%)
Use combustible, non-combustible & e-
cigs 10 (0.7%)
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Preliminary Results
• Multi-product use

Products Current Users
0 211 (14.6%)
1 941 (65.3%)
2 209 (14.5%)
3 58 (4.0%)
4 13 (0.9%)
5 36 (0.4%)
6 1 (0.1%)
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VERY Preliminary Results 
(among 225 completes interviews as of 12/10/12)

Reasons for Use - Percent who responded 'Important to me':

N*
Cost 
less

People in 
media

Can use 
where 

smoking 
not 

allowed
Less 

harmful

Come in 
appealing 

flavors Help quit
Don't 
smell

Feels like 
smoking

More 
acceptable 

to non-
smokers

People 
important 
to me use 

it

E-Cigarettes 38 52.6 2.6 55.3 68.4 34.2 73.7 73.7 73.7 57.9 23.7
Regular 
cigars 36 5.6 0.0 - 19.4 27.8 16.7 8.3 8.3 5.6 5.6
Cigarillos 39 30.8 7.7 - 28.2 38.5 20.5 20.5 17.9 7.7 12.8

Little Filtered 
Cigars 21 42.9 9.5 - 14.2 28.6 23.8 14.3 33.3 9.5 4.8
Pipes 15 13.3 0.0 - 13.3 26.7 20.0 13.3 - 6.7 20.0
Hookah 22 0.0 0.0 9.1 22.7 40.9 9.1 18.2 - 27.3 9.1
Snus 15 13.3 0.0 33.3 20.0 26.7 20.0 26.7 - 20.0 13.3
Smokeless 43 25.6 4.7 23.3 20.9 16.3 16.3 23.3 - 7.0 18.6
Disolvable 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0

*Note: questions were asked among current users, try users, and recent (12-month) former users of each product



Aim 4: Tax Avoidance & Evasion
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Specific Aims

Aim 4: Estimate the extent of and determinants of tax 
avoidance and tax evasion
• uses multiple methods including:

• littered cigarette pack collections

• individual self-reports

• archival data

• econometric modeling

• identifies key individual and policy influences on tax avoidance and 
evasion and differential impact on key subpopulations
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Using littered cigarette packs to detect 
tax avoidance and evasion

Methodology:  
• Data collection teams used a strict protocol to collect 
littered cigarette packs at each BTG-COMP data 
collection site
•Packs were returned to UIC and about 15 items of 
information relating to each pack were coded
•Most important items were

•Location found
•Brand
•Whether cellophane was present and
•Type of tax stamp found, if any



56Title of Presentationwww.bridgingthegapresearch.org

Overview

• Total number of packs: 3,840
• Number of catchment area: 139
• Number of states: 36
• % of packs with cellophane: 55.5%
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Tax Compliance

Pack with: Mean Standard 
Deviation

A state tax stamp 92.12% 26.95%
the state tax stamp 
matches the state in 
which pack was found

81.89%

• Among all packs with cellophane: 
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Statistics by Catchment
Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

# of packs 65.13 42.75 0 172
# of packs with 
cellophane

35.41 21.97 0 82

# of packs with tax 
stamps

32.66 20.28 0 71

# of packs with tax 
stamps that match the 
state in which they were 
found

29.51 19.42 0 71
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Key Preliminary Findings

• We found 9 or more packs with cellophane (so stamp 
can be identified) in 50% of catchment areas. For 
these catchment areas we can estimate “population” 
compliance with reasonable statistical confidence.

• 25% of catchment areas had perfect (100%) 
compliance

• 15% of catchment areas had compliance of less than 
50%
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Next Steps
• Clean and benchmark the data

• Check for data anomalies/miscoding
• Compare brand distribution in our data to expected brand 

distribution

• Map the geographical variation in tax compliance and 
provide more descriptive statistics

• Investigate determinants of cigarette tax avoidance
• Rate of tax
• Tax related policies 
• Availability of alternative supplies (e.g. cross border, 

reservation)
• Economic and demographic characteristics of community

• Compare our results with other measures/predictions



Aim 5: Tobacco Use



62Title of Presentationwww.bridgingthegapresearch.org

Specific Aims

Aim 5: Examine the impact of tobacco product prices, price-
reducing promotions, and related policies on tobacco use 
behaviors
• extends Aims 3 and 4 by estimating impact on:

• prevalence, frequency, and intensity of tobacco use

• substitution among tobacco products

• uptake and cessation

• assesses differential impact by age, gender, SES, race/ethnicity, and 
tobacco use

• identify non-linearities in the impact of price on tobacco use



63Title of Presentationwww.bridgingthegapresearch.org

2009 Federal Tax Increases

• 2008 & 2009 Monitoring the Future Surveys

• compare within 2009

• compare same schools 2008-2009
• alternative cut points
• cigarette smoking & smokeless tobacco use
• control for variety of individual, school, state factors
• alternative estimation strategies
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Results
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Results
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Results - Summary
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UPC – Universal Product Code

Short Definition: 
A UPC Barcode 
consists of a scannable
strip of black bars with 
white spaces, it must 
contain a 12 numerical 
digit sequence.  Letters 
and characters are not 
allowed to appear.

Picture Source: http://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/06/magazine/who-made-that-universal-product-code.html?_r=0
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Nielsen Store Scanner Data

Dataset Population and 
Sample Size

Years Key Constructs

Nielsen Store 
Scanner Data 
(cross‐
sectional)

Populations: all food, 
drug, mass, and 
convenience stores

Sample: participating 
food, drug, and mass 
stores in 52 markets 
defined by Nielsen, 
and participating 
convenience stores in  
25  markets defined by 
Nielsen

Quarterly data from 
2007 ‐ 2014 for food, 
drug, mass stores;
Quarterly data from 
2010 ‐ 2014 for 
convenience stores

• Types of tobacco products and stop‐smoking 
products.
• Prices for all tobacco products and stop‐
smoking products at UPC / market level
• Types and sizes of price promotions associated 
with each tobacco product
• Sales of tobacco products and stop‐smoking 
products at UPC/market level.
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Nielsen Store Scanner Data
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Nielsen Store Scanner Data: Convenience Stores
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Nielsen Store Scanner Data: Food Stores
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Nielsen Store Scanner Data: Drug Stores
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Nielsen Store Scanner Data: Mass Stores
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Sales Volume – Cigarettes
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Price Per Pack – Cigarettes
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Cigarette Sales by Brand Type:
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores (in billions of pieces) 
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Deep Discount Discount Premium

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Cigarette Per Pack Price by Brand Type:
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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Deep Discount Discount Premium

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Cigarette Sales by Type:
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores (in billions of pieces) 

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Low Tar Regular

Cigarette Price Per Pack by Type:
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Regular Menthol

Cigarette Sales by Flavor:
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores (in billions of pieces) 

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Menthol Regular

Cigarette Price Per Pack by Flavor:
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Cigar Sales 
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores (in millions of pieces) 

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Cigar Cigarillo Little Cigar
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Cigar Price (Per Piece)
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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Cigar Cigarillo Little Cigar
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Loose Tobacco Pipe Tobacco

Loose and Pipe Tobacco Sales
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores (in millions of ounces)

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Loose and Pipe Tobacco Products Price (per ounce) 
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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Loose Tobacco Pipe Tobacco

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Smokeless Tobacco Products: Moist Snuff Sales and Price
Sales (in millions of ounces) and Price (per ounce) 
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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Smokeless Tobacco Products: Snus Sales and Price
Sales (in millions of pieces) and Price (per piece) 
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores

0.17

0.18

0.19

0.2

0.21

0.22

0

50

100

150

200

250

Q1
2010

Q2
2010

Q3
2010

Q4
2010

Q1
2011

Q2
2011

Q3
2011

Q4
2011

Q1
2012

Q2
2012

Q3
2012

Q4
2012

Pr
ic

e 
pe

r p
ie

ce
 (a

dj
. 2

01
2 

Q
4 

do
lla

rs
)

Sa
le

s 
Vo

lu
m

e 
(m

ill
io

ns
 o

f p
ie

ce
s)

Sales Price



88Title of Presentationwww.bridgingthegapresearch.org

Dissolvable Lozenge Sales and Price 
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores (in millions of 

pieces)

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Dissolvable Tobacco Products: Sticks Sales and Price 
Sales in pieces and Price per piece
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Dissolvable Tobacco Products: Orbs 
Sales in ounces and Price per ounce
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Dissolvable Tobacco Products: Strips 
Sales in pieces and Price per piece
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels
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Cartridge E-Cig Disposable
Cartomizer & Automizer E-Cig Starter Kit

Electronic Cigarette Sales
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores (in thousands of pieces)

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels

Sep -Oct 2012:  
•TV Broadcast 
of E-Cig adds
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E-Cig Starter Kit E-Cig Disposable
Cartridge Cartomizer & Automizer

Electronic Cigarettes Price
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores (dollars per 
piece adjusted to 2012 4 quarter dollars)

July 2010:  
•Ban on Misleading Descriptors
•Enhanced Smokeless Warning Labels

Sep -Oct 2012:  
•TV Broadcast 
of E-Cig adds
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Number of Markets with E-cig Sales 
2010 - 2012
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E-Cig Brand Market Share
in millions of sales dollars 2010 - 2012
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E-Cig Brand Market Share
in percent of sales dollars 2010 - 2012
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Media Expenditures on Electronic Cigarettes 
in thousands of dollars 2010 - 2012
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NRT Patch Sales and Price
Sales (in millions of pieces) and Price per piece
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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NRT Gum
Sales (in millions of pieces) and Price per piece 
Total US Market – Combined Convenience and FDM Stores
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Demand Model

lnQmt = f(lnPmt , Dm , Dt)

lnQ: Natural log of Sales volume in market m in year-quarter t

lnP: Natural log of average real price per unit in market m in year-quarter t

Dm: Market level dummies

Dt:  Year Quarter dummies
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Smoking Tobacco Products
Price Elasticity Estimates

Cigarette Cigar Cigarillo Little Cigar
Pipe 

Tobacco
Loose 

Tobacco

Price Elasticity -0.767*** -1.204*** -1.775*** -1.228*** -2.090*** -1.838**
(0.186) (0.0494) (0.233) (0.051) (0.273) (0.904)

Observations 360 320 320 320 306 320

R-squared 0.988 0.965 0.947 0.98 0.817 0.91
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Other Tobacco Products
Price Elasticity Estimates

Chewing 
Looseleaf Moist Snuff Snus

E-Cig 
Rechargable

E-Cig 
Disposable

Price Elasticity -1.427*** -1.167*** -0.390** -2.781*** -2.000*
(0.378) (0.183) (0.188) (0.364) (1.094)

Observations 320 320 320 260 265

R-squared 0.962 0.967 0.878 0.739 0.751
Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Next Steps: Modeling

• Adding state/local smoke-free air policies to model
• Preliminary estimates show negative impact on sales of combusted 

products, but positive impact on sales of some smokeless products 
(moist snuff, snus)

• Negative, weak association with e-cig sales

• Develop cross-price elasticity models (e.g., what happens to 
consumption of OTP when cigarette prices increase?)

• Early estimates mixed – some evidence of substitution between 
some products, but not consistent



Aim 6: Household Spending
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Specific Aims
Aim 6: Evaluate the impact of prices, price-reducing 
promotions, and related policies on other household 
spending
• builds on Aims 3, 4 and 5 to examine impact of spending on tobacco 
products on:

• household spending on food, housing, clothing, health care, 
education, transportation, and other goods/services

• focuses on impact of tax changes on low-income households

• assess differential impact based on use of tobacco tax and other 
tobacco revenues to support programs targeting low-income 
populations

• planning to start in 2014



Collaborative/Developmental Projects
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FDA/Merriman – Littered Pack 
Inspection

• Uses littered packs collected as part of UIC/Chaloupka
UO1 and project with NYC Department of Health and 
Mental Hygiene

• 2012, national sample of 161 secondary public school catchment 
areas (BTG-COMP)
• Late 2011, 5 East Coast cities (New York, Providence, Boston, 
Philadelphia and Washington DC) (NYC DOHMH)

• 30 census tracts in each city sample
• Focus of initial data collections on tax evasion and tax avoidance
• Focus of FDA collaborative project on cigarette packaging and 
compliance with FDA policies

• Use of flavors, descriptors, and warning labels
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FDA – Littered Pack Inspection

• UO1/BTG-COMP Sample
• 3,840 packs collected in 139 catchment areas located in 36 
states

• 55.5% with cellophane
• Generally high compliance with ban on flavors

• Still coding descriptors, warning labels

Flavor # of Packs Percentage

No Flavor 3,073 80.0%

Menthol 755 19.7%

Fruit (illegal) 6 0.2%
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FDA – Littered Pack Inspection

• NYC DOHMH Sample
• Completed coding for 633 cigarette packs from Providence and 
New York City

• additional 12 packs in too poor condition to code
• another 38 packs for little cigars

• All pack in compliance with bans on flavors and descriptors
• All packs included warning labels

• 10 with non-US warning labels
• Still coding packs from Boston, Philadelphia, and DC
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ANRF/Chriqui – Local Tobacco Taxes

• ANRF Local Tobacco Ordinance data
• Relatively comprehensive data on variety of local tobacco control 
policies collected from local departments of health and tobacco 
control advocacy groups; includes

• smoke-free air policies
• advertising restrictions
• conditional use permits

• Less complete data on local excise taxes
• 59 localities included in ANRF database as of 12/31/12
• CTFK reports 39 top local taxes (20 cents per pack and higher)
• TBOT reports 594 city and county taxes in FY2012 

• only identifies states and number of cities/counties
• Considerable variability in local taxes

• From a few cents per pack in many AL, MO, and VA cities to $3.00 
per pack in Cook County IL
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ANRF – Local Tobacco Taxes

• Collaborative project aims:
• Compile local tax and fee data from communities nationwide for 
inclusion in ANRF local ordinance databases
• Examine variation in local taxes and fees and construct measures 
that include both state and local taxes on cigarettes and other 
tobacco products 
• Use state and local tax measures in analyses linked to tobacco 
product prices and tobacco use

• 2 Phase project
• Phase 1 (current phase)

• collect copies of local tax laws (also requesting licensing laws)
• Phase 2 (grant year 3) 

• coding and entry of local tax laws collected in Phase 1
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ANRF – Local Tobacco Taxes
• Phase 1:

• 13 target states based on ANRF, CTFK, and TBOT databases
• States called to identify sources of hard copies of local tax laws
• Electronic mailing lists obtained from the National League of Cities 
and National Association of Counties; supplemented with 
information from Municipal Yellow Pages and news reports
• Copies of local tax laws requested from city/county clerks and from 
local tax administrators
• Second e-mail solicitation, calls to follow up with:

• non-respondents in jurisdictions known to have local taxes/fees
• respondents who provided incomplete information
• random sample of other non-respondents

• Limited success to date; effort will continue through summer
• Phase 2 focus likely to change to e-cig related policies



Aim 7: Communication & Dissemination
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Aim 7 – Disseminate & Communicate Widely

• Our approach
• Identify policy relevant research questions
• Obtain/collect/analyze data needed to address these questions
• Include clear statement of key findings and policy implications in 
resulting publications/products
• Work with other interested groups and use variety of approaches 
to disseminate policy relevant findings 
• Listen to policy makers, advocates, and others to identify 
unanswered questions for further research

• Key partner:  Burness Communications
• media relations
• policy communications
• stakeholder communications



115Title of Presentationwww.bridgingthegapresearch.org

• Key products
• peer reviewed journal articles, book chapters, etc.

• pre-publication working papers (NBER, Tobacconomics)
• recent NBER WP on 2009 federal tax increases

• presentations, webinars, etc.
• academic conferences (SRNT, APHA, etc.)
• meetings with broader constituencies (NCTOH, TTAC, state 
programs, etc.)
• meetings with key agencies (CDC/OSH, FDA, etc.)

• Special reports 
• state tax reports, chartbooks, etc.

• Research briefs & fact sheets
• syntheses of findings from multiple studies
• original research findings  (recent BTG brief on cigarette pricing)

• Data
• state tax/price-related policy data

Aim 7 – Disseminate & Communicate Widely
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•Key activities/channels
• engagement with key partners 

• CTFK, ACS-CAN, state/local health departments, state tobacco 
control  programs, NAAG, OSH, FDA, ANRF, others

• e.g. incorporating findings from analyses into state tobacco 
excise tax modeling

• bi-directional:  share research findings & learn about questions faced 
in the trenches

• meetings/briefings with policy makers
• media outreach

• press releases, video-news releases
• website – tobacconomics.org
• social media
• testimony
• responding to every request 

Aim 7 – Disseminate & Communicate Widely
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Press on the Impact of the 2009 tobacco tax 
hike article



Enhancing the Economic Impact Analysis 
Used in FDA's Rules for Tobacco Products
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Aim 1 - Assess the impact of FDA regulatory actions and 
other tobacco control policies on tobacco use and related 
knowledge, attitudes, and

Aim 2 - Assess the impact of FDA regulatory actions and 
other tobacco control policies on the consumer surplus 
obtained by tobacco users 

Aim 3 - Extend the range of costs and benefits including in 
assessing the economic impact of FDA regulatory actions

Enhancing FDA’s Economic Impact Analysis
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Estimating Impact of GWL

FDA Impact Analysis

• Comparison of trends in smoking prevalence rates in 
Canada and US, 1991-2009

• Accounts for changes in prices over time
• Difference between projected and actual prevalence 

in Canada attributed to labels
• 0.088 percentage point reduction (0.4% reduction in 

prevalence rate)
• About 213,000 fewer smokers in US in 2013, growing over 

time



122Title of Presentationwww.bridgingthegapresearch.org

Survey Dates
Statistics  
Canada

Percent 
Change ITC

Percent 
Change

10/30/02-12/30/02 131.3 $7.43
5/15/03-9/28/03 137.4 4.7% $7.69 3.5%
6/3/04-12/27/04 143.9 4.7% $7.35 -4.4%
10/10/05-1/31/06 144.3 0.3% $7.21 -1.9%
10/11/06-2/17/07 147.8 2.5% $6.92 -4.0%
9/21/07-2/12/08 149.9 1.4% $6.81 -1.6%
10/25/08-7/28/09 151.6 1.2% $6.89 1.2%
7/13/10-6/24/11 157.1 3.6% $7.13 3.4%

Average Change 2.6% -0.5%
Total Change 19.7% -4.0%

Comparisons of Cigarette Prices in Canada Between Statistics 
Canada and the ITC Canada Survey  Over Eight Waves of 

Survey Data Collection (October 2002 to June 2011)

Notes: The Statistics Canada price reflects an inflation-adjusted measure of the cigarette prices reported by Statistics 
Canada indexed to January 2000.  The ITC price reflects a consumption-weighted average of the prices reported by 
smokers in the ITC Canada Survey, adjusted for inflation.  
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Cigarette Prices and Illicit Cigarette Market Share, 
Canada, 2000-2010

Source: Euromonitor, 2011, Statistics Canada, and ITC project. Note that the two price measures are 
indexed to 1.0 in November 2002
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Comparisons of Cigarette Prices in Canada Between BLS and 
the ITC Canada Survey  Over Eight Waves of Survey Data 

Collection (October 2002 to June 2011)
United States

Survey Dates BLS-CPI
Percent 
Change ITC

Percent 
Change

10/30/02-12/30/02 1.180 $4.10
5/15/03-9/28/03 1.148 -2.7% $3.85 -6.2%
6/3/04-12/27/04 1.141 -0.6% $3.61 -6.1%
10/10/05-1/31/06 1.166 2.2% $3.73 3.3%
10/11/06-2/17/07 1.186 1.7% $3.89 4.2%
9/21/07-2/12/08 1.218 2.7% $3.86 -0.7%
10/25/08-7/28/09 1.420 16.6% $4.29 11.0%
11/2/09-1/10/10 1.644 15.8% $4.76 11.1%
7/13/10-6/24/11 1.709 4.0% $5.12 7.5%

Average Change 5.0% 3.0%
Total Change 44.9% 24.7%

Notes: Bureau of Labor Statistics inflation adjusted price indexed to one in January 2000. The ITC price reflects a 
consumption-weighted average of the prices reported by smokers in the ITC Canada Survey, adjusted for inflation.  
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Cigarette Prices and Illicit Cigarette Market Share, 
United States, 2000-2010

Source: Euromonitor, 2011, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and ITC project. Note that the two price 
measures are indexed to 1.0 in November 2002
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Estimating Impact of GWL

Our Reanalysis

• Difference-in-difference modeling of combined 
Canadian/US data

• Accounts for changes in prices paid by smokers over 
time

• Use estimates to project impact on smoking 
prevalence rates

• 2.87-4.68 percentage point reduction (12-19.6% 
reduction in prevalence rate)
• Does not account for other tobacco control policies & 

programs in either country



www.bridgingthegapresearch.org

coming soon:  www.tobacconomics.org 


