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Abstract

Background: While increasing cigarette taxes has been a major policy driver to decrease smoking, taxes on other tobacco
products have received less attention. Our aims were to evaluate the impact of chewing tobacco/cigar taxes, cigarette
taxes, and smoke-free legislation on adolescent male and female use of smokeless tobacco and cigars.

Methods: We analyzed data on 499,381 adolescents age 14-18 years from 36 US states in the Youth Risk Behavior Surveys
(1999-2013) linked to state-level tobacco control policies. We conducted difference-in-differences regression models to
assess whether changes in taxes and the enactment of smoke-free legislation were associated with smokeless tobacco
use and, separately, cigar use. Models were stratified by adolescent sex.

Results: We found that chewing tobacco taxes had no effect on smokeless tobacco use and cigar taxes had no effect
on cigar use. In contrast, among males a 10% increase in cigarette taxes was associated with a 1.0 percentage point increase
(0.0010, 95% CI 0.0003-0.0017) in smokeless tobacco use. A 10% increase in cigarette taxes was also associated with

a 1.5 percentage point increase (0.0015, 95% Cl 0.0006-0.0024) in cigar use among males and a 0.7 percentage point
increase (0.0007, 95% CI 0.0001-0.0013) in cigar use among females. There was some evidence that smoke-free legislation
was associated with an 1.1 percentage point increase (0.0105, 95% Cl 0.0015-0.0194) in smokeless tobacco use among
males only, but no effect of smoke-free legislation on cigar use for males or females.

Conclusions: Higher state cigarette taxes are associated with adolescents’ use of cheaper, alternative tobacco products
such as smokeless tobacco and cigars. Reducing tobacco use will require comprehensive tobacco control policies that are

applied equally to and inclusive of all tobacco products.
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Background

In spite of the decreasing trend in cigarette use among
US adolescents, other tobacco products are gaining in
popularity [1-4]. Data from 2013 to 2014 suggest that 6-9%
of adolescents use smokeless tobacco and 8-13% smoke
cigars [1, 5, 6]. Recent studies have shown that more high
school students are using at least two tobacco products
than cigarettes alone [1, 7]. There are known sex differences
in adolescent use of these products, with males five times
as likely to use smokeless tobacco and twice as likely to use
cigars as females [1, 6]. The use and frequency of all
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tobacco products also escalates across the teenage years
[1, 2, 4-8]. Among high school students the prevalence of
smokeless tobacco and cigar use is 3-4 fold higher than
middle school students [1].

While increasing cigarette taxes has been a major policy
driver to decrease smoking [2, 9], including adolescent
smoking [10], taxes on other tobacco products have
received less attention. We identified only 3 studies in the
peer-reviewed literature that examined the effects of state
excise taxes on adolescent smokeless tobacco use [11, 12]
or cigar use [13] and all used data from 2001 or prior.
Two econometric analyses found that higher smokeless
tobacco taxes were associated with lower use and fre-
quency of smokeless tobacco [11, 12]. However, both stud-
ies were only conducted with males and neither included
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smoke-free legislation. In a cross-sectional study, Ringel
and colleagues reported that higher cigar taxes were asso-
ciated with lower cigar use [13]. They also found no evi-
dence for an association between cigar use and cigarette
excise taxes or smoke-free legislation.

To address these limitations in the evidence base and
help inform public policy, we used state-representative
data from 1999 to 2013 to evaluate the impact of chewing
tobacco/cigar taxes, cigarette taxes, and the enactment of
smoke-free legislation on adolescent male and female use
and frequency of smokeless tobacco and cigars.

Methods

The Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) is a state-
representative survey that is conducted biennially in the US
to monitor the health risk behaviors among 9th through
12th grade students. The YRBS produces state-level repre-
sentative samples of students who are enrolled in public
and private high schools. Students’ participation is anonym-
ous and voluntary and they complete a self-administered
survey during the school day. States must obtain a mini-
mum response rate of 60% for data to be included [6, 14].
Further documentation has been published on the YRBS
methodology [6, 14].

We analyzed 8 YRBS waves of data on 552,621 adoles-
cents from 1999 to 2013 for the 36 states that included
questions on smokeless tobacco and cigar use (Table 1).
The state taxes for these products were also based on a
percentage rather than an ad valorem tax. We excluded
adolescents with missing information on cigarette use
(28,987), smokeless tobacco use (7645), cigar use (5488),
race (11,413), strata (4237), sex (3315), or age (1583), or
the adolescent was younger than 14-years-old (4011). The
final analytic sample included 499,381 adolescents. Ado-
lescents were more likely to have data missing if they
smoked cigarettes, were males, or identified as Black,
Hispanic, or other race/ethnicity (p < 0.01).

Outcome measures

Adolescents answered three questions about their tobacco
product use. Adolescents were asked, “During the past 30
days, on how many days did you use chewing tobacco, snuff,
or dip, such as Redman, Levi Garrett, Beechnut, Skoal, Skoal
Bandits, or Copenhagen?”, with 7 responses (in days): 0, 1 or
2,3t05,6t09, 10 to 19, 20 to 29, 30. We defined current
smokeless tobacco use as a dichotomous measure if adoles-
cents responded 0 days (no) versus 1-30 days (yes). We also
defined current smokeless tobacco use as a categorical vari-
able based on frequency of responses indicating frequency:
0, 1-5, 6-29, 30 days per month.

Separately, adolescents were asked, “During the past 30
days, on how many days did you smoke cigars, cigarillos, or
little cigars?” and “During the past 30 days, on how many
days did you smoke cigarettes?”, with 7 responses: 0 days to
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all 30 days. For each tobacco product we constructed a
dichotomous measure and a variable indicating frequency.

Students self-reported their age (14, 15, 16, 17, 18 years)
and sex (male, female) and we constructed race/ethnicity
(white, Black, Hispanic, Other). No additional socio-
demographic information was collected consistently over
survey years.

State tobacco control policies

We linked tobacco control policies with each adolescent
based on the state-year the survey was completed. We
used the state tax on chewing tobacco for use of chewing
tobacco, snuff or dip (referred to as smokeless tobacco)
and the tax on cigars for use of cigars, little cigars, and
cigarillos (referred to as cigars). The taxes from the fourth
quarter of each study year were obtained from the State
Tobacco Activities Tracking & Evaluation (STATE) Sys-
tem [15], as this was the only measure available from 1999
to 2005. Taxes for both products were based on a percent-
age of the retail sales price, manufacturer’s price/sales, or
wholesale price/sales and states were consistent on the
type of tax across the study period. While each measure
may quantify different aspects of the tax, it was not pos-
sible to standardize percentages across the three measures.
29/36 states had the same percentage tax for both chewing
tobacco and cigars.

To maintain consistency of units between tax measures,
we included the annual cigarette tax (state and federal) as
a percentage of the retail price from the Tax Burden on
Tobacco [16]. We obtained information on 100% smoke-
free legislation for workplaces and restaurants from the
American Nonsmokers’ Rights Foundation [17]. Based on
our prior methodology [10], we used 100% smoke-free
restaurant legislation as a proxy for state smoke-free pol-
icies and adolescents were indicated as living in a state
with smoke-free legislation if their state had restaurant
legislation by March of the survey year [6, 14].

To control for differences in state tobacco control fund-
ing [18, 19], we included a measure of the annual appro-
priations/grants each state receives for tobacco control
efforts [15]. As described previously [10], we calculated an
annual per capita measure of state tobacco control fund-
ing by dividing the total funds for each state by the US
census population estimates for all ages [15, 19].

Statistical analysis

We first examined the socio-demographic characteristics
of adolescents who currently used smokeless tobacco
and estimated an adjusted logistic regression model to
assess predictors of adolescent smokeless tobacco use by
age, race/ethnicity, sex, and cigarette and cigar use. We
included state and year fixed effects in all regression
models to control for time-invariant state factors, such
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Table 1 Adolescent smokeless tobacco and cigar use and tobacco control policies by state (N =499,381)

Years N %" Mean %° Mean %°  12/2013 2013 Chewing 2013 100% Smoke-free

Use smokeless  Use cigars  Cigarette tax (%) tobacco tax (%) Cigar tax (%) restaurants
tobacco

Alaska 03,07-13 6001 05 89 76 36.3 75% 75%

Arkansas 99,01,05-13 9894 19 110 14.8 394 68% 68%

Delaware 03-13 14282 05 50 111 44.7 15% 15% 11/27/2002°

Florida 03-09 17362 64 51 11.7 423 85% 0% 7/1/2003¢

Georgia 03-13 10832 62 66 12.1 306 10% 23%

Idaho 03-13 9721 1.1 82 106 330 40% 40% 7/1/2004

lllinois 07-13 11,018 85 58 11.9 436 36% 36% 1/1/2008¢

Indiana 03-11 9171 44 83 14.7 383 24% 24% 7/1/2012°

lowa 05,0711 4182 23 84 126 412 50% 50% 7/1/2008°

Kansas 05-13 8632 21 80 11.2 349 10% 10% 7/1/2010°

Kentucky 03-11 10879 21 136 14.9 339 b 15%

Louisiana 07-13 4001 23 78 105 294 20% 20% 1/1/2007¢

Maine 01-07 5259 06 48 114 47.1 L 20% 1/1/2004¢

Maryland 05-13 53968 3.7 40 100 473 30% 15% 2/1/2008°

Massachusetts 99-09,13 22713 36 46 125 469 210% 40% 7/5/2004°

Michigan 99-13 25946 69 6.7 124 47.1 32% 32% 5/1/2010¢

Mississippi 99-03,07-13 10,799 19 77 14.7 34.5 15% 15%

Missouri 99-09,13 10913 40 79 14.1 278 10% 10%

Montana 99-13 24173 07 135 15.2 44.2 50% 50% 10/1/2005°

Nebraska 03051113 11322 13 72 106 326 20% 20% 6/1/2009°

Nevada 99,13 3566 04 62 1.8 349 30% 30% 12/8/2006°

New Hampshire  03-13 8432 10 65 15.1 458 65.03% 65.03% 9/17/2007

New Jersey 01 1953 09 58 14.2 50.7 30% 30% 4/15/2006°

New Mexico 05-13 22104 14 83 15.2 433 25% 25% 6/15/2007

New York 03-09,13 51527 97 44 9.0 538 75% 75% 7/24/2003¢

Ohio 99,0311,13 5727 58 91 14.7 409 17% 17% 12/7/2006°

Rhode Island 01-13 15806 0.7 4. 10.2 54.8 80% 80% 3/1/2005¢

South Carolina 99,05,09-13 9159 23 84 14.9 326 5% 5%

South Dakota 99-03 4670 02 148 13.7 436 35% 35% 11/10/2010°

Tennessee 03-13 11,520 41 120 15.0 337 6.6% 6.6%

Utah 99-13 12142 22 28 45 434 86% 86% 1/1/1995¢

Vermont 99-03,09 28207 02 65 126 484 92% - 9/1/2005°

Virginia 11,13 7592 54 70 10.1 280 10% 10%

West Virginia 99,03-13 10649 12 138 134 328 7% 7%

Wisconsin 99,01,05-13 14657 35 83 14.8 4838 71% 71% 7/5/2010¢

Wyoming 99-03,11,13 10602 03 148 149 329 20% 20%

@ Weighted
b Ad valorem tax
€ Also had legislation for smoke-free workplaces

as tobacco production, and capture time trends in
tobacco use [2, 20].

We estimated difference-in-differences models, a causal
inference technique [21], to evaluate the impact of chew-
ing tobacco and cigarette taxes and smoke-free legislation

on adolescent smokeless tobacco use and, separately,
frequency. To test the assumption of parallel trends, we
plotted the prevalence of smokeless tobacco and cigar use,
separately, by each policy: smoke-free legislation (compar-
ing states that implemented smoke-free legislation with
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those that did not), chewing tobacco or cigar taxes (com-
paring states that increased taxes versus those that did
not), and cigarette taxes (comparing states median
cigarette tax as a percentage of the price). Overall,
Additional file 1: Figures S1 and S2 illustrate similar
trends in use of smokeless tobacco and cigars over the
study period. We examined correlations between taxes on
cigarettes, chewing tobacco and cigars ranging from r=
0.54-0.57 and the variance inflation factors were 1.61-1.71;
thus, rejecting concerns about multicollinearity.

Since adolescent males are more likely to use smokeless
tobacco and cigars than females [1, 6], we stratified all
models by adolescent sex. We estimated sex-stratified
fixed-effects probit regression models to assess whether
changes in chewing tobacco taxes (Chewtax), cigarette
taxes (Cigtax), and smoke-free restaurant legislation (Sfrest)
were associated with changes in adolescent smokeless
tobacco use (Currchew) as a dichotomous outcome,
controlling for tobacco control funding (Tobspend), current
cigarette (Currsmoke) and cigar (Currcigar) use, socio-
demographic characteristics (Age, Race), state (State), and
year (Year):

Pr[Currchew = 1] = B, + 3, Chewtax + B, Cigtax + B, Sfrest
+p,Tobspend + 5 Currsmoke
+BsCurrcigar + 3.2 5y Age,
+> g nohiRace; + 3¢ State;
+> O Yeary + ¢

We calculated average marginal effects to determine
the change in the probability of adolescent smokeless
tobacco use with a 10% tax increase or the enactment of
smoke-free legislation.

We then estimated ordered probit regression models
to assess the impact of changes in state tobacco control
policies on the number of days/month that males and
females used smokeless tobacco (0, 1-5, 6-29, 30 days).
We calculated average marginal effects for each smoke-
less tobacco outcome category, which sum to zero.

This series of analyses was repeated for adolescent
cigar use. Cigar tax was substituted for chewing tobacco
tax and models were adjusted for both cigarette and
smokeless tobacco use. Since the majority of states had
the same percentage tax for both chewing tobacco and
cigars, models only included the relevant tax rate. As a
robustness check we only examined those states with tax
changes for chewing tobacco (18 states) or cigars (16 states)
from 1999 to 2013.

We used Stata statistical software, version 14.0 (Stata-
Corp, College Station, TX), for all analyses. Based on
YRBS documentation, we used survey (svy) commands to
account for the complex sample design and obtain linear-
ized standard errors [14]. We used the ‘subpop’ command
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for sex-stratified analyses. We included survey weights in
all analyses to provide state-representative estimates [14].
Survey weights were calculated from adolescents’ race/
ethnicity, gender, and school grade to adjust for nonre-
sponse and oversampling of non-white adolescents [14].

Results

Over the study period, mean smokeless tobacco use
ranged from 2.8% in Utah to 14.8% in South Dakota and
Wyoming and cigar use ranged from 4.5% in UT to
15.2% in Montana and New Mexico (Table 1). By the
4th quarter of 2013, the mean chewing tobacco tax was
42.8% of the price and the mean cigar tax was 32.6% of
the price. By December 2013, the mean cigarette tax was
40.1% of the price and 25/36 states had 100% smoke-
free restaurant legislation.

Males were 6.91 times more likely to use smokeless to-
bacco and 2.30 times more likely to use cigars than females
(Table 2). Tobacco use also increased with age, as the odds
of smokeless tobacco and cigar use nearly doubled from
ages 14 to 18 years. While Black (adjusted OR =0.22) and
Hispanic (adjusted OR =0.56) adolescents were less likely
to use smokeless tobacco than white adolescents, Black
adolescents (adjusted OR =1.46) were more likely to use
cigars. After controlling for socio-demographics and state
fixed effects, there was an increasing trend in smokeless
tobacco use and no change in cigar use over the study
period. There was also strong evidence for the use of all
three tobacco products, as the use of one product increased
the odds of using the other two. Similar patterns were seen
according to the number of days/month that adolescents
used smokeless tobacco and cigars (Additional file 1: Table
S1). Overall, the majority of adolescents who used these
products reported doing so for only 1-5 days/month.

We found no evidence for an effect of chewing to-
bacco taxes on adolescent smokeless tobacco use (Table 3).
However, among males, we found that a 10% increase in
cigarette taxes was associated with a 1.0 percentage point
increase in smokeless tobacco use (p =.008). Results were
consistent when we examined frequency of use (Table 4). A
10% increase in cigarette taxes was associated with males
being 1.0% less likely to use smokeless tobacco 0 days/
month and comparatively 0.4% more likely for 1-5 days,
0.3% for 6-29 days, and 0.3% for 30 days (all p =.01). The
enactment of smoke-free restaurant legislation was associ-
ated with an increase in the use of smokeless tobacco by
1.1 percentage points among males (p =0.02). Regarding
frequency of use, smoke-free legislation was associated with
males being 1.0% less likely to use smokeless tobacco
0 days/month and comparatively 0.4% more likely for 1-
5 days, 0.3% for 6-29 days, and 0.4% for 30 days (all p =.03).
In contrast, we found no consistent evidence for the effect
of cigarette excise taxes or the enactment of smoke-free
legislation on female smokeless tobacco use or frequency.
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Table 2 Adolescent socio-demographic characteristics and predictors of current smokeless tobacco and cigar use (N =499,381)

Smokeless tobacco Cigars
N % Mean Adjusted ORP Mean Adjusted OR®
%° Use (95% Cl) % Use (95% Cl)

Age

14 61,501 10.6 43 1 6.6 1

15 132,380 256 6.0 (1.08-1.30) 9.1 1.20 (1.11-1.30)

16 134,492 26.2 7.3 (1.12-1.35) 122 1.46 (1.36-1.58)

17 113,904 23.7 79 (1.08-1.31) 14.6 1.67 (1.55-1.80)

18 57,104 139 9.7 (1.13-1.39) 185 1.96 (1.81-2.13)
Race/ethnicity

White 309,470 66.9 89 1 130 1

Black 69,774 183 20 022 (0.20-0.25) 102 146 (1.37-1.55)

Hispanic 69,890 9.5 49 0.56 (0.51-0.62) 1.1 1.02 (0.95-1.09)

Other 50,247 54 64 0.72 (0.67-0.78) 14 1.00 (0.94-1.08)
Sex

Female 258,648 50.1 20 1 7.7 1

Male 240,733 499 123 691 (6.49-7.36) 16.8 230 (2.21-2.40)
Year

1999 35,351 57 9.0 1 19.1 1

2001 32,793 46 72 6 (0.99-1.36) 136 0.76 (0.69-0.84)

2003 56,993 1.9 6.1 0.99 (0.83-1.17) 116 0.78 (0.71-0.86)

2005 60,235 13.7 6.7 8 (1.03-1.37) 125 092 (0.84-1.01)

2007 64,586 16.0 6.8 4 (1.16-1.55) 120 0.89 (0.81-0.98)

2009 73,039 156 7.5 8(1.37-1.82) 126 0.97 (0.89-1.07)

2011 59,491 15.8 79 0 (1.29-1.75) 1.8 0.90 (0.82-0.99)

2013 116,893 16.7 6.8 0 (1.40-1.84) 103 0.95 (0.86-1.05)
Current cigarette use

No 407,843 81.1 3.6 1 49 1

Yes 91,538 189 223 4.50 (4.23-4.77) 439 1348 (12.91-14.07)
Current smokeless tobacco use

No 464,132 929 - - 94 1

Yes 35,249 7.1 - - 492 342 (3.20-3.64)
Current cigar use

No 441,355 87.8 4.1 1 - -

Yes 58,026 123 286 341 (3.20-3.63) - -

Cl confidence interval, OR odds ratio
@ Weighted
b State fixed effects not shown

While there was no effect of cigar taxes on adolescent
cigar use, cigarette taxes increased cigar use among
males and females (Table 3). A 10% increase in cigarette
taxes was associated with a 1.5 percentage point increase
in cigar use among males (p =.001). Regarding frequency
of use, a 10% increase in cigarette taxes was associated
with males being 1.5% less likely to use cigars O days/
month and comparatively 0.9% more likely for 1-5 days,
0.3% for 6-29 days, and 0.2% for 30 days (all p <.001)

(Table 4). Similarly among females, a 10% increase in
cigarette taxes was associated with a 0.7 percentage
point increase in cigar use (p =.02). A 10% increase in
cigarette taxes was associated with females being 0.8%
less likely to use cigars O days/month and comparatively
0.5% more likely for 1-5 days, 0.2% for 6-29 days, and
0.1% for 30 days (all p=.007). However, we found no
evidence for an effect of smoke-free legislation on
cigar use.
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Table 3 Marginal effects from sex-stratified fixed-effects probit regression models of the impact of state tobacco control policies on
smokeless tobacco and cigar use (N =499,381)

Smokeless tobacco Cigars
Mean Marginal effect of coefficient®®  p Value  Mean Marginal effect of coefficient®®  p Value
%° Use  95% Cl %° Use  95% Cl
Males (N =240,733) 12.3% 16.8%
Tobacco tax (%) 0.0001 (-0.0001-0.0002) 5 0.0001 (-0.0002-0.0004) 4
Cigarette tax (%) 0.0010 (0.0003-0.0017) 008 0.0015 (0.0006-0.0024) 001
100% smoke-free restaurants (yes/no) 0.0105 (0.0015-0.0194) 02 —0.0062 (—0.0154-0.0030) 2
Females (N = 258,648) 2.0% 7.7%
Tobacco tax (%) —0.0000 (- 0.0001-0.0000) 3 0.0002 (- 0.0001-0.0004) 1
Cigarette tax (%) 0.0003 (—0.0000-0.0006) 09 0.0007 (0.0001-0.0013) 02
100% smoke-free restaurants (yes/no) 0.0002 (—0.0042-0.0046) 09 —0.0002 (- 0.0070-0.0065) 9

Cl confidence interval
@ Weighted

® Model includes adjustment for the following covariates: cigarette use, state tobacco control expenditure, age, race, state, and year

€ Model includes adjustment for cigar use
9 Model includes adjustment for smokeless tobacco use

As a robustness check, we only included those states
that had tax changes for chewing tobacco and cigars
(Additional file 1: Tables S2 and S3). The results were
consistent for males and females.

Discussion

Using representative data from 36 states over the last
15 years, we found no evidence for an effect of chewing
tobacco taxes on adolescent smokeless tobacco use and
similarly no evidence for an effect of cigar taxes on adoles-
cent cigar use. In contrast, cigarette tax increases were
associated with higher use and frequency of smokeless
tobacco among males only, but higher use and frequency
of cigars among both males and females. Among males, a
10% increase in cigarette taxes was associated with a 1.0
and 1.5 percentage point increase in the use of smokeless
tobacco and cigars, respectively. Among females, a 10%
increase in cigarette taxes was associated with a 0.7 per-
centage point increase in the use of cigars only. We also
found some evidence that the implementation of smoke-
free legislation increased use of smokeless tobacco among
adolescent males. Our findings suggest that higher state
cigarette taxes are associated with adolescents’ use of
cheaper, alternative tobacco products such as smokeless
tobacco and cigars.

Our study contributes to the small body of research that
has examined the role of tobacco control policies on
adolescent smokeless tobacco and cigar use. Using a nat-
ural experiment created through tax increases and the
enactment of smoke-free legislation across and within US
states, we used difference-in-differences models to test the
impact of policy changes on adolescent tobacco behaviors.
We found that neither chewing tobacco nor cigar taxes
had an effect on tobacco use, which is in contrast to the

prior studies on smokeless tobacco [11, 12] and cigars
[13]. Similar to the former two studies, we estimated our
models for males and our results were consistent. Consid-
ering the disproportionate use of smokeless tobacco among
males [1, 6], these findings are not surprising. However,
even though adolescent males were twice as likely to use ci-
gars as females, we showed that cigarette taxes impacted
cigar use among all adolescents.

While we found some evidence that the enactment of
smoke-free policies may increase smokeless tobacco use
among adolescent males, neither prior study included
smoke-free legislation [11, 12]. Cross-sectionally, Ringel
and colleagues found that adolescent cigar use was associ-
ated with cigar taxes and not smoke-free legislation [13].
Using the YRBS, we previously found that smoke-free res-
taurant legislation was associated with an overall reduc-
tion in adolescent smoking [10], but we did not examine
alternative tobacco products. In the present study, we
found no evidence that smoke-free legislation reduced
cigar use. Smoke-free restaurant legislation reduces
opportunities for using combustible tobacco products, but
our findings suggest that adolescent males may be using
smokeless tobacco as an alternative product. While there
are municipalities with smoke-free policies without state-
wide legislation, YRBS data are not available below the
state level, suggesting that our results may underestimate
the true effects of smoke-free policies on alternative
tobacco products. Since 22 states had both smoke-free
workplaces and restaurants, we used restaurant legislation
as a proxy for state policies and it was not possible to tease
apart differential effects for smoke-free workplaces on
adolescent tobacco use. The current policy climate and
social norms around tobacco use are very different from
2001 and earlier, when data from these studies were collected
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Table 4 Marginal effects from sex-stratified fixed-effects ordered probit regression models of the impact of state tobacco control

policies on the number of days/month used smokeless tobacco or cigars (N =499,381)

Number of days/month

Number of days/month

smokeless tobacco used cigars used
Mean Marginal effect of coefficient® p Value Mean Marginal effect of coefficient> p Value
%7 Use 95% Cl % Use 95% Cl
Males (N = 240,733)
0 days 87.7%
1-5 days 5.3% 11.6%
6-29 days 3.6% 3.6%
30 days 34% 1.6%
Tobacco tax (%)
0 days —0.0001 (-0.0003 - 0.0001) 4 -0.0001 (—0.0004-0.0002) 4
1-5 days 0.0000 (~0.0000-0.0001) 4 0.0001 (=0.0001-0.0002) 4
6-29 days 0.0000 (—0.0000-0.0001) 4 0.0000 (—0.0000-0.0003) 4
30 days 0.0000 (—0.0000-0.0001) 4 0.0000 (—0.0000-0.0001) 4
Cigarette tax (%)
0 days —0.0010 (- 0.0017-0.0002) 01 —0.0015 (- 0.0023-0.0006) <001
1-5 days 0.0004 (0.0001-0.0006) 01 0.0009 (0.0004-0.0014) <001
6-29 days 0.0003 (0.0001-0.0005) 01 0.0003 (0.0002-0.0005) <001
30 days 0.0003 (0.0001-0.0006) 01 0.0002 (0.0001-0.0003) <.001
100% smoke-free restaurants (yes/no)
0 days —0.0099 (—0.0189-0.0009) 03 0.0047 (-0.0041-0.0136) 3
1-5 days 0.0036 (0.0003-0.0069) 03 —0.0029 (- 0.0008-0.0025) 3
6-29 days 0.0028 (0.0003-0.0053) 03 —0.0011 (- 0.0003-0.0010) 3
30 days 0.0035 (0.0003-0.0067) 03 —0.0007 (- 0.0020-0.0006) 3
Females (N = 258,648)
0 days 98.0% 92.3%
1-5 days 1.4% 5.9%
6-29 days 0.3% 14%
30 days 0.2% 0.5%
Tobacco tax (%)
0 days 0.0001 (—0.0000-0.0001) Al —0.0002 (—0.0004-0.0001) 2
1-5 days —0.0000 (— 0.0000 — 0.0000) 1 0.0001 (- 0.0001-0.0003) 2
6-29 days —0.0000 (~0.0000-0.0000) A 0.0000 (=0.0000 — 0.0003) 2
30 days -0.0000 (—0.0000-0.0000) A 0.0000 (~0.0000-0.0001) 2
Cigarette tax (%)
0 days -0.0003 (—0.0006-0.0000) 05 —0.0008 (- 0.0014-0.0002) 007
1-5 days 0.0002 (—0.0000 — 0.0004) 05 0.0005 (0.0001-0.0009) 007
6-29 days 0.0001 (—0.0000-0.0001) 05 0.0002 (0.0000-0.0003) 007
30 days 0.0001 (~0.0000-0.0001) 05 0.0001 (0.0000-0.0002) 007
100% smoke-free restaurants (yes/no)
0 days -0.0004 (—0.0048-0.0039) 8 0.0011 (-0.0054-0.0075) 7
1-5 days 0.0003 (-0.0025-0.0030) 8 —0.0007 (- 0.0048-0.0034) 7
6-29 days 0.0001 (—0.0008-0.0009) 8 —0.0002 (—0.0017-0.0012) 7
30 days 0.0001 (—0.0006-0.0008) 8 —0.0001 (—0.0010-0.0007) 7

Cl confidence interval
@ Weighted

® Model includes adjustment for the following covariates: cigarette use, state tobacco control expenditure, age, race, state, and year
€ Model includes adjustment for cigar use
4 Model includes adjustment for smokeless tobacco use



Hawkins et al. BMC Public Health (2018) 18:154

[11-13], and likely the reasons for the discrepancies. Add-
itional studies using alternative datasets and states are needed
to corroborate our findings.

One of the most effective tobacco control strategies to
reduce tobacco use is taxation and adolescents are par-
ticularly price sensitive [2, 10, 22]. We have also shown
that cigarette tax increases were associated with reduc-
tions in smoking for 14- and 15-year-olds, but not among
older adolescents [10]. State taxes on cigarettes have
increased substantially over the past decade [15] and
federal cigarette taxes are higher than taxes on other
tobacco products. Currently, federal taxes for cigarettes
are $1.01 per pack compared to $0.0315 per 1 oz tin or
pouch of chewing tobacco and 52.75% of the sales price of
individual large cigars ($0.4026 maximum) [23]. Among
the 34 states with percentage chewing tobacco taxes, the
median (mean) percentage of sales price was 30% (43%). If
chewing tobacco sells for more than $0.105 per ounce,
then the state tax would be higher than the federal tax in
the median state. Among the 35 states with percentage
cigar taxes, the median (mean) percentage of sales price
was 24% (33%). A cigar selling for more than $0.76 would
face a declining federal tax rate. For lower-priced cigars,
federal taxes would represent about 69% of the total tax in
the median state. As we found that cigarette tax increases
were associated with greater adolescent use of smokeless
tobacco and cigars, adolescents are likely substituting
products due to cigarettes’ higher price. In contrast, one
prior study reported that higher cigarette taxes were asso-
ciated with lower adolescent smokeless tobacco use [11]
and the other reported no association between cigarette
taxes and cigar use [13]. Among adults, Delnevo and col-
leagues found an increase in cigar use among recent quit-
ters of cigarettes after New Jersey increased their cigarette
tax by $0.70 per pack while the cigar tax was maintained
[24]. Using repeated cross-sectional surveys from Spain,
Sureda and colleagues found that younger adults had an
increased prevalence of roll-your-own cigarettes over
manufactured cigarettes likely in response to increases in
taxation on the latter; thus, making roll-your-own ciga-
rettes a cheaper alternative for tobacco users [25].

There has been little change in policies governing alterna-
tive tobacco products. In our data, from 1999 through
2013, 30/33 states increased their cigarette tax while 16/33
states increased their taxes on chewing tobacco or cigars (3
states either started from O tax or had only 1 year of data).
As a percent of the retail price, this translates to a 50% aver-
age increase in cigarette taxes compared to a 73% and 58%
average increase in chewing tobacco and cigar taxes,
respectively. In contrast, combined with the federal tax
increase in 2009, cigarette taxes ($/pack) increased by 141%
in real terms over the study period. A 10% increase in
cigarette taxes corresponded to a 2.9% increase in the aver-
age retail price of cigarettes, which suggests that retailers
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are not fully passing on tax increases to consumers. As of
the second quarter in 2016, the smokeless tobacco tax in 6
states was calculated as price per ounce and the cigar tax in
5 states was calculated as price per cigar [15]. Unless taxes
are inflation-adjusted, and consumers experience the full
impact of tax increases, their impact diminishes over time.
If taxes on alternative tobacco products are not increased in
line with cigarette taxes, some of the decrease in cigarette
use [1, 2] may be adolescents switching to other products,
similar to what has been observed in adults [24, 25]. This
would not be considered a public health success, as health
risks from alternative tobacco products are the same or
greater than cigarettes [2, 26, 27].

We recognize there are limitations in the YRBS. Reporting
bias may underestimate the prevalence of adolescent to-
bacco use; however, previous research has found that self-
report of smoking was a valid indicator [28], although the
applicability to self-reported alternative tobacco products is
not known. The YRBS is representative of students enrolled
in high school only and does not collect information on
household income or student employment status. Although
we used rigorous econometric models to infer product sub-
stitution, unmeasured time-varying confounding could still
affect the results. Since adolescents that smoked cigarettes
were more likely to be excluded from our analysis due to
missing data, then our effect sizes are likely underestimates
of the true associations between taxes and alternative
tobacco products. In the YRBS no information is captured
on adolescent attitudes or reasons for smoking alternative
tobacco products. Qualitative studies would provide insight
into potential changes in adolescent behavior in response to
policy changes.

The prevalence of adolescent smokeless tobacco and
cigar use has stagnated and may, in fact, be increasing.
In models adjusted for state and participant characteris-
tics we found an increasing trend in smokeless tobacco
use and no differences in cigar use over the study period.
As policies on cigarettes have strengthened, marketing
and sales of smokeless tobacco and cigars have increased
[29-31]. The Family Smoking Prevention and Tobacco
Control Act bans flavored cigarettes, except menthol,
but flavors are still permissible in other products [32].
There is evidence that non-cigarette tobacco products
have been reformulated to appeal to new users, includ-
ing the introduction of flavors as well as changing the
size of products and packaging [4, 31, 33-35].

Conclusions

While we found no evidence that chewing tobacco or
cigar taxes were effective at curbing tobacco use, increases
in cigarette taxes were associated with greater use of alter-
native tobacco products. Taken together, this suggests that
the higher price of cigarettes may be encouraging adoles-
cents to substitute smokeless tobacco and cigars.
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We also found some evidence that the enactment of
smoke-free legislation increased use of smokeless tobacco
among adolescent males. Reducing adolescent tobacco use
will require comprehensive tobacco control policies [36] that
are applied equally to and inclusive of all tobacco products.

Additional file

Additional file 1: Table S1. Adolescent socio-demographic characteristics
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Table S2. Marginal effects from sex-stratified fixed-effects probit regression
models of the impact of state tobacco control policies on smokeless tobacco
and cigar use among those states with tax changes. Table S3. Marginal effects
from sex-stratified fixed-effects ordered probit regression models of the impact
of state tobacco control policies on the number of days/month used smokeless
tobacco or cigars among those states with tax changes: Youth Risk Behavior
Survey, 1999-2013. Figure S1. Prevalence of smokeless tobacco use by each
policy: smoke-free legislation (comparing 22 states that implemented
smoke-free legislation with those that did not), chewing tobacco taxes
(comparing 19 states that increased chewing tobacco taxes versus those
that did not), and cigarette taxes (comparing states median cigarette tax as
a percentage of the price): Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 1999-2013. Figure S2.
Prevalence of cigar use by each policy: smoke-free legislation (comparing 22
states that implemented smoke-free legislation with those that did not), cigar
taxes (comparing 20 states that increased cigar taxes versus those that did not),
and cigarette taxes (comparing states median cigarette tax as a percentage of
the price): Youth Risk Behavior Survey, 1999-2013. (DOCX 149 kb)

Abbreviations
CDC: Centers for disease control and prevention; YRBS: Youth risk behavior
survey

Acknowledgements
None.

Funding
NB was supported by a Boston College Undergraduate Research Fellowship.

Availability of data and materials

The Youth Risk Behavior Survey dataset is available through Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, https//www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/data/
yrbs/data.htm

Authors contributions

SSH conceptualized and designed the study. SSH and CFB carried out statistical
analyses. SSH and NB collected and managed study data. SSH drafted the initial
manuscript. NB and CFB reviewed and revised the manuscript. SSH is the
guarantor. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The IRB at Boston College reviewed this study and considered it exempt.
The IRB at Boston College also waived the need for consent.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
All of the authors have no financial and non-financial interests to declare.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Author details

'Boston College, School of Social Work, McGuinn Hall, 140 Commonwealth
Avenue, Chestnut Hill, MA 02467, USA. 2Department of Economics, Boston
College, Maloney Hall, 140 Commonwealth Avenue, Chestnut Hill, MA 02467,

Page 9 of 10

USA. *Department of Macroeconomics, German Institute for Economic
Research (DIW Berlin), Mohrenstral3e 58, 10117 Berlin, Germany.

Received: 13 April 2017 Accepted: 10 January 2018
Published online: 15 February 2018

References

1. Arrazola RA, Singh T, Corey CG, et al. Tobacco use among middle and high
school students - United States, 2011-2014. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep.
2015;64:381-5.

2. US Department of Health and Human Services. Preventing tobacco use
among youth and young adults: a report of the surgeon general. Atlanta,
GA: US Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and
Health Promotion, Office on Smoking and Health; 2012.

3. Elfassy T, Yi SS, Kansagra SM. Trends in cigarette, cigar, and smokeless
tobacco use among new York City public health school youth smokers,
2001-2013. Prev Med Rep. 2015;2:488-91.

4. Lauterstein D, Hoshino R, Gordon T, Watkins BX, Weitzman M, Zelikoff J. The
changing face of tobacco use among United States youth. Curr Drug Abuse
Rev. 2014,7:29-43.

5. Arrazola RA, Neff LJ, Kennedy SM, et al. Tobacco use among middle and
high school students-United States, 2013. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep.
2014,63:1021-6.

6. Kann L, Kinchen S, Shanklin SL, et al. Youth risk behavior surveillance-United
States, 2013. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 2014;63(Suppl 4):1-168.

7. Lee YO, Hebert CJ, Nonnemaker JM, Kim AE. Youth tobacco product use in
the United States. Pediatrics. 2015;135:409-15.

8. Agaku IT, Ayo-Yusuf OA, Vardavas Cl, Alpert HR, Connolly GN. Use of
conventional and novel smokeless tobacco products among US
adolescents. Pediatrics. 2013;132:e578-86.

9. Chaloupka FJ, Yurekli A, Fong GT. Tobacco taxes as a tobacco control
strategy. Tob Control. 2012;21:172-80.

10. Hawkins SS, Bach N, Baum CF. Impact of tobacco control policies on
adolescent smoking. J Adolesc Health. 2016;58:679-85.

11, Tauras J, Powell L, Chaloupka F, Ross H. The demand for smokeless tobacco
among male high school students in the United States: the impact of taxes,
prices and policies. Appl Econ. 2007,39:31-41.

12. Chaloupka FJ, Tauras JA, Grossman M. Public policy and youth smokeless
tobacco use. South Econ J. 1997,64:503-16.

13. Ringel JS, Wasserman J, Andreyeva T. Effects of public policy on
adolescents' cigar use: evidence from the National Youth Tobacco Survey.
Am J Public Health. 2005,95:995-8.

14.  Brener ND, Kann L, Shanklin S, et al. Methodology of the youth risk behavior
surveillance system-2013. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 2013,62(RR-1):1-20.

15.  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. State tobacco activities tracking
and evaluation (STATE) system. http://www.cdc.gov/STATESystem/.
Accessed 10 May 2015.

16.  Orzechowski W, Walker RC. The tax burden on tobacco. Historical
compilation. Volume 48. Arlington, VA: Orzechowski & Walker; 2013.

17. American Nonsmokers' Rights Foundation. Chronological table of US population
protected by 100% smokefree state or local laws: July 1, 2015. http//www.no-
smoke.org/pdf/EffectivePopulationListpdf. Accessed 18 July 2015.

18.  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. State tobacco revenues
compared with tobacco control appropriations—United States, 1998-2010.
MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 2012,61:370-4.

19.  Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids, American Heart Association, American
Cancer Society Cancer Action Network, American Lung Association, Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation, American for Nonsmokers' Rights. Broken
promises to our children: the 1998 state tobacco settlement 14 years later.
http://www.tobaccofreekids.org/content/what_we_do/state_local_issues/
settlement/FY2013/1.96202012%20State%20Report%20-%20F ull. pdf.
Accessed 12 June 2015.

20. Arrazola RA, Kuiper NM, Dube SR. Patterns of current use of tobacco
products among U.S. high school students for 2000-2012-findings from
the National Youth Tobacco Survey. J Adolesc Health. 2014;54:54-60.e9.

21, Dimick JB, Ryan AM. Methods for evaluating changes in health care policy:
the difference-in-differences approach. JAMA. 2014;312:2401-2.

22. Chaloupka F, Warner K. The economics of smoking. In: Culyer A,
Newhouse J, editors. Handbook of health economics. Amsterdam,
the Netherlands: Elsevier; 2000.


dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-018-5063-z
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/data/yrbs/data.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/data/yrbs/data.htm
http://www.cdc.gov/STATESystem
http://www.no-smoke.org/pdf/EffectivePopulationList.pdf
http://www.no-smoke.org/pdf/EffectivePopulationList.pdf
http://www.tobaccofreekids.org/content/what_we_do/state_local_issues/settlement/FY2013/1.%202012%20State%20Report%20-%20Full.pdf
http://www.tobaccofreekids.org/content/what_we_do/state_local_issues/settlement/FY2013/1.%202012%20State%20Report%20-%20Full.pdf

Hawkins et al. BMC Public Health (2018) 18:154

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau. Tax and fee rates: tobacco
products. http://www.ttb.gov/tax_audit/atftaxes.shtml#Tobacco. Accessed
3 July 2015.

Delnevo CD, Hrywna M, Foulds J, Steinberg MB. Cigar use before and after a
cigarette excise tax increase in New Jersey. Addict Behav. 2004;29:1799-807.
Sureda X, Fu M, Martinez-Sanchez JM, et al. Manufactured and roll-your-own
cigarettes: a changing pattern of smoking in Barcelona. Spain Environ Res.
2017;155:167-74.

National Cancer Institute. Cigar smoking and cancer. http://www.cancer.
gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/tobacco/cigars-fact-sheet.
Accessed 15 July 2015.

National Cancer Institute, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
Smokeless tobacco and public health: a global perspective. Bethesda, MD:
US Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention and National Institutes of Health, National Cancer Institute.
NIH Publication No. 14-7983; 2014.

Caraballo RS, Giovino GA, Pechacek TF. Self-reported cigarette smoking vs.
serum cotinine among U.S. adolescents. Nicotine Tob Res. 2004;6:19-25.
Federal Trade Commission. Federal Trade Commission Smokeless Tobacco
Report for 2012. Washington, DC: Federal Trade Commission; 2015.

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Economic facts about US
tobacco production and use. http://www.cdc.gov/tobacco/data_statistics/
fact_sheets/economics/econ_facts/index.htm. Accessed 2 July 2015.
Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids. Not your grandfather's cigar: a new
generation of cheap and sweet cigars threatens a new generation of kids.
https.//www.tobaccofreekids.org/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/
cigar_report/2013CigarReport_Full.pdf. Accessed 15 June 2015.

Family Smoking Prevention and Tobacco Control Act, Public Law 111-31,
123 US. Statutes at Large 1776, 2009.

Kostygina G, Glantz SA, Ling PM. Tobacco industry use of flavours to recruit
new users of little cigars and cigarillos. Tob Control. 2016,25:66-74.
Delnevo CD, Hrywna M. "a whole 'nother smoke" or a cigarette in disguise:
how RJ Reynolds reframed the image of little cigars. Am J Public Health.
2007,97:1368-75.

Villanti AC, Richardson A, Vallone DM, Rath JM. Flavored tobacco product
use among U.S. young adults. Am J Prev Med. 2013,44:388-91.

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Best practices for
comprehensive tobacco control programs-2014. Atlanta, GA: US
Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health
Promotion, Office on Smoking and Health; 2014.

Page 10 of 10

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and we will help you at every step:

* We accept pre-submission inquiries

e Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

* We provide round the clock customer support

e Convenient online submission

* Thorough peer review

e Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services

e Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at

www.biomedcentral.com/submit () BiolVled Central



http://www.ttb.gov/tax_audit/atftaxes.shtml#Tobacco
http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/tobacco/cigars-fact-sheet
http://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/tobacco/cigars-fact-sheet
http://www.cdc.gov/tobacco/data_statistics/fact_sheets/economics/econ_facts/index.htm
http://www.cdc.gov/tobacco/data_statistics/fact_sheets/economics/econ_facts/index.htm
https://www.tobaccofreekids.org/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/cigar_report/2013CigarReport_Full.pdf
https://www.tobaccofreekids.org/content/what_we_do/industry_watch/cigar_report/2013CigarReport_Full.pdf

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Outcome measures
	State tobacco control policies
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

