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Purposes of the
Bridging:;the-Gap nitiative:

A To evaluate the impact on youth of:
Policies, Programs, and Practices

A Simultaneously addressing various substances:
Alcohal, lllicit Drugs, and Tobacco

A At different levels of social organization:
State, Community, School, and Individual
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e substances
e disciplines
e centers and collaborators

e levels of social organization
e data sources
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BTG Data Collections

A Half-sample of MTF schools cycling out of the

national sample
> €.215 schools per year
> National replicate sample

A Administrators in those schools surveyed

A Community data collected from their catchment

alreas
> QObservational studies of retail outlets, communities
> Key informant interviews in the community

A Other existing archival data

A State level data on laws, etc.



-
Supported by

The Effects of Price on
Youth/Young Adult
Smoking

BTG Tobacco Research Team

The Association Between the
Point-of-Purchase Environment
And Youth Smoking
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State Cigarette Excise Taxes

Cigarette Taxes

M $0.98 to$1.50 (9)
l $0.64 to$0.98 (11)
[ $0.35 to$0.64 (10)
[] $0.20 t0$0.35 (10)
[] $0.025 to $0.20 (11)

Tax rates in effect, late 2002



Total Cigarette Sales and Cigarette Prices, U.S., 1970-2002

30000

A $3.20
"
X
@ 28000 0
o o
= 26000 5
o $2.20 O
T 24000 O
o ¢
S 22000 SL10

20000 $1.20

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000
Year

impac —a— Cigarette Sales (million packs) —e— Real Cigarette Price .




Tobacco Taxes and Tobacco Use

AHigher taxes induce quitting, prevent relapse,
and reduce consumption among adults.

AEstimates from high-income countries
Indicate that 10% rise in price reduces overall
cigarette consumption by about 4%

AAbout half of impact of price increases is on
smoking prevalence; remainder is on average
cigarette consumption among smokers

ALong run response larger given
Impact of addiction

Source: Chaloupka et al., 2000



YOUNG PEOPLE MORE RESPONSIVE
TO PRICE INCREASES

A Proportion of disposable income youth spends on
cigarettes likely to exceed that for adults

A Peer influences much more important for young
smokers than for adult smokers

A Young smokers less addicted than adult smokers

A Young people tend to discount the future more
heavily than adults

Because kids are highly sensitive to price, and
given that 90 percent of smokers start when they

are 18 or younger, an increase in excise taxes

Is one of the best ways to achieve long run
reductions in overall smoking



US Cigarette Advertising and
PromotionalExpenditures, 2001

O Print

@ Outdoor/Transit

O Point-of-Sale

O Promotional Allowances

0
42% 20%

B Specialty Item Distribution

O Public Entertainment

B Coupons

O Retail Value Added

W Other

3%

5% 3%
Source: Federal Trade Commission (208®port to Congress Pursuant to the Federal Cigarette Label and Advertising Act, 2001



Cigarette Advertising and
Promotion, 1978001

(millions of 2001 dollars)
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Advertising and Tobacco Use

AEconometric studies find either no impact
or small positive impact of advertising on
Overall cigarette use

A Typically based on highly aggregated data

A Econometric methods poorly suited to
examining this issue

ANon-econometric studies find more evidence for
Positive impact of advertising on smoking
Adigh recall, strength of interest related to use

Avouth brand choice more responsive to advertising
Than adult brand choice

KOwnership of promotional items related to smoking
uptake

Source: Chaloupka and Warner, 2001; Saffer 2001



Advertising and Tobacco Use

AEconometric evidence on advertising bans
supports positive effect of advertising on
tobacco use

AComprehensive bans significantly reduce
smoking

56-7% reduction in consumption under relatively
comprehensive restrictions on advertising/promotion

Martial bans have little to no impact on
smoking
AShift spending to other non-restricted marketing efforts

Source: Saffer and Chaloupka, 2001; Saffer 2001



1999 CigarsttiécBHibbarlr8a&tin

AlmpacTeen in field as cigarette billboards
came down under Master Settlement

Agreement

I multipack discounts, gifts with purchase, cents off
coupons more likely after billboard ban

I exterior and interior store advertising more pervasive
after billboard ban

I functional objects more frequent after billboard ba
Source: Wakefield, et al. AJPH, 2001



Tobacco-Use-Data

A Monitoring the Future Surveys

> nationally representative, cressctional
~ 430 schools/year;, ~ 50,000 youth/year
- aggregated schodgvel data
> measures of smoking prevalence, cigarette
consumption by smokers, cessation, more
> variety of indicators of attitudes towards
tobacco, perceptions of risk from tobacco us
and much more
> |longitudinal data for subset of cress
sectional survey samples




Tobacco-Use-Data

A RWJF/Audits & Surveys Worldwide

> nationally representative, cressctional
survey of high school students, 1996
~ 200 schools; ~17,000 students
> extensive data on tobacco use, attitudes, peer
use, and much more
> seltreported price, expected response to price changes

A Harvard College Alcohol Surveys
> nationally representative, cressctional surveys of
college students, 1993, 1997, 1999, 2001

~ 1203140 schools; ~148,000 students
> pasic measures of tobacco use




Price Data

A Tobacco Institute/Orzechowski and Walker

> State level average price per pack, including state
excise taxes

> With and without discount (generic) brands

A American Chamber of Commerce Researchers

Association (ACCRA)
> City-specific price for carton of Winston kirgjze

A Nielsen/IRl Scannerbased prices
A Self-reported prices
A ImpacTeen retail-store observations




Store QObservations

A Aim is to capture the marketing and
countermarketing environment youth face for
tobacco and alcohol at the poinbf-purchase

> Tobacco/alcohol pricing and promotions
> Product placement

> Functional objects

> Interior/exterior/parking lot advertising
> Access/healthelate signage

> Basic store characteristics

A Store Sample

> Potential outlets selected based on SIC codes
> Screening calls to determine if tobacco sold

> Random sample of up to 30 stores per site
- about 4,500 per year or 17 per site
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Cigarette Pricing

1999 2000 2001

Marlboro $2.95 $3.31 $3.54

Newport  $2.89 $3.25 $3.63




__

Cigarette Promotion

1999 2000 2001

Marlboro 46% 44%

Newport 26% 39%
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Cigarette Advertising

1999 2000

Interiori 2.0 2.4
4 pt. scale

Exterior 58% 58%
% w. any

Functional 70% 70%
Objectsi any

Low-Heightl 56% 38%
any




Key Control Variables

A Individual Characteristics

> gender, race/ethnicity, grade, etc.
> family structure, employment status, income
> community/school environment

A Other Tobacco Control Policies

> Smokefree air laws, ordinances

> School and home smoking policies

> Limits on youth access

> Purchase, possession and/or use
> State tobacco control programs
> others




