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I‘Ic's one of the busi-
estmen iy town, While his
door may say Office Honrs
2 tod, he's actually on call
24 hours a day.,

Thedoctorisascientist,
a diptomat, and a friendly
sympuethetie human heing
all in one, no matier how
leng and hard hisschedule.

Awwzé‘/zg o @ recesit Naltonwide Surecy:

ORE DOCTORS SMOKE (CAMELS
THAN ANY OTHER CIGARETTE

QCTORS in every branch of medicing—~ 113,597 . PN
in gll—were queried in this nationwide suudy ' Your “T-Zena'' Will Tell You... -

of eigarerte prefesence, Theee Teading research or-
ganizations made the survey, The gist of the query
was— What cigareste do you smoke, Dactar} -

The brand samed most was Camel!

The rich, full Aavor and cool mildness of Camel's
superb blend of costlier tobaccos seem to have the
same appeal to the smeking tastes of ductors as ro
mitlions of other smokers, I you are a Chinel
smoker, this preferviee among doctors will hardly
sueprise you, 1 you're pot—wull, try Canels now,

T for Taste ..,
¥ for Throat,

" thot's your
provlng I_g_rmmdl: )
for any dgaretts.
Soe If Camels <.
don't sl your .
"T-zo_!_'le_" toa “f_u_"_- .

CAMELS Costlier .7(%(«-’0(:0; / | I - ! \ mt.?':ﬁ%
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1 On OUr Dragnet
wo packs of
day . . - much
ogt for me.”

st as L've told yo
shows, 1 smoke
Chesterfields every

mildex Chesterﬁeld is best

Juklidk,

" CHESTERFIELD contains tobaccos
of better quality and higher price than
any other king-size cigarette . . . the

same as raqular mseeseige
Chesterlield. -

\.._,\‘\_;

DL R IR Fradifp

TiF DFFER SMOKERS

ULAR AND

HEN you are asked te {ry a cigarette you

want to know, and you ought to know, what
that ciparetie has meant to people who smoke it
all the time,

For a full year now, a mediesl specialist has given
a group of Chesterfield smokers therouglh examin
ations evory two months, He roports:

no adverse effects to their nose, throat

or sinuses from smoking Chesferfields.

More and more men and wotmnen all over the
country are finding out every day that Chesterfiold
is best for them,

Enpoy qouk Smoking!
Try Much Milder Chesterfield
with its exfraordinarily good taste.



An eminent scicntist wiites the head

chemist in our Research Department:

“Chesterficld Cigarettes are
just as pure as the water you drink”
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e etperivtly wetrase 1perlelise sy
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Study This Puff Chart:

PUFF BY PUEE, . .YOU'RE ALWAYS AHMEAD WITH PALL MALL

Ve Vg ol i gy Besgpd @l
¥iked |gbratina BEET boprpadt e eseohon Dpeithag




iS5 THIS YOU FIVE YEARS FROM NOW?

Whem tempred o @ﬁwﬁm&?&vﬁg@

“R@h for @ Lucky instead”

Il ancderane = by ondveate ok diags,
evoo i umarhdng, At alE thar e shads
Ly s eiding merdodelence {5 yon

suntihil aieesio ch 1 modetng avee v e

Wil fyrane, “Teands for o ooy Jusead -
Lucky Strlke, rthe finest Cigaretre
you ever smukesd, made of the fiest
tobacen —The Cream of the Crop—
"TE'S TOASTEDR."” Lucky Swrilte
l1as an exara, seeret heating process,
Everyane knows that beac purifies
: and so 20,679 physicians say chat
Luckios ace Joss [ericading 1o your
throat.

“It's toasted”

Your Throat Protection - against irritation — against cough.

W o nocsay smaking Luckiss reduces fedy, We da sap when tenpied w overdadulge, "tteach for a Lucky fnuread.”




Ve makeVFrginia Slims

 especially for women
because they are biologically
~ superior to men.

_ Th.st nght swperit, the red-green type, day blind- shortsightedness, night-
i .'._'Women sre mare 1esistant ness, defective hair follicles, blindniess, nomadism,
L o stervation, fatigue, defective iris, delective tooth ensad, retingl detschment, and

expasure, shock, and double eyelashes, skin cysty, white czcipits] locks

af hatr, .

la view of these and
other lacts, the makers of
Nirginia Shims Teel 11
highly ieappropriste thal
women contiaue 10 e the
Fat, stubsky cigareattes
designed lor mere men

* = illness than men sre,

- Nomen have two X"
- chromasomnaes in their sex
""-'.".Cff 5, v.hils_ men have only

Jone X chromosome and

“a Y chromosome.. awhich

i some expeits consider 1o be

= b inferior chronosome. g

" They are also les

“iechined than men to

U rongenitel beldness,

. Albinism of the

Cxyes, inprepery

) Ldeveloped sweat
~alands, colos

L b f_}dgas;_ o

Virginia Slims

‘\Eﬂ*gnﬂllwt{h’ E}i Cepatm il MET) g
W/ahins 1\"'&3{ Y _.rrhvnhi.,‘;.

y, baby.






all leadmgﬁlter cigareltes

Kentqwesyou the rich taste—and full flavor
~ of premium quality, natural-leaf tobaccos.

A Product of P, Lorillard-Company~—First with the finest cigareties—through Lovillard Research!
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A Frank Statement
to Cigarette Smokers

RECENT REPORTS on expetiments with mice have given
wide publicity lo a theory that clgaretic smoking Iy s some way
tinked with fung cancer in heman beings,

Altheugh condycted by dociors of professional standing,
thess eaperiments are nol regarded @ conclusive [n the field of
cancer research, Hlowever, we do not beliove that any serious
medical teyearch, even though s sesulis are inconedusive should
be disregarded or lightly dismissed,

At the same time, we feel it iy in Ihe publlc inlerest [o call,

atteniion {o the fact thateininent doctors and research selentists
have publicly questioned the claimed significance of these ex-
periments,

Distirgalshed suthoritles polat out:

1 Tt owdlcal vesearch of preent years lodicales many
poxsible cavsey of fong cancir,

2. ThM {bere b no sgrevment among the uthorliles regard-
ing what the ciuse Is,

3 That there Is no proof 1hal clgarelis smoking bs onc of
the enipes,

4. That stalisties purporiing lo link clgareile anioking with
e disense conld upply with equal force to asy ope of meny
other wapeods of modesn iIfe. tndetd the valldity of the steilaticy
themselves {3 questboned by numeiow sclenthly,

We accepl an inlesest in people’s heallh a4 a busic respon-
sibitily, paramount to every other consideration In our business,

We belleve the producty we make are net injusicus o
bealth,

We alwayr have and alway: will cooperate closely with
those whose Losk it is to safeguard the public heallh,

TOBAGCO INDUSTRY

For more than 300 yeary lobacco has given solace, retaxa.
tion,and cajoyment to munkind. At one time or another during
those years erilics have held it responsible for practically every
disease of Ihe human body, One by one thess charges have been
abanduoried for [eek of evidencs,

Regardhess of the record of the pavl, the fuct that clgarent
smoking today shoukd even be suspected asx cause of a serious
disens ls 8 maiter of deep convern {o s,

Many people huve asked us what we are doing to mest the
public’s cencern arcused by the recent reports. Here i the
AnSWEr

1. A¥e wre pledging aid and sssisiance (o (e restarch effort Inte
nll phases of fobrceo me and bealik, This Joht finuoel xid
wlll of course be in addlilon {0 what 1s cireedy being cone
tributed by bndlvldund companter.

2, For thh purposn we sre establishing w joint Indwtry growp
conslatiag feltiadly of the undenslgned. Thia grouvp wif) be
known a3 TOBACCO INDUSTRY RESEARCH COMMITYEE

3. Inchargo of the vesonrch activlifes af the Commlilee wili be s
schntlst of snlmpeachable Integrity nnd natlonsd repuic, In
nddliton there will be nn Adviangy Daard of weleniisiy dtxinter-
exted | the clgarette Indinsiry, A group of diyilngulshed men
Teoms medlcne, science, ard edocation wiil be nrlied to serve
on this Board, These rclentisty nill advie the Commliiire oo
fla resetrch acilviles.

Thia statement is being insued because we believe the people
are enlitled Lo know where we stand on this malier snd what
we infend (o do sbaut §t,

RESEARCH COMMITTEE

5400 EMBIRE STATHR RUILDING, NEW YORX 1, N. V.

SroNsSenRs;

TUE AMERICAN TUNACTD COMPARY, Incs
Podd M. Hekn, Presidint

BURLKY YORACCD QRCUWEAS COUMMATIVE
ARWTATION

PLUELIF AORRDY & Uy LT, KL
0. Farker McComer, Fresidint

foha W, lomes, Prevideny

" RENSON & HEDGEN
JoswpN ¥, Cilinar, Ir., Fiesdia

BRIGICT RFLY WAREHGUIE ASYOOATION
F. & Rayiter, Pregudynt

. LOKOLLARD COMPAMY
Frerkers A, Kemt, Chadromen

BROWN & WLISAMNIN TORACCH CONFURATION
Fimothy ¥, Flasined, Prendest

LURLEY ALCTION WANTLIDUNE AMOUIATION SARYLAND TOMALTD CROWIRS ANSOLCIATION
Sarmwnit C, Linten, Goerad Mimigir

Afheet Cliy, Prisbderi

LARLE & IROTHER QOMPANY, INC.
. Y, Resd, do, Peositden)

&4 REYNDLDA YORCCO COMPANY
E Ay Drarry Fredidear

STEFAND BROINAYL INC
€. 5. Syphars, D't Director of Bizenrch

TORALCO ASMITIATEY, NG
FAN wramtisien of fow vl wbarcs grrwesi)
1 wtines, Prebdess

YRTUED STATES TORACCO COMPANY
LW, Perceion. Prestidiny
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Tobacco CEQ's Slatement to Congress 1884 | UCSF Academlc Senate 28723, 1163 P

University of California San Francisco (hitps://www.ucsf.edu) Search Q

Tobacco CEO's Statement to Congress 1994 News Clip
| "Nicotine is not addictive."

April 14, 1894 - Hearing on the Regulation of Tobacco Products House Committee on Energy and
Gommerce Subcommittee on Heaith and the Environment

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:05 a.m., 2123 Rayburn House Office Building, Hon.
Henry A. Waxman (chairman) presiding.

Opening Statement from Chairman Henry A. Waxman

REP. WAXMAN: The meeting of the subcommittee will come to order. I'd like to ask our guests to
please take your seats. This is an historic hearing. For the first time ever, the chief executive officers of
our Nation's tobacco companies are testifying together before the U.S. Congress. Thay ars here
because this subcommittee has legislative jurisdiction over those issues that affect our health. And no
health issue is as important as cigarette smoking. It is sometimes sasier to invent fiction than to face
the truth. The truth is that cigarettes are the singie most dangsrous consumer product ever sold.
Nearly a half million Americans die every year as a result of tobacco. This Is an astounding, almost
incomprehensible statistic. Imagine our Nation's outrage if two fully loaded jumbo jets crashed each
day, killing all aboard, Yet that is the same number of Americans that cigarettes kill every 24 hours,
Sadly, this deadiy habit begins with our kids. Each day 3,000 children will begin smoking. In many
cases they become hooked quickly and develop a life long addiction that is nearly impossible to break,
For the past 30 years a series of surgeons general have issued comprehensive reports outlining the
dangers these children will eventually face. Lung cancer, heart disease, emphysema, bladder cancer,
and stroke are only some of the diseases caused by tobacco causes, And now we know that kids will
face a serious health threat even if they don' t smoke. Environmental tobacco smoke is a Class A
carcinogen, and it sickens more than 1 million kids every year. In fact, five former surgeons general of

hitps:jfsenate.ucsf.eduftobacco-ceo-statement-to-congress Page 1of 3



Tobaceo CEO's Statement to Congress 1994 | UCSF Acadernle Senale 2/8§23, 1:53 PM

the United States testified before this subcommittee this year, that the most important lsgisiation in
disease prevention that we could enact would be restrictions on smoking In public places. This
subcommittee will soon act on that fegislation, and it will consider other measures as well. This
hearing will aid our efforts by presenting an important perspective; But these hearings are important
for another reason as well.For decades the tobacco companies have been exempt from the standards
of responsibility and accountability that apply 1o all other American corporations. Gompanies that seil
that sell aspirin, cars, and soda are ali held io strict standards when they cause harm, We don't allow
those companies to sell goods that recklessly endanger consumers. We don't allow them to suppress
evidence of dangers when harm occurs. We don't allow them to ighore science and good sense. And
we demand that when problems occur, corporations and their senior executives be accountable to
Congress and the public. This hearing marks the beginning of a new relationship between Congress
and the tobacco companies. The old rules are out, the standards that apply to every other company
are in. We look for- ward to hearing the testimony this morning, and to working with these companies
to begin to reduce the extraordinary public health threat that tobacco poses.

An old proverb says that a journey of a thousand miles must begin with a'single step. Today is the first
step. Many more are to come as we dea! with the most serious health probiem facing our Nation,

[Tobacco company CEOs declare, under oath, that nicotine is not
addictive]

REP. RON WYDEN: Let me begin my questioning on whether or not nicotine is addictive, Let me ask
you first, and 1'd like to just go down the row, whether each of you believes that nicotine is not
addictive. | heard virtually all of you touch on it. Yes or no, do you believe nicotine is hot addictive?

MR. WILLIANM CAMPBELL
} believe nicotine is net addictive, yes.

REP. RON WYDEN: Mr. Johnston?

MR. JAMES JOHNSTON

Mr. Congressman, cigareites and nicotine clearly do not meet the classic definition of addiction, There
is no intoxication.

REP. RON WYDEN: We'l take that as a "no." Again, time s short. | think that each of you believe that
nicotine is not addictive. We would just like to have this for the record.

MR. JOSEPH TADDEO
| don't believe that nicotine or our products are addictive.

MR. ANDREW TISCH
| believe that nicotine is not addictive.

MR. EDWARD HORRIGAN
| believe that nicotine is not addictive.

https:ffsenste.ucsieduftobacco-ceo~statement-to-congress Page 2 of 3



Tohecco CEC's Statement to Congreas 1994 | UCSE Academic Senate ' 2/8/23, 1:53 PM

MR. THOMAS SANDEFUR
I believe that nicotine is not addictive.

MR. DONALD JOHNSTON
And |, too, believe that nicotine is not addictive.

Witnesses:

William Campbeli, President & CEQC, Philip Motris, USA

James W, Johnston, Chairman and CEO, R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company
Joseph Taddeo, President, U.S. Tobacco Company

Andrew H. Tisch, Chairman and CEOQ, Lorillard Tobacco Company

Edward A. Horrigan, Chairman and CEQ, Liggett Group Inc. _
Thomas E. Sandefur, Chairman and CEO, Brown and Williamson Tobacco Corp.
Donald S. Johnston, President and CEO, American Tobacco Company

Chaired by: Henry Waxman (D-CA)

Resources:
Ballot on Tobacce Industry Funding Research and Tobacco Documents at UC and UCSF {/tobacco-
funding)

© 2023 The Ragents of the University of California
Sitemap ¥ Contact {facademic-senate-staff) Accessibility (hitps://webslitss.ucsf.edu/digital-
accessibility)  Privacy Policy (https://www.ucsf.edu/website-privacy-policy}  Terms of Use
{https://websites.ucsf.edu/website-terms-use) A-Z Website List (htips://websites.ucsf.edu/azlist)

hitps:{f=enate ucsfeduftobacco-ceo-siatament-to-congress Page 3 of 3
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CAMPAIGN

PHILIF MORRIS: A LONG HISTORY OF DOUBLE TALK

“Lying is as natural to tobacco executives as breathing once was to their customers.”

Editorfal, "Drug Pushers: Tobacco Producis Should Be Regulated,”
Newsday, September 1, 2006

* * * E3 & * * * * & * * * * L * * * L A L] * &

For some time now, Philip Morris has been engaged in an aggressive public relations effort
aimed at convincing policy makers and opinion leaders {and potential jurors) that it has finally
turned over a new leaf and become a good corporate citizen and that the company actually
wants to reduce teen smoking. But a look at the cigarette company's history shows that this
mediia campaign Is nothing more than the same old double talk. Since at least the 1960's, Philip
Morris has repeatedly made similar claims that it does not market cigarettes to kids. But internal
company documents revealed in the tobacco lawsuits show that Philip Morris has regularty done
just that. There are many effective actions Philip Morris could take o prevent and reduce
smoking among kids, but it has not — and just takking a good game is not enough.

What Philip Morris Says In Public

1865 The clgarstle companies' voluntary "Clgaretie Advertising Code” goes into effect. Among its
standards: "Cigaretie advertising shall not represeni that cigaretie smoking is essential to social
prorminence, distinction, stccess, or sexual attraction.” [Section 1(d)]

1866  Philip Morris President Joseph F. Gullman, I, “we do not favor smoking by young people. We
tink smoking should be a custom for adulfts.”

1969  Philip Morris President Joseph F. Cullman, 1l: "It is the intention of the cigarette manufacturers to
continue to avoid advertising directed to young persons; to abstain from adveriising in school and
college publications; not lo distribute sample cigarettes or engage in promotional efforts on school
and college campuses; not to use testimonials from athleies or other celebrities who might have
special appeal to young people; to avoid advertising which represents that cigaretie smoking fs
essential to social promfnence success, or sexual aftraction; and to refrain from depicting
smolers engaged in sports or other activities requiring stamina or conditioning beyond those
required in normal recreation. .

1982  "On the industry's behalf, The Tobacco Insfitute began an advertising campa;gn which was fo
reach 110 million Americans with the message, ‘Do cigaretie companies want k.'ds lo smoke? No.
As a matter of policy. No. As a maiter of praetice. No, As a matter of fact. No.”

1884  Philip Morris Executive Ellen Merlo; 7 have never in my job been involved with trying to get a
non-smoicer fo smoke. ... don't think that adveriising convinces people to smoke... | have not
seen sfatisiics on when people usually begin to smoke.’

1991 Philip Morris Media Affairs Director Sheita Banks: “Philio Morris strongly believes that young
peopie should not smeke. Smoking s an aduft custom. Sei'ﬁnég cigaretios to minors Is - and
should be- filegal, and Philip Morris fully supports these laws.'

1992  Philip Morris Corporate Statement: "Education and enforcement at the retail level are the only
effective means we have of discouraging children from smoking. We want to assure you that
Philin Morris remains firmly committed to supporting laws that prohibit unfawiul sales to minors.
We continue to lend our fullest support to educational programs as well as make very sure thal
our cigarette adverlising is directed exclusively at adults who choose to smoke,”®

1400 { Street, NW Suite 1200 Washington, DC 20005
Phone (202} 296-5469 Fax (202) 296-5427 vwww.lobaccofreeklds.org



1985

1885

1996

1998

1998

1998

1988

1908

Phillip Morris — A History of Double Tallc/ 2

Philip Morris Prasident James Morgan: “We at Philip Morris USA have long held the position that
minors should not smoke and should not have access o crgarerfes and we have hacked that
commitment over the years with a series of concreie actions.”

Philip Moriis President James Morgan : “Philip Morris USA believes now, and always has
believed, that minors should not smoke nor should they have access to our cigarettes.”

Philip Moiris CEO Geoffrey Bible: "We do not market cigarettes to children, And we do nat want
children to smoke.”

Philip Morris CEO Geoffrey Bible: “'m ashamed at that, [ don’t like to see something from the
company talking about 16-year-olds. We do not market cigarettes to underage people.””

Philip Morris CEQ Geoffrey Bible: “We should nor be marketing cigarettes o young peaple. If is
certainly anomalous to the FPhilip Morris | know."

Phiiip Morris CEO Geoffrey Bibie: Real solullons include a “willingness to make fundamental
changes in otr way of doing business. 2

Philip Morris CEQ Geoffrey( Bible: “in afl my years at Phifip Morris, Pve never heard anyone talk
about marketing fo youth,”®

Philin Morris President Michael E. Szymanczyk: “We don't want kids to smoke. We're intensifying
otir efforis that we starfed a number of years ago by launching this new smoking-intervention
initiative, starting with these ads.”

What They Say In Private: Anti-Youth Smoking As A Public Relations Play

1979

1891

1982

1995

it seems to me our objective is . . . a ‘media event’ which in itself promises a lot but produces
fiitie.*®

The youth fanti-smoking] program and its individual parts support The [Tobaccof Instifute’ g
objective of discouraging . . . federal, state, and local restrictions on cigarette advertising.'®

{if Philip Mortis took] a more progressive position on lobacco, it would enable the company 1o
mave onto a higher moral playin g field, to neutralize the tobacco issue and to focus altention on
other, more appealing producis.

if we don't do someth;ng fast to project the sense of industry respons;bm:‘y regarding the yout‘h
access issue, we are going fo be looking at severe markeling restrictions in a very short time,’

What They Sav in Private; Marketing to Kids

1975

1981

1981

1985

1992

Mariboro's phenomenal growth rate in the past has been atiributable in large part to our high
market penelration among young smokers .. .15 to 19 years old . . . my own dala, which mc!udes
yvounger teenagers, shows even higher Mar!boro market penetration among 15-17-year-oids."

Because of our high share of the market among the youngest smokers, Philip Moms wm‘ suffer
more than the other companies from the decline in the number of teenage smokers.?®

{Tihe success of Marlboro Red during its most rapid growth period was because it becams the
brand of cholce among teenagers who then stuck with it as they grew older.”'

[Marlbore must] continue growth among new, young smokers... While Marlboro continues fo
altract increasing shares of young smaicers, expecied deciines in the number of young people
restrict future volume gains from fhis source.”

Thus, the ablffity to a!i‘ract new smokers and davelop them into a young adult franchise is key fo
brand deveiopment.®



Philip Morris — A History of Double Talk/ 3

What Thev Say In Private: Behavioral Research About Kids

1973 A Philip Morris Markeling Research Department document highlighs that within a “probabifity
sample of 452 teen-agers ages 12-17"13 percent smoke an average of 10.6 cigarettes per day
and that “the data from the sludy are consonant with the findings of other such studies, both at
Phifip Morris and without.

1974 We wonder whether such children may not eventually become cigareite smokers in their feenage
years as they discover the advantage of self-stimulation via nicoline. We have aiready
collaborated with a local school system in identifying some such children in the third grade. . . %

1981 [t is important to know as much as possible about teenags smoking patterns and attitudes.
Today's teenager is tomorrow's polential regular customer, and the overwheiming majority of
smokers first begin to smoke while in their toens . . . it fs during the teenage years that the initial
brand choice is made.”

Dr. Carolyn Levy — Philip Morris’ Senfor Vige President of Youth Smoking Prevention who is in charge of
the company's $100 million anti-youth smoking campaign — previously worked in the Philip Morris
research department on studies on nicotine effects and smoking behaviors.? Dr. Levy was also one of
two Philip Morrls researchers who formally approved the previously quoted special report that stated
“Today's teenagar is tomaorrow’s polential regular custorner.”

Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids, September 1, 2006

' Speech to South Carollna Tobacee Warehouse Association, Inc., June 7, 1966, Bates No. 1002600012,
£ Testimony before US Congrass, July 1969,
2 Philip Morris, On Youlh Smoking, 1972, Bates No, 2077153116/3117.

* Etlen Merlo, June 14, 1984, testimony in Cipoflone v. Liggett.
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Summary  Article Metrics *

What is already known about this topic?

Altmetric:

Mews {5)
Twitter (18}
Facebook

Nearly alt adult smokers first try cigarettes before age 18 years, Tobacco-advertising
activities, among other factors, including peer influence and price, are assaciated with
initiatlon of smoking and the continued use of tohacce products among youth,

i
i
1
H
!

{1)

; I Mendeley
What is added by this report? E (59)

f
Analysis of 2012-2016 National Youth Tobacco Survey data found that Marlboro, : Cltations: 17
Newport, and Camel were the mest commonly reported usual brands smoked by b
middle and high scheool current {past 30-day) cigarette smokers. In 2016, these three V.lews. 7,155
brand d for 73.1% and oL | | . iddl . L Views equals page views

rands accounted for 73.1% and 78,7% of cu rrent cigaretfe smokers in micdle and high . plus PDF downloads

school, respectively, Ads for these three brands were also the three miost commonly Metric Detaits

identified “faverite cigarette ad” in 2012. Current cigarette smokers who reported i
exposure to neither e-clgarette ads nor cigarette ads reported signlificantly lower

prevalence of having a usual brand than those who reported exposure to both ads Figures
durtng 2015.
Figure 1
What are the implications for public health practice?
Figure 2
Reducing youth-oriented tobacco marketing, as part of a comprehensive approach in
concert with other evidence-based strategles, including comprehensive smoke-free
poticies, increasing the price of tobacco products, and raising the minimum age of Table
purchase for tobacco products to 21 years, could help reduce the acceptability,
affordability, and use of tobacco products among youth. Nearly all aduit smokers first
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try cigarettes before age 18 years {7), and adolescents can show symptoms of nicotine References
dependence within days to weeks of the onset of occasional cigarette smoking (2). Having a
usual clgarette brand among adolescent smokers could reflect exposure and receptivity to

pro-tobacco advertising and tobacco product appeal (7). To identify usual cigarette brands

smoked among U,S, middle and high school students who were current {past 30-day) ! I
cigarette smokers, CDC analyzed data from the 2012-2016 National Youth Tohacco Survey | B [PDF] ';
{NYTS). Marlboro, Newport, and Camel were the rmost commonly reported brands smoked 1
during 2012-2016; in 2016, these three were the brands usually smoked for 73.1% and

78.7% of current clgarette smaokers in middle and high school, respectively. These three

brands also were the three most commeonly identified as having a “favorite cigarette ad” in 2012. Efforts to reduce youth
exposure to pre-tobacco advertising could help reduce youth smoking (7,3}

3 Iielatéd .Mq'téria_ls._

NYTS is an annual natlonal survey of U.S. students in grades 6-12,* During 2012-2016, sample sizes ranged from 17,711
{(response rate = 63.4%) In 2015 to 24,658 {response rate = 73.6%) in 2012 (4). Participants were asked, "During the past 30
days, what brand of cigareties did you usually smoke?” Response optionst were "American Spirit,” “Camel,” “GPC, Basic, or
Doral,” "Kool,” "Lucky Strike,” "Marlboro,” “Newport,” “Parliament,” "Virginia Slims,” “I did not smoke a usual brand,” “Seme
other brand not listed here,” “I did not smoke a clgarette in the past 30 days,” and “Not sure,” Responses of “I did not
smoke a cigarette in the past 30 days” and “Not sure” were excluded; all other responses were classified as current (past
30-day) cigarette smokers,® Among current cigarette smokers, any response other than | did not smoke a usual brand”
was classifled as having a usual brand,

In the 2012 NYTS anly, participants were asked, “What Is the name of the cigarette brand of your favorite clgarette ad?”
Response options were "American Spirit,” "Camel,” “GPC, Basic, or Doral,” “Kool,” "Marlbaro,” “Newpaort,” “Some othet
brand not listed here,” | don't have a favorite cigarette ad,” and “Not sure.” Any response other than “l don't have a
favorite clgarette ad” and “Not sure” was dassified as having a favorite cigarette ad. In the 2015 NYTS only, exposure to
ads-for both reguiar cigarettes and electronic cigarettes {e-cigarettes) over four media categories was assessed (the
Internet, newspapers/magazines, retall stores, and TV/movies). An exposure was classified as reporting seelng ads on the
assessed medium “Sometimes,” “Most of the time,” or “Always.”Y The tobacco product exposed to on each advertising
medium was classified as 1} neither e-cigarettes nor cigarettes, 2) e-cigarettes only, 3) cigarettes only, and 4} both e-
cigarettes and cigarettes.

Among current cigarette smokers, brand-specific prevalence was calculated overall and by school level, sex, grade,
race/ethnicity, and smoking frequency within the past 30 days (a response of 20-30 days was considered frequent; a
response of 1-19 days was considered Infrequent).** Binary logistic regression was used to assess brand-specific linear
trends during 2012-2016, adjusting for grade, sex, and race/ethnicity. For 2012 only, agreement between usuai brand
and favortte clgarette ad was assessed among 1,807 current cigarette smokers with data avallable for both indicators. For
2015 only, the proportion of current cigarette smokers reporting having a usual brand't was stratified by amount of
reported ad exposure to pro-tobacco advertising across media types. Chi-squared tests and logistic regression were used
to determine subgroup differences, with statistical significance set at p<0.05, Data were weighted to yield nationally
representative estimates.

During 2016, the top three brands usually smoked among current cigarette smaolkers in all middle school grades
combined were Mariboro (38,3%), Newport (21.4%), and Camel (13.4%) {Table). During 2016, 16.5% of middle school
current cigarette smokers smoked some other specific brand, and 10.4% had no usual brand. The proportion of current
cigarette smokers who smoked Marlboro cigarettes during 2016 was highest among non-Hispanic whites (whites) (54.6%)
and lowest among non-Hispanic blacks {(blacks) {11.5%; p<0.05), Conversely, the proportion who smoked Newport

https:jfwww.cde.govimmwrfvolumesf67fwrfmm8704a3.him Page 2 of 10
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cigarettes during 2016 was highest among blacks {58.4%) and lowest among whites {7,9%; p<0.05}, A higher proportion of
female smokers {27,2%) smoked Newport clgarettes than did male smokers {16.6%; p<0.05). Trends during 2012-2016
were not significant for middle school students overall or among subgroups,

Among high school current cigarette smokers, the top three brands usually smoked by students in all grades combined in
2016 also were Marlboro (48,8%), Newport (16.6%), and Camel (13.3%) (Table). During 2016, 15.4% of high school current
cigarette smokers smoked other specific brands, and 5.9% reported no usual brand. As was the case among middie
school students, Newport was the most prevalent brand among black high school students (47.5% in 2016), and Marlboro
was the most prevalent brand among white high school students (59.5% in 2016}, During 2016, the proportion of high
school current cigarette smokers that smoked Camel cigarettes was highest among Hispanics (18.1%) and lowest among
blacks (8.9%), Trend analyses during 2012-2016 indicated an increase in the prevalence of Martboro smoking for alt high
school students {38.5% to 48.8%), males (39.4% to 50.0%), females (37.5% to 48.0%), ninth graders (34.3% to 42.9%), 10th
graders (37.2% ta 45.7%), 12th graders (41.1% to 53.2%), whites {45.8% to 59.5%), and both freguent (42.2% to 59.1%}) and
infrequent smokers (37.8% to 50.8%) {all p-values for trend <0.05). The prevalence of Newport smaking declined during
2012-2016 among alt high school students (23.1% to 16.6%), females (26,0% to 16.8%), and whites (15.4% to 9.5%) (all p-
values for trend <0.05}. The pravalence of Camel smoking during 2012-2016 declined among all high school students
(17.8% to 13.3%), males {17.0% to 12.5%), females (18.6% to 14.2%), 10th graders {19.4% to 14.2%), 12th graders (18.8% to
13.6%), whites (19.6% to 11.9%), and Infrequent smokers (19.8% to 12.4%) (all p-values for trend <0.05). The proportion of
students who smoked no usual brand increased among all high school students (4.1% to 5.9%), females (2.7% to 6.0%),
10th graders (2.9% to 6.8%), 12th graders (3.3% to 5.1%), and blacks (1.6% to 15.9%) during 2012~2016 (all p-values for
trend <0,05),

in 2012, among current cigarette smokers who reported smoeking a usuat brand, 72.1% identified the same brand as their
favorite clgarette ad, The top three favorite cigarette ads were also the top three brands usually smoked (Figure 1),

in 2015, across all advertising media, current cigarette smokers who reported exposure to neither e-cigarette ads nor
cigarette ads reported significantly lower prevalence of having a usual brand than those who reported exposure to both
ads {Flgure 2). By speclflc advertising media, among those exposed ta neither e-cigarette nor cigarette ads versus both
ads, the proportion who reported having a usual brand was as follows; for movies/TV {neither ad = 80,5%; both ads =
94.2%), for retail stores (neither = 69.8%; bath = 94.8%), for Internet {(neither = 79.4%; both = 94.5%), and for
magazines/newspapers (neither = 88,0%; both = 94.6%) (all p-values <0.05).

Top

Discussion

During 2012-2016, the top three brands usually smoked by U.S, middie and high school current cigarette smokers were
Marlboro, Newport, and Camel; these brands alse were the top three favorite cigarette ads reported by current cigarette
smokers in middle and high school in 2012, Market data also indicated that these three brands accounted for the largest
share (62%) of the U.S, cigarette market during 2016; the percentage shares of retail volume for Marlhoro, Newpart, and
Camel during 2016 were 40.2%, 13.8%, and 8.0% respectively {5). Cigarette ads use youth-criented themes, including
those highlighting independence, rebellion, and perceived social acceptability of cigarette smoking {3}. Previous
eptdemiologic studies have demonstrated an association between amount of reported ad exposure and most frequently
smoked brands among adolescents (6); efforts to reduce youth exposure to pro-tobacco advertlsing might help reduce
smoking initiation among U.S, youth {7),

Targeted marketing of tohacco products to certain groups can explain differences in brand preferences among
subgroups (1,7 8). Whereas Mar!boro smoking was more pravalent among whites, Newpaort, a predominantly menthaol
brand, was more often smoked by blacks, which is consistent with previous reports that have documented that menthol
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cigarettes are marketed to specific demographic groups, including blacks (7,8). Ameng high school students overall, as
well as among females, blacks, and 10th and 12th graders, significant Increases were observed in the proportion of
smokers reporting no usual brand, Having no usual brand might be an indicator of nonspecific cigarette access patterns,
including from social sources such as friends (7).

The findings in this report are subject to at least four limitations, First, self-reported cigarette smoking is subject to soclal
desirabliity bias and might be underreported among youth. Second, both brand preferences and pro-tobacce ad
exposure were measured at the same time in this cross-sectlonal study; the data therefore did not permit assessment of
temporality. Exposure to ads could increase brand use or brand use could lead to a favorable Impression of tobacco ads,
Third, these findings might not be generalizabie to youth who are not ervolled in traditional schools, (e g, dropouts
[approximately 6.4% ameng high schoal students]® and those hame-schooled {approximately 3,4% of school-aged
children]).® Finally, the relationships between “favorite cigarette ad” and cigarette brand preferences as assessed in 2012
NYTS might have limited comparability with subsequent years.

In 2014, U.S. clgarette manufacturers spent approximately $8,5 billion, or appreximately $1 miflion per hour, to advertise
and promote cigarettes {9). Information on cigarette brand usually smoked can help guide efforts to reduce cigarette
smoking among the approximately 1.6 million U.S. middle and high school cigarette smokers (70}, Reducing youth-
oriented tobacco marketing, as part of a comprehensive approach in concert with other evidence-based strategies could
help reduce the acceptability, affordability, and use of tobacco products among youth (7). Such strategies Include
comprehensive smoke-free policies, increasing the prices of tobacco products, and raising the minimum age of purchase
for tobacco products ta 21 years (7).
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* The study period was restricted to 2012-2016 because the guestions assessing cigarette brand usually smoked had
different response options in preceding NYTS survey years.

t Because of small sample sizes, “GPC, Basic, or Doral,” "Koo!,” “Lucky Strike,” “Parliament,” and "Virginia Slims" were
collapsed together into one category ("Other specific brand”).

5 Final analytical sample for each year (past 30-day cigarette smokears) was as follows: 2012 (n = 3,292), 2013 (n = 2,377),
2014 (n = 2,386}, 2015 (n=1,823), and 2016 (n = 1,739).

9 For each specific advertising medium assessed, patticipants could select any one of the foliowing response optlons that
best described their frequency of exposure: "Never,” "Rarely,” “Sometlmes,” “Most of the time,” or "Always.” Participants
could also indicate If they did not use the medium assassed (e.g,, "l do not use the Internet"}. Participants who answered
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“Never” or “Rarely,” or who indicated they did not use the assessed medium, were classified as nonexposed to that
medium; all other responses were classified as exposed.

** Frequency of cigarette smoking was ascertained with the question "During the past 30 days, on how many days did
you smoke cigarettes?” Categorical response options were “0 days,” “1 or 2 days,” “3 to 5 days,” "6 to 9 days,” “10 to 19
days,” "20 to 29 days,” and “All 30 days.” A response of "0 days” was classified as being a current nonsmoker and was
excluded. The remaining response options were dichotomized as infrequent (1-19 days) and frequent (=20 days)
cigarette smokers,

T Qutcome was dichotomized as © or 1. Persans who reported having a specific brand they usually smoked ("American
Spirit,” "Camel,” “GPC, Baslc, or Doral,” “Kool,” “Lucky Strike,” "Marlboro,” "Newport,” “Parliament,” “Virginia Slims,” or
“Some other brand not listed here”} were treated as a positive response. Those who responded, *f did not smoke a usual
brand” were treated as not having a brand usually smoked. Responses of “Not sure” or “l did not smoke a cigarette in the
past 30 days” were excluded. '

8 https:/fwww.census,gov/newsroom/press-releases/2016/cht6-tps142,html (4,

"™ hittps://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d15/tables/dt15_206.10.asp?current=yes [4.
Top
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TABLE. Brand of cigarettes usually smoked by current (past 30-day)* cigarette smokers in
middle and high school, by selected characteristics — National Youth Tobacco Survey,
United States, 2012-2016'

i
1

Marlboro

%
Characteristic | {SE)
Middle school
Total | 370
(3.5
Sex
!
Male i 380
(4.5)
Female 357
{3.9)
" Grade
6 33.8
(4.9
7 38.4
' (5.9
8 37.6
(3.8
Race/Ethnicity
White, non- 44.3
Hispanic | (4.8)
: |
Black, non- 284
Hispanic (6.9)

1

% (SF)

38.3
{4.1)

38.9
{6.0)

37.2
{4.6)

40.6
(6.3)

33.2
(4.8)

414
(6.2}

54.6

11.5
(5.1)

Newport

i

2012 | 2016 | 2012

L %
58

51 :

17.9
(2.4)

14.6
(2.7)

205
(3.2)

19.7
(4.0)

16.3
(3.6)

16.5
(2.3

8.5
(2.1)

42,7
(6.6)

hitpsifiwww.cdo.govfmmwrfvolumes/67fwr/mm6704a3 him

2016

% (5E)

21.4
(3.5)

16.6
(3.8)

27.2
(4.3)

174
(4.6)

225
(4.6)

224
(4.7)

58.4
{5.6)

¢ Camel

. 2012

i

. {SE)

17.8
(2.8)

19.7
(3.8)

15.4
(2.7)

15.8
{2.8)

16,7
4.1

19.6
{3.8)

203
5.0

3.8
{C.9)

- 2016

% (SE)

13.4
{2.4)

14.5
{3.5)

12.3
(2.9}

13.4
(4.4}

15.8
(3.4)

11.5
(3.0)

16.1
(3.3)

8.6
(4.3)

Other specific

¢ brand®

L 2012 2016

|

| % (SE) % (SE)
175 | 165
22y . (2.4
18.0 17.3
(2.7) (3.9)
169 156
3.0 | (36
207 187
(45) | {4.6)
78 134
@7y ¢ (8.3
158 | 17.9
(3.2) | (3.6
175 | 94
33) | (3.2
167 | 155
(4.8) © (5.4)

2/8/23, 1:58 PM

Top_
Retlu_ﬂﬁ?
No usual
brand
2012 2016
i
% |
(SE} | % (SE)
|
105 | 104
(16) { (1.8
9.7 I 12.6
(19) | @n
11.6 7.6
2.1} (2.4)
E
101 ¢ 99
(28 @ (3.6
108 | 151
22) | (35
106 | 69
22 | (19)
9.4 12,1
23) | (3.6
84 | 60
37 | (28
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? Hispanic

;
|
‘
E
i
i

332
(4.2)

| ;
265 | 149
@2y ' (26

. No. of days smoked in past 30 days'

Frequent (=20
: days)

: Infrequent (1~
. 19 days)

" High schoo!

. Total

: Sex

- Male
: Female

. Grade

= 10
11
.12

- Racel Ethnicity

- White, non-
Hispanic

~ Black, non-
- Hispanic

|
1
i
i

44,8
(9.2)

41,6
(4.8

385
(1.8)

39.4
2.1)

375
(2.3)

343
(2.6}

37.2
(2.4)

403
(2.7)

41.1
{2.5)

458
2.1}

103
(2.7)

475 148
(11.0) | (4.0)

403 1 19.0
L 78 . B
488 234
LAy (21)

. 500 - 21.0
ey . (2.0)

. 480 260
3 (27)

429 259
eI @)
. 457 255

INEN) L K

508 225
wa e
532 203

B 24

595 . 154
NEA VA ()
fr ;

. 110 670
P36 | 43

hitpsiffwww.cde.govfmmwrivolumesfB7wifmmB7D4ad.htm

1

213
(5.9)

2.1
(4.8)

18.6
{5.3)

16.6

{1.8y%*

16.0
(2.2}

16.8

{2.4)%*

184
(2.8}

19.5
(3.0)

17.2
(3.1)

12.7
(2.0}

95
(1.6)%*

47.5
(7.8

20.8
{5.5)

17.8
(6.5)

16.1
(4.1)

17.8
(1.4

17.0
(1.3)

18.6
2.1

17.4
(2.2)

19.4
(2.3)

14.5
(1.6}

19.8
(2.5}

19.6
(1.9)

4.2
(1.7)

1
|
I
i
P

18,5
(4.4)

14,7
(7.9

17.3
{4.0)

13.3
{1,3y+*

12.5
(1.7)%*

14.2
(1.9y%*

15.9
(3.6)

14.2
(3,94

10.0
(1.9

13.6
(1,8yF

11.9

C gy

858

(3.0)

|

18.8
(4.6)

19.5
(6.8)

18.5
(3.1}

16.4
(1.5)

174
(1.8)

152
(1.7)

16.2
(1.5)

14.9
(1.8}

19.0
(2.2}

15.5
(2.9)
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Abbreviation: SE = standard error.

* Assessed with the question; “During the past 30 days, what brand of cigarettes did you usually smoke?" Response
options were "American Spirit,” “Camel,” “GPC, Basic, or Doral,” "Kool,” “Lucky Strike,” "Marlboro,” “Newport,” “Parliament,”
"Virginia Siims,” “l did not smoke a usual brand,” “Some other brand not listed here,” "l did not smoke a cigarette in the
past 30 days,” and “Not sure.” Any response other than “1 did not smoke a cigarette in the past 30 days” or "“Not sure” was
treated as being a current (past 30-day) cigarette smoker,

T Trend analyses include data for 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016, Prevalence estimates are presented only for 2012
and 2016.

5 Because of small sample sizes, the responses “GPC, Basic, or Doral” “Kool,” “Lucky Strike," “Parliament,” and "Virginia
slims” were combined fogether as one category {“Other specific brand”).

1 Assessed with the question "During the past 30 days, on how many days did you smoke cigarettes?” Response options
included “0 days,” “1 or 2 days,” “3 to 5 days,” "6 to 9 days,” “10 to 19 days,” "20 to 29 days,” and "All 30 days.” Responses of
“Q days” were excluded. All other responses were dichotomized as frequent (z20 days) or infrequent (1-19 days).

** Sratistically significant linear trend during 2012-2016 (p-trend<0,05).

. Top
FIGURE 1. Agreement* hetween brand of cigarettes usually smoked' and faverite cigarette  retn)
brand ad® among middle and high school current (past 30-day) cigarette smokers — '
National Youth Tobacco Survey, United States, 2012

B Percentage reporting hrand as favorile dgarette ad
A5 o 21 Percentage reporting brand 5 usual smoked brand

Fercentage

Marlboro Camel Newport Arnertcan Spirit Kool GPC, Basic, ot Doral Qther

Cigarette brand
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Cigarette Brand Preference and Pro-Tobacco Advertlsing Among Middle and High School Sludents — United States, 2012-2016 | MMWR 2/8{23, 1:58 PM

* Restricted o students who smoked cigareites during the past 30 days and reported having both a favorite cigarette ad »
and a cigarette brand usually smoked {n = 1,807}, The question on favorite cigarette ad was asked only in 2012,

T Assessed with the question! "During the past 30 days, what brand of cigarettes did you usually smoke?” Responses
classifled as having a brand usually smoked among past 30-day smokers included “American Splrit,” “Camel,” “GPC, Basic,

or Doral,” "Kool,” "Lucky Strike,” “Martbore,” "Newport,” "Parliament,” "Virginia Slims,” and “Some other brand not listed
here.”

3 Assessed with the guestion: "What is the name of the cigarette brand of your favorite cigarette ad?” Responées classified
as having a favorite cigarette ad were “American Spirit,” "Camel,” “GPC, Basic, or Doral,” “Kool,” "Marlboro,” "Newport,” and
“Some other brand not listed here”

The figure is a bar chart showing agreement between brand of cigarettes usually srnoked and favorite brand ad among
middle and high school current {within the past 30 days) cigarette smokers in 2012.

Top
FIGURE 2. Propaortion of middle and high school current (past 30-day) cigarette smokers Return')
reporting a usual cigarette brand,* by advertising medium and status of exposure to
cigarette and/or electronic cigaretie ads' — National Youth Tobacco Survey, United States, 2015°

Both products 8
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Neither rotuct {Eea

Both products 4

Hetail store Cigarefies only [
adsfor

E-cigarettes enly

Netther procuct [

Bothproducls f
intemet Clgarettes only B
ads for E-clgareties only {8
Neither proditct g8
Both products RTINS
Maqazine/ -
Nevsspaper Cigareltes only 3%
ads for E-clgarettesonly g
Melther product RIS

T T T ) .
rai) 40 60 80 100

Percentage repering a ustial brand

f=

* Qutcome was dichctomized as 0 or 1. Persons who reported having a specific brand they usually smoked ("American
Spirit,” “Camel,” "GPC, Basic, or Doral,” "Kool," "Lucky Strike,” “Marlboro,” "Newport,” “Parliament,” "Virginia Slims,” or
“Some other brand not listed here”) were coded as 1, Those who respanded, | did not smoke a usual brand” were coded

hlips:fiwww cde,govimmwrivolumes/G2/wriimmB704a3, htm Page 8 of 10



Clgarette Brand Preference and Pro-Tobacoo Advertislng Among Middle and High School Students — Unitad Slates, 2012-20%6 | MMWR 2{8f23, 158 PM '
as 0. Responses of "Not sure” or “I did not smoke a cigarette in the past 30 days” were excluded,

1 Separate questions were asked for electronic clgarettes and regular cigarettes In relation to exposure to pro-tobacco
ads on the different media sources {internet, newspapers/magazines, retail stores, and Tv¥/movies), For both electronic
cigarettes and regular cigarettes, respondents’ ad exposure status was coded on each medium as either: 1 = exposed

{responses of “Sometimes,” “Most of the time,” and "Always”) or 0 = nonexposed {("Never,” “Rarely,” or those who indicated
not using the assessed medium).

§ The questions on exposure to both electronic cigarette and regular cigarette ads were asked only in 2015,

The figure is a bar chart showing the proportion of middie and high school current {within the past 30 days) cigarette

smokers reporting a usual brand by advertising medium and status of exposure to cigarette and/or electronic cigarette
ads,

Top

Suggested cutaﬁon for thlS arncle Perks SN Armour B Agaku IT Clgarette Brand Preference and Pro-Tobacco -
Advertising Among Mlddle and. High School Students - United States, 2012-2016 MMWR Morb Mortal Wily Rep :
2018;67:119- _124__DO| httpi//dx.dol orgHO 15585fmmwr mm6?04a3 (2 ,f

MMWR and Morbidity and Mortalfity Weekly Report are service marks of the U,5. Department of Health and Human Services.

Use of trade names and eommercial sources Is for identificatian only and does not imply endorsement by the 1.5, Department of Health and
Human Services.

References to non-CDC sites on the Internet are provided as a service to MMWR readers and do not constitute or imply endorsement of these
organizations or thelr programs by CDC or the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, CDC Is not responsible for the content of pages
found at these stes, URL addresses listed in MdMWR were current as of the date of publication.

All HTML versions of MMWR articles are generated from final proofs through an automated process, This conversion might resuit in character
translation or farmat errors In the HTML version. Users are referred to the electronic PDF verslon (https://www.cdc govimmwr) andfor the orlginal
MMWR paper copy for printable verslons of official text, figures, and tables,

Questions or messages regarding ervors in formatting should be addressed to mmwrg@cdc.gov.
Page last reviewed: February 1, 2018

Content source: Centers for Disease Control and

Prevention
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Tobacco Brand Preferences | COC 218)23, 201 PM

Espafiol | Other Languages

’ /9‘ Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
I{,‘V} J CDC 24/7: Saving Lives, Pratecting People™

Sniokling'& Tobacco Use Home

Tobacco Brand Preferences o

Clgarettes R -ﬁf

Market Share Information

* According to 2017 sales data, Mariboro is the most popular cigarette brand in the United States, with sales greater
than the next seven leading competitors comblned.’!

» The three most heavily advertised brands—Marlboro, Newport, and Camel—continue to be the preferred brands
of clgarettes smoked by young people?

2017 Market Shares for Leading
Cigarette Brands'

Brand Market %

Marlboro 40%
Newport 4%
Camet {filter only} 8%
Pall Mall Box 7%
Maverick 2%
Santa Fe 2%
Winstoen 2%
Kool . 2%

NOTE: Market share—or market percentage—Is defined as the percentage of total sales in the United States,

Industry Marketing Practices

https:h‘www,cdc.gov!tobecco!da'ta_stalialics,l’lact_sheets!tobacco_lndustry{brandﬁpreferencejindex.htm Feage 1of 4



Tobacto Brand Preferences | CDC 278423, 2:01 PM
Tobaceo industry marketing practices can influence the brands that certain groups prefer. For example:?

* The packaging and design of certaln cigarette brands appeal to adolescents and young adults.

« Historically, menthol cigarettes have been targeted heavily toward certain racial/ethnic groups, especially African
Americans.

o Among Africait American adult, adolescent, and young adult cigarette smokers, the most popular brands are
all mentholated,

¢ (Cigarettes with brand names contalning words such as “thins” and “slims” have been manufactured to be longer
and slimmer than traditional cigarettes to appeal directly to women—e.g., Virginia Slims and Capri brands.

Brand Characteristics
e Of all the cigarettes sold in the United States in 2018—3

99.7% were filtered

36.0% were mentholated brands
¢ Use of mentholated brands varies widely by race/ethnicity. The percentage of current smokers aged 12 years or
older who reported using mentholated brands in 2012-2014 was:*

84.6% Non-Hispanic black
46.9% Hispanic
38.0% Non-Hispanic Asian

28.9% Non-Hispanic White

* Before 2010, manufacturers were allowed to label cigarettes as “light” or “uitra light” if theay delivered less than 15
mg of tar when measured by an automated smoking machine®
o Such labeling allowed tobacco companies to deltberately misrepresent “light” cigarettes as being less harmiul
and an acceptable alternative to quitting smoking.®

o The 2009 Family Smoking Prevention and Tobacco Control Act, however, prohibits use of terms like "light,”
“low," and “miid" on tobacco product labels,”

Clgars
According to 2015 sales data, Swisher Little is the most popular brand of cigars in the United States, with sales
substantially greater than any little cigar competitor and the leading large cigars and cigarllios competitors.8

2015 Market Shares for Leading
Cigar Brands®

htipsiifwww.cde.govitobaccofdata_statisticsffact_sheelsftobacco_lndustry/brand_preferencefindex.htm Page 2 of 4



Tobacco Brand Preferences | COC

Brand

Swisher Liltle

Swisher Sweets

Black & mMiid

Garcia y Vega

White Owl

Category

Little cigars
Large cigars and cigatiilos
Large cigars and clgarilios
Large cigars and clgariitos

Large cigars and cigarilios

Market %

60%

16%

11%

5%

5%

218f23, 2:01 PM

NOTE: Market share—or market percentage—is defined as the percentage of total sales in the Unlted States,

Smokeless Tobacco
The five major U.S. smokeless tobacco companies experienced decreased sales from 2018 to 2019, from 128.4

million pounds to about 126 million pounds.? Smokeless tobacco products include dry snuff, moist snuff, plug/twist,

loose-leaf chewing tobacco, snus, and dissolvable products,

2011 Market Shares for Leading
Smokeless Tobacco Brands?®

Brand Category Market %

Levi Garrett Plug Moist plug tobacco 52%
Day's Work Piug tobacco 45%
Red Man Plug Molst plug tobacco 36%
Grizzly Moist snuff and fine cut tohécco 26%
Copenhagen Moist snuff and fine cut tobacco 25%
Garrett Dry snuff 24%
Skoal Muolst shuff and fine cut tobacco 24%
ed Man Loase ieaf tobacco 18%

NCTE: Market share—or marlet percentage—is defined as the percentage of total sales in the United States.

hitps:ffwww. cdo.govftobaccofdata_statistlesffact _sheetsflobacco_Industryfbrand_preference/index.him
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Tobacco use in Maryland 2021

TOPIC Smoking by Region

SUBTOPIC %tate Facis

Cigarette use:
Maryland

o |n 2020, 10.9% of adults smoked.
Nationally, the rate was 15.5%.]

s |n 2019, 5.0% of high school students in
Maryland smoked cigarettes on at least
one day in the past 30 days. Nationally, the

rate was 6.0%.2

https:ftruthinitiative.orgfreseacch-resources{smoking-regionftobaceo-use-maryland-2021

34124, 3:37 PM
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Tebacco use in Maryland 2021 3f4f24, 337 PM

MARYLAND

CIGARETTE USE

among adults and high school students

Other tobacco
product use:
Maryland

¢ |n 2019, 3.3% of adulis in Maryland used
e-cigarettes.

» |n 2020, 1.7% of adults in Maryland used

smokeless tobacco.®

* [n 2019, 23.0% of high school students in
Maryland used electronic vapor products
on at least one day in the past 30 days.

Nationally, the rate was 32.7%.2

s |n 2019, 4.6% of high schoot students in
Maryland used chewing tobacco, snuff or
dip on at least one day in the past 30 days.

Nationally, the rate was 3.8%.2

https:ffiruthinitiative orgfresearch-resourcesfsmaoking-regionftobacco-use-maryland-2021 Page 2 of 9



Tobacco use in Maryland 2621

» |n 2019, 6.0% of high school students in
Maryland smoked cigars, cigarillos or
little cigars on at least one day in the past

30 days. Nationally, the rate was 5.7%.2

MARYLAMD

OTHER TOBACCO PRODUCT USE

amang adults and kigh school students

ADULTS
E-CIGARETTES ] ‘
2019 .3.3;u \ _
SMOKELESS I1 - Nus
ToBACCO (20201 Ml ™

HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS 2019}

E-CIGARETTES |

SMOKELESS [
TOBACCO i

Economics of
tobacco use and
tobacco control

e Maryland received $501.0 million
(estimated)] in revenue from tobacco
settlement payments and taxes in fiscat

year 2021.4

e Of this, the state allocated $10.8 million in
state funds to tobacco prevention in fiscal

kttps:/ftruthinitiative.orgfresearch-rescurcesfsmoking-regionftobacce-use-maryland-2021

3J424, 3:37 B
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year 2021, 22.6% of the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention's annual

spending target.l‘

* Smoking-retated health care costs: $2.71

billion per year.*

¢ Smoking-related losses in productivity:

$2.22 billion per year.®

MARYLAND

2021 TOBACCO TAXES

Maryland tobacco
laws

Tobacco taxes

e Maryland is ranked 5th in the U.S. for its
cigarette tax of $3.75 per pack (enacted
Feb 2021), compared with the national
average of $1.91 (The District of Columbia
has the highest tax at $4.50 and Missouri

has the lowest at 17 cents.}®™®

htips:fitruthinitistive.crgfresearch-resourcesfsmoking-regionftobaceo-use-maryland - 2021 Page 4 of &



Tobacce use in Maryland 2021 34724, 337 PM

» Cigars are taxed at 70% of the wholesale
price and premium cigars are taxed at
15% of the wholesale price. All other
tobacco products are taxed at 30% of the

manufacturer’s list price.‘f"7

Clean indoor air ordinances

¢ Smoking is prohibited in all government
and private workplaces, schools, childcare
facilities, restaurants, bars,
casinos/gaming establishments, retail

stores and recreational/cultural

facilities.’

e No smoke-free restrictions exist for e-

cigarette use.?

Flavor restrictions

* The sale of cartridge-based and
disposable e-cigarettes with flavors other

than menthol is prohibited.'®
Licensing laws

o Retailers and wholesalers are required to

obtain a license to sell tobacco products.6

s Alicense is required to sell e-cigarette5.9
Youth access laws

e Effective December 2019, the United
States adopted a law raising the federal
minimum age of sale of all tobacco
products to 21. Some states have not yet

htips:ffiruthinitiative.org/research-resourcesfamoking -regiconftobacco-use-maryland-2021 Fage 5 of 9
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raised their state minimum age of sale,
however, the federal law takes
precedence.

e Underage persons are prohibited from

buying electronic smoking devices,

including e-cigarettes.®”

e The sale or distribution of electronic
smoking devices or coupons for electronic
smoking devices to underage persons is

prohibited.’

e The sale of flavored electronic smoking
devices is prohibited, including disposable
products [except tobacce and menthol

flavor).?

* Vending machine sales of electronic
smoking devices is prohibited unless

located in an establishment inaccessible

tc underage persons.9

Local tobacco laws

* Montgomery County, Maryland:
o Prohibits e-cigarette manufacturers
from distributing all e-cigarettes to

retail stores within a half mile of a

middle or high school.'?

o Prohibits e-cigaretie manufacturers
from distributing flavored e-
cigarettes to retail stores within a
half mile of any middle or high
school, library, or recreationat

https:fftruthinitiative.orgfresearch-resources{smcking-region/tohacco-use-maryland-2021 Page G of 9
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facility.'0

Quitting statistics
and benefits

» The CDC estimates that 52.3% of daily
adult smokers in Maryland quit smoking

- for one or more days in 2019.3

* |n 2014, the Affordable Care Act required
that Medicaid programs cover all quit

medications.’**

e Maryland's state quit line invests $3.74
per smoker, compared with the nationat

average investment per smoker of $2.28.7

¢ Maryland does have a private insurance

mandate provision for cessation.’

Notes and
references

Updated August 2021

*National and state-level prevalence
numbers reflect the most recent data
available. This may differ across state fact
sheets.

**The seven recommended quitting
medications are NRT gum, NRT patch, NRT

https:fftruthinitialive.orgfresearch-resourcesfsmoking-regionftobacco-use-maryland-2021

3/4/24, 3:37 PM
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nasal spray, NRT inhaler, NRT lozenge,
Varenicline [Chantix) and Bupropion {Zyban].

Fiore MC, et al. Treating Tobacco Use and
Dependence: 2008 Update. Clinical Practice
Guideline. Rockville, MD: US Department of
Health and Human Services. Public Health
Service: May 2008.

1. CDC, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance
System, 2020.

2. CDC, Youth Risk Behavioral Surveillance
System, 2019.

3. CDC, Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance
System, State Tobacco Activities Tracking
and Evaluation System, 2021.

4. Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids, Broken
Promises to Our Children: a State-by-State

Look at the 1998 State Tobacco Settlement

22 Years Later FY2021, 2020.

5. Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids, Toll of
Tobacco in the United States.

6. American Lung Association, State
L egislated Actions on Tobacco Issues

(SLATI).

7. American Lung Association, State of
Tobacco Control, 2021.

8. Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids. State
Cigarette Excise Tax Rates & Rankings.
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sheets/0097.pdf. Accessed.

9. Public Health Law Center. U.S. E-
Cigarette Regulation: 50-State Review.
http://www.publichealthlawcenter.org/resou
rces/us-e-cigarette-regulations-50-state-
review. Accessed.

10. Truth Initiative, Local restrictions on
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Increasing Cigarette and

Tobacco Product Taxes

Increasing taxes on cigarettes is a win-win proposition:
significantly increasing cigarette taxes results in fewer kids
starting to smoke, and in more aduits quitting while at the
same time providing substantial revenue to fund important
health, as well as tobacco prevention programs. Every 10
percent increase in the price of cigarettes reduces
consumption by about four percent among adults and
about seven percent among yc;uth.1

Funding Critical Health
Programs

Federal Level: On the federal level, revenue from cigarette
and tobacco taxes helps fund programs that suppott
children and adults across the country, including the
Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP). CHIP provides
health insurance to many children in the U.S. who would
otherwise be uninsured.

Federal tobacco taxes were last increased in 2009, with the
cigarette tax being increased by $0.62 per pack. The
current federal cigarette tax is $1.01 per pack. The American
Lung Association supports increasing the federal cigarette
tax and making federal tax rates on other tobacco products
equal to the cigarette tax.

State and local communities: Revenue from state and local
tobacco tax increases can and should be used to fund state
tobacco control programs.




Federal '_ The Lung Association has had great success recently in

Priorities for increasing the price of tobacco products as 49 states and

the 118th _- _
Congress | the District of Columbia have increased their cigarette taxes
' since 2002, many more than once. The average state
Our ;
cigarette tax was $1.81 ack as of October 2018.
Advocacy g S181perp
Victories . .
® Get more information on state tobacco taxes
Advocacy - » See how your state measures up in our State of
Archive
Tobacco Control report
Hefsrenoss
1. Tauras JA, O'Malley PM, Johnston LD, "Effects of Price
and Access Laws on Teenage Smoking Initiation: A
National Longitudinal Analysis,” Bridging the Gap
Research, ImpacTeen, April 2001, Avsilable at:
https:/impacteen.uic.edufaccess.htm
Page last updated: November 17, 2022
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The research is clear: increases in tobacco taxes
decrease tobacco use, indeed, raising taxes on
tobacco and thereby increasing its price is one of
the most effective ways to reduce tobacco use.
Prices affect virtually all measures of ¢igarette use,
including per-capita consumption, smoking rates
and the number of cigarettes smoked daily.24®
These effects apply across a wide range of racial and
sociceconomic groups.’

Smoking-related ilinesses remain the leading
cause of preventable death in the United States,
with more than 540,000 deaths annually, and cost the
country more than $308 billion each year, including
$170 billion for direct medical care for adults and
mare than $156 billion in lost productivity.'3 Yet the
federal tax on cigarettes has not increased since
2009, when the Children’s Health Insurance Program
Reauthorization Act raised the tax to $1.01 per
pack.“’ State taxes per cigarette pack average $1.78,
with rates ranging from 17 cents in Missouri to $4.50
in Washington, D.C.*

Truth Initiative® supports a set of policies
regarding tobacco taxes, starting with federal,
state and local tax authorities levying the highest

The cost of smoking-related ilinesses in the U.S.

Direct medical care for adults

$170

Lost productivity

$156
biuion/year

of] l.l.ion/year

[ |

ot $32&5 BILLION year

*Individual state fact sheels can be accessed al lruthinitiatie arg/2018-2ate -fazt-shects.
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Smoking-related iltnesses remain
the leading cause of preventable

death in the U.S., with more

than 540,000 deaths annuatly.

possible taxes on cigarettes and all other
combustible tobacce products, such as cigars, pipe,
rotl your own tobacco and hookah. Additionally, alt
tobacco preducts, including e-cigareties, should
be taxed at rates that discourage youth use. At this
time, only 10 states tax e-cigarettes at all.® That
said, tax authorities should levy taxes on properly
regulated e~cigarettes and products proven to

be both less harmful and help move smokers

away from cornbustible tobacco preducts at rates
proportionat to the harms of each type of tobacco
product, We note that this strategy only works
when taxes on combustible products are significant
enough to both discourage youth uptake and to
encourage smokers to switch to less harmful
products. In many jurisdictions in the U.S., taxes,
even on cigarettes, remain well below these levels.



Further, taxes on tobacco products should increase
over time to continue to have the intended effect of
encouraging quitting among current smokers, and
preventing vulnerable populations, especially youth,
from starting to use these preducts. Programs
providing tobacco prevention and quitting services
should receive a significant portion of funds
garnered from all tobacco taxes, which will further
pratect communities from the toll of tobacce.

Specifically, Truth Initiative supparts the following
policies:

TOBACCO TAXES SHOULD BE
ASSESSED AT THE HIGHEST
POSSIBLE RATES TO PREVENT YOUTH
FROM USING TOBACCO PRODUCTS
AND TO ENCOURAGE ADULTS TO
QUIT.

Taxes are a particularly effective tool for discouraging
youth uptake of cigarettes.” Youth and young adults
are two to three times more likely to respond to
changes in prices than adults,? and health economists
have estimated that raising the cost of cigarettes to
$10 per pack nationwide would result in 4.8 million
fewer smokers between the ages of 12-25." In fact,
researchers who compared youth use just before and
just after the federal cigarette tax increase in 2009
found that the tax led to at least 220,000 fewer middle
and high schootl students taking up smoking.'

Economists have estimated
that raising the cost of cigarettes |
to $10 per pack nationwide g
" would resutt in 4.8 million
 fewer smokers between
the ages of 12-25.
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Cigareiie prices and consumption

=~ As cigarette

_ pi’ICES Increase,

consumption
drops.
3-5%

Decrease in overall cigarette consumption

Young people are more respensive to tax increases
for several reasens, including their lower incomes,
which make them more price sensitive, and the
shorter amount of time spent smaeking compared to
older smokers, which makes them likely to be less
addicted.® Higher cigarette prices also make it more
likely that adult smokers will quit,’*#

While not as widely studied, tax increases on other
tobacco products, such as cigars and smaokeless
tobaceo, yield similar results in terms of reducing
prevalence and consumption.'® A study of the 2009
federal tax increase on smokeless tobacco led to
at least 135,000 fewer users immediately after the
increase took effect.'? As a result, it is important to
tax all tobacce products, including e-cigarettes and
those products that have been granted modified
risk status by the Food and Drug Administration, at
sufficiently high levels to deter youth tobacco use.
Cnly then can a differentiated tax structure work to
encaurage adult quitting.

Further, tobacco taxes on all products should
increase over time. Taxes must increase regularly
to continue the effect of the taxes on reducing
tobacco use. Moreover, increases in taxes should
be meaningful and they should not be phased

in, so that they have the strongest effect on
changing tobacco use behaviors, We know that
for every 10 percent increase in cigarette price,
overall cigarette consumption is reduced by 3 to
5 percent.? Thus, the higher the tax, the higher
the decrease in tohacco use. At the same fime,

because the effect of a tax increase will naturally '
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wear off over time, it is important to raise taxes
periodically to ensure continued decreases in
tobacco use.

The tobacco industry has also long understood the
impact of price increases on smoking among young
people, Internal tobacco company documents
describe how cigarette price increases lead to
significant reductions in smoking, particularly
among young people.’ A 1985 Philip Morris internal
document stated, "Of all the concerns, there is one—
taxation—that alarms us the most. While marketing
restrictions and pubtic and passive smoking do
depress volurne, in our experience taxation depresses
it much more severely. Our concern for taxation is,
therefore, central to our thinking about smoking and
health. It has historically been the area to which we
have devoted most resources and for the foreseeable
future, | think things will stay that way almost
everywhere.” 7 The economics behind this cenclusion
are as true today as they were in 1985. Indeed, the
tobacco industry continues to put the full might of
its considerable lobbying forces toward thwarting
tobacco taxes. In 2016, the industry spent $71 million
against a batlot initiative to raise the tobacco tax in
California.’® In 2018 in Montana, a much smaller state,
the tobacco industry spent $17.46 million against a
ballat initiative to raise tobacco taxes there—the most
expensive ballot measure in Montana history.®

Finally, an increase in tobacco taxes reliably leads
to increased revenue by the government enacting
the tax." This provides for “deuble bottom line” —
increased revenue in state and local coffers and
improved health and productivity for citizens.

REVENUE RAISED THROUGH
INCREASED TAXES ON TOBACCO
PRODUCTS SHOULD SUPPORT
TOBACCO CONTROL PROGRAMS.

Tobacco taxes raise revenue that should be used for
tobacco contrel programs. Cormnprehensive programs
fund things such as enfercement of tobacco control
policies, quitting services, youth smoking prevention
programs, surveillance programs and education
about tobacco health effects, industry tactics and
tebacco control policies,

SR VAR 1R
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When price increases are accompanied by
comprehensive tobacco control pregrams, the
impact of bath is strengthened.™

> For example, when New York City accompanied
increases in local cigarette taxes with other
tobacco control services and activities, cigarette
smokihg among adults declined by 19 percent
between 2002 and 20062

> in Oregon, a study found that the cornbination of
a tax increase and the state's tobacco prevention
and education program decreased taxable per
capita cigarette consumption by 11 percent.?

> Washington state found a return of more than $5
for every $1 spent on its state tobacco program.®

Funds for state tobacco programs are critical. The
tobacco industry spent almaost $9.5 billion in 2014
marketing its products in the U.S.2% |n contrast,

in fiscal year 2018, states dedicated only $721.6
million in tabacco prevention spending, less than

3 percent of the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention recornmendation.? The larger the
investment states make in these programs, and the
longer they sustain their programs, the greater and
faster their impact.?
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TAX AUTHORITIES SHOULD
INSTITUTE TAX PARITY BETWEEN
CIGARETTES AND ALL COMBUSTIBLE
TOBACCO PRODUCTS.

In 2009, the federal gavernment increased the tax
rate for small cigars much more than for large
cigars. The Internal Revenue Code breaks cigars into
two categories for the purpose of taxes: “small or
little cigars,” which are the same size as cigarettes
(3 pounds per 1,000 sticks), and “large cigars” that
cover every other type of cigar that is larger than 3
paunds per 1,000 sticks.® The federal tax rate for
small cigars is the same as it is for cigarettes, at
$50.33 per 1,000 [or $1.01 per pack of 20], while the
tax on each large cigar is 52.75 percent of the sales
price, but not to exceed 40.26 cents per cigar’

This led to small cigar manufacturers making minor
product changes to add enough weight to legally
classify thern as large cigars for tax purposes,

while they still appear to users to be cigarette
replacement products at a much cheaper price.
Despite a continued decrease in cigarette smoking
in the U.S., consumption of large cigars has
increased substantially since the federal tobacco

PRICE CAN DRAMATICALLY AFFECT
'RATES OF TOBACCO PRODUCT USE

Higher small cigar tax rates led

B manufacturers to make product changes
« to classify small cigars as large cugars :

for tax purposes ;
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tax increased in 2009, Manufacturers have been
able to increase the per-unit weight of several
small cigars to take advantage of a tax benefit when
classified as large cigars, which are taxed based on
the product price rather than per cigar. They did so
by using fillers such as the clay found in kitty litter
or stuffing the products with mere tobacco to tip the
scales in their favor. As a result of relatively miner
increases in per-unit weight, the new “large cigar”
can appear almost identical to a “small cigar,”
which resembles a typical cigarette and can cost
as tittle as 7 cents per cigar.®¥

From 2000 to 2017, total small cigar consumption
decreased 80.7 percent from 2.3 bitlion in 2000

to 440 million in 2017; however, large cigar
consumption increased 332.1 percent from 3.9
billion in 2000 to 12.9 billion in 20173 This Is a
stark example of how price can dramatically affect
rates of tobacce product use and demonstrates that
governments should apply the highest tax rate to all
combustible tobacco products,

TAXES SHOULD BE PROPORTIONAL
TO THE HARMS OF EACH TYPE

OF TOBACCO PRODUCT. THIS TAX
STRUCTURE REQUIRES FULL

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
REGULATION AND REVIEW

OF PRODUCTS THAT COULD
POTENTIALLY REDUCE HARMS.

Not only can taxes prevent youth from using
tobacco, they also encourage smokers to quit
or, for those who cannot or will not guit, they can
encourage smokers to switch completely to the
least harmful tobacco products. '

Given the epidemic rates of youth tobacce use,
especially for e-cigarettes, federal, state and
local tax-writing authorities should set taxes

on all tobacco products, including e-cigarettes,
at levels high enough to discourage non-users,
particularly youth, from using them. Combustible
tohacco products cause the most darnage to
health and should be taxed at the highest rate.
However, not all tobacco preducts carry the same



health conseguences. A tax structure that uses a
sliding scale based on product health impacts can
discourage use of the most harmful products. For
those who cannot or will not guit tobacco altogether,
a comparatively lower tax rate makes those products
that help smokers switch completely to significantly
less harmful products more accessible, and © e PRYATE
increases incentives to quit the more expensive, and ' 7
most harmful combustible products.

R‘L FEMDER

This policy proposat comes with a caveat. For this
type of tax structure to work, the FDA must fully
exercise its authorities to regulate tobacco and ; L
review products that have the potential to reduce A tax structure that uses
tobacco-related harms. Such a tax structure cannot
occur in the current environment where products

=

:

a sliding scale based on product |
purported to be the least harmful have not been health impaCtS can discou rage
reviewed by the agency. This lack of scientific use of the most harmful

review makes it impossihle to determine which
products reduce harms and help smokers switch
completely from combustible products. Until that
tire, a tax rate proportional to health consequences
cannot be put into action as tax agencies would

not know which products truly reduce heatth

harms. Nonetheless, even now, tax agencies can
ensure that all tobacce taxes are high enough to
prevent youth use and that all combustible tobacco
products bear the highest tax.

tobacco products.

CONCLUSION

Truth Initiative supports increases in taxes on
cigarettes and other tobacco products as partof a
comprehensive tobacco control program. Using the
revenue raised from these tax increases for tobacco
prevention and guitting services will help to magnify
the impacts of the tax increase. These steps will
prevent initiation of tobacco use, promote quitting,
reduce the prevalence and intensity of tobacco

use amang youth and adults and result in positive
ecanomic impacts through revenue and savings

of health and productivity costs. We encourage all
states and localities, where allowed, to increase
tobacco taxes and increase funding on tobacco
control programs to improve the health of their
citizens and make those locations healthier, more
productive places to live.
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