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Abstract

Restricting cigarette packages to a plain format Would be devoid of logos and
visuals is being considered by many countries ohalyithe UK, the EU and
Australia. The removal of all but a standardizethaaf the brand in small font is
argued to be an important further remedy for longgigarette smoking behavior.
The package is argued to reinforce cigarette adwegtand promotion. However,
many of these same countries have banned all fofmdvertising and promotion for
many years, as well as more recent bans of rasglays of cigarette brands at retail
venues. How does the peer reviewed and publishgitiead (quantitative and
gualitative) research literature justify eliminaiall branding on cigarette packages
when there is no promotion of brands in those ntarkeith some bans in place for

over three decades?

A review of the findings show that there is no @vide in these studies that the use of
the branded package has more influence on presdrititure consumers than seeing
other cues such as a lit cigarette, or someone isg@kthout the package visible.
There is also no evidence that plain cigarette pgek will lower youth initiation of
smoking, increase quitting by smokers or reducedlapse of smokers from quitting.
Previous US experience with generic cigarette saofien cited as a prototype for
plain packaging by researchers, provides eviddmateat “plain” package may have
negative unintended consequences by increasing yaitiation of smoking and adult

use of cigarettes.

Introduction
The concept of restricting cigarette packagesytam format that would be devoid of
logos and visuals is being considered by many cmsincluding the UK the EU and
Australia. The removal of all but a standardizethaaf the brand in small font is

argued to be an important further remedy for longgigarette smoking behavior



(Beebe and Lawson 1992, Hammond et al 2009, Geretaih 2010). These
researchers argue that the present branded ceypeetkage reinforces the memory of
advertising and promotion by cigarette companiesnyof these countries looking to
require plain packaging have previously banneébaths of advertising, sales
promotion and any retail point of sale (POS) digfcigarette brands. At the time

of this submission, laws banning retail point deg@0S) have been adopted in
Iceland, Canada, Thailand, Australia and the UK/(Rar and Edwards 2009; Basham
2010). How does the research literature justifsnglating all branding on cigarette
packages when there is no promotion of brandsasetimarkets-some countries’ bans

have been in place for over three decades?

Research on Plain Packaging

Plain Packaging Defined and Claims of Efficacy

Moodie and Hastings (2009) provide a good definitvd this often varied perspective
of what constitutes plain cigarette packaging. iB&bns of plain packaging (also
referred to as ‘standardized’, ‘generic’, ‘homogesicand ‘dissuasive’ packaging)
from the 1980s onwards are generally consistente.tdims are often taken to cover
the standardization of shape, method of openingoasd color, with brand name
required to be printed using a standard typefaaey @and font size on the pack
front...must be devoid of all promotional elementademarks, logos and product

claims” (p. 3).

There are several ways the cigarette package igdrig cause smoking beyond its
alleged effects in now banned retail displays (Bemod Lawson 1991; 1992;
Donovan et al. 2002; Hoek et al. 2010).

1) The present cigarette package acts as amtesgwveent in a retail store
point of sale (POS) display where some elemert@piackage is visible

to a store customer.

2) The package makes cigarette use appear ubigutmdimakes potential

and new users believe smoking is more ‘normal’ th&n The literature is



not clear on how plain packaging would change pleiseption beyond

making the imagery of the user less glamorous.

3) The product package is visible to present smokeswant to quit, or
have quit smoking, and the exposure to the brapdeklage excites them
and gives them cravings for tobacco and the “utgesmoke again.

4) The prominent branding used on packs ensures &ngloyalty from new
users by providing favorable and compelling imatpey can continue to

experience.

5) The present package reduces the effectivenesgsémirwarnings by
reducing their potential size and the competitimmt ‘eye-catching’

branding logos.

Focus of the Review

There is a significant body of literature that abbk related to cigarette packaging
alone. Building on Paynter and Edward’s 2009 revaéwobacco POS displays in
retail sales, this review will limit the range aiverage to research relevant to
cigarette packaging as a unique factor in smokettplsiors (initiation,
experimentation, continued use, quitting and reddpsm quitting). Similar to Paynter
and Edwards, only peer reviewed published resassitiy empirical data (qualitative
or quantitative) will be covered. The pool of rasa to review was developed from
an online search of plain cigarette packaging reseand citations that published
research used to support arguments. Although tigenfys of published studies will
be critiqued for accurate interpretation, theirmoels for collecting, testing and
interpreting analyses used to generate the resiltgenerally be accepted for this
review. Other reviews (e.g. Padilla and Watson 20i0e examined the veracity of

the findings on plain packaging by evaluating thethnds used to obtain the data.

There is also a body of literature that has analyhe period of 1980 to 1995 in the
US where discount and generic packaged cigarettasned more than 40% of
cigarette sales in some geographic markets. Whigeptackaging is not the exact
same format as many tests of plain packaging, gebheanded cigarettes used little or
no branded packaging and no retail promotion beybail much lower price.

Nonetheless, these generic and discount brandmebtsignificant increases in brand



share while research from this period reports figant increases in smoking

behavior associated with these ‘plain” packages.

Early Qualitative Research on Plain Cigarette Packges

The first specific reported empirical research airppackaging was published in
1991 and 1992 by Beede and Lawson. They used afixaitmethods — 80 focus
group interviews of n=568 adolescent responderits avi average age of 13 years.
The 1991 study used three cigarette packs from Reatand and the US to make up
four groups of brands: NZ brand packs, US brand&gqadZ generic packs and US
generic packs. These packs were shown to focupgnobho were then asked to
describe the profile of the kind of smoker they gim&d from the packages. Beede
and Lawson reported that their interpretation efghoup members comments were
that the user profiles elicited were highly cortethwith their interpretations of the
cigarette pack images on the branded pack. Futthey,argued that the foreign (US)
brands elicited brand imagery even though the bveasinot marketed in NZ. They
surmised that the respondents must have obtairedtmgery from the pack only,
with no further marketing effort involved. On thther hand, they report that the
generic brands from both countries generated cortswémull and boring from the
focus group respondents. The authors further regdhiat some adolescent
respondents said the plain generic packs would tletanterest to smoke in other
young adolescents and that plain cigarette packagekl lower the rate of smoking
initiation. Beede and Lawson concluded that geAéwecpackaging would not
produce the imagery that lured youth because ihdicappear to do so in their focus
groups. Unfortunately, the veracity of their repafrffocus group members’ comments
cannot be supported because of the qualitativeaafithe data collection. It isn’t
clear how the questions were asked or answered @maronment that could have
strong biases (e.g. leading questions and proropfslfow up responses) operating
in the focus groups’ responses.

The 1992 Beede and Lawson study appears to usiathgenerated by the 1991
study (80 qualitative focus group interviews) batudsed on the ability of focus group
members to recall health warnings after being eag@s one of the four groups (NZ
premium brands, NZ generic brands, US premium ls:ad& generic brands) of
cigarette packs used in the 1991 study. Beede angdn (1992) note that , “the idea



of a ‘plain pack’ for cigarettes is taken from #@ncept of generic products, ...as
well as serving to inhibit the promotion of cigdest the format of plain packs should
serve to increase the effectiveness of health wgsmplaced on packs” (p. 315). The
authors reported that, “...respondent’s abilitiesstall health warning information
was significantly improved for the plain packs” §20). However, tests of statistical
significance were not conducted, and probably shoube tested given the
gualitative nature of the focus group method ofemting data. The methodological
limitations of Beede and Lawson’s 1991 and 1998istihave also been documented
by Padilla and Watson (2010).

Beede and Lawson also argued, “...over time, thenéshassociations between the
physical product and the brand symbols (namesslogmors, etc.) used in
advertising would be extinguished” (p. 321). Natitns were provided to support

this statement by these health researchers.

Research on Branded Package and Cravings for a Ciggtte

A 2001 article by Sayette et al. studied the chasdould elicit cravings for tobacco
by heavy smokers and tobacco “chippers” (light semsk They found that the urge to
smoke among the 21 to 35 year olds was relatedwoléng since the respondent
smoked a cigarette and their level of use. Thevaglee to plain packaging for
cigarettes is that light users, compared to heaeys) do not get cravings due to
deprivation (not smoking over time). The need t@kenimmediately after exposure
to the cue like a cigarette pack was found sigaiftoonly for heavy users of tobacco,
not the light users. This supports the propositiat the regular branded package
would not be expected to be a significant stimtituadolescents for evoking tobacco
cravings by itself, for initiation, experimentatiand light use. Previous research has
found (Moodie et al. 2009) that adolescent initiatio cigarette use is largely due to

social pressure, not an urge to smoke.

Paynter and Edwards (2009) reviewed 12 peer redietelies that looked at the
association between a self-report measure of thexposure to tobacco promotion at
the point of sale (POS) and their reported smokartgation or susceptibility to
smoking” (p. 25). Because most of the studies Idakethe package as part of the

POS display, the findings are not particularly vela to the present review. However,



they cite an experimental study by Carter et &06) that, “...found that a picture of
collected cigarette packs elicited cravings foacggtes among smokers” (p. 25). A
portion of a table in Carter et al. that portrdys travings score by photograph is
shown in Figure 1. The higher the self reportediagfor tobacco on a five point
scale, the stronger the craving. The “deprived” #DJl “non-deprived” (ND) refer to

the subjects’ time since the last cigarette.

Figure 1: Carter et al. (2006)

Mean

Picture Description ND D
401 Man smoking 3.71 5.00
402 Couple smoking 3.57 4.94
403 Woman smoking 3.73 5.00
404 Cigarette in ashtray 4.00 5.39
411 Man smoking 4.50 5.09
412 Couple smoking in bar 3.90 515
413 Cigarette in ashtray 4.27 5.00
414 Cigarette with coffee 4.18 5.52
415 Cigarette with beer 3.87 5.06
416 Woman smoking 3.80 494
417 Cigarette in ashtray 3.97 4.85
418 Cigarette packs 3.63 4.67

All 12 cigarette pictures 3.93 5.05

All 12 neutral pictures 2.67 2.07

Note. ND, nondeprived; D, deprived; D v. ND, deprived vs. nondeprived.

Looking at Carter et al. (2006), they reported thatphoto of the cigarette (8
different brands shown) packs elicited, “...a cravimgcigarettes that was higher
than cravings induced by neutral photos (no smokmgbacco imagery), but slightly
less than for most other smoking-related imagebk as@ictures of lit cigarettes and

people smoking” (p. 30).

Given the small sample (n=63) the authors gavessiodf statistical difference
between the 12 pictures of smoking. However, tiotupe of eight different packs of
cigarettes is probably not significantly differérdm some of the “neutral” non-
smoking pictures. It appears viewing others smgkimgeven a lit cigarette in an
ashtray, evokes more reported cravings to smokgaaette than seeing branded

packages of cigarettes.



Package Prompts Favorable Perceptions of Smokers

Donovan et al. (2002) exposed one hundred 10 te&Pold students to a photograph
of a package of cigarettes, or an ad for cigarettesypical of point of sales
advertising posters” (p. 191). The respondents thtad the user of the brand
featured in the picture of the cigarette packaghemPOS ad. No rationale was given
for using a picture of the package as a control dmbthe authors provide an
explanation why or how seeing the package (twodsadested) alone would prompt

smoking.

Only 11% of the subjects In the Donovan et al. gtuad “ever smoked”, and only
one subject had reported smoking in the “last se\s#s.” In other words, this sample
consisted almost exclusively of non-smokers. Thibas found that for one of 12
Marlboro brand attributes (‘adventurous’) the P@$eompted significantly more
subjects (42% vs. 24%) to favorably rate the smok&larlboro than those viewing

a photo of the Marlboro cigarette package.

However, the proportion of subjects that ratedtyipecal Marlboro smoker favorably
on the other attributes never rose above 36% (bigbethe attribute “rich”). Only
three attributes had more than 20% of the subjatésthe smoker of the brand
favorably. The results do show that exposing citjagackages to adolescents
prompts less favorable ratings of the smoker thair exposure to a cigarette POS
ad.

For example, the young subjects viewing a BensanHetdges package tended to rate
the smoker more favorably across many of the 1Zkemattributes, except for the
smoker being ‘healthy’ (2% for both brands’ packag&he highest proportion of the
sample to favorably rate a Benson and Hedges usen attribute was on “up-to-

date” (50%). Thirty-four percent rated the smokach” and 30% rated the smoker
“adventurous”. Only two other smoker attributesantseéd more than 20% (22% for

“someone | would like” and 24% for “relaxed”) ofetlsample to rate them favorably.



This shows that a sample of largely non-smokingol®2 year olds rated smokers of
two popular cigarette brands very poorly when shptwotos of the four branded
packages. These would be packages used in 2002 seatnings would be
substantially smaller and less vivid than preséctoHal Health Warning (PHW) that
graphically show pictures of negative smoking oates like cancer of the neck or
mouth. A more appropriate gauge for the effectithefcigarette package would need
to obtain the same ratings for subjects not expts@thotos of either the package or
the POS advertisement. Perhaps a more appropoateazison would be a cigarette-
lit or unlit. That would account for the ambientagery subjects would develop
normally. Given the low ratings of smokers by thenple in this study, it would
require a fairly large sample to detect any diffiees from those reported. It is quite
likely that viewing the cigarette package wouldmppt no different ratings of users or
perceptions of brand imagery by smokers and norkerspthan viewing no cigarette

package.

Smokers’ Perceptions of the Influence of the Packagon their Smoking

A 2008 study by Scheffels used in-depth intervielysut brands and cigarette
package designs with 21 Norwegian cigarette smdketngeen 18 and 23 years old.
Scheffels suggests, “The cigarette package isylikeplay a part in this (smoker’s
identity). When the pack is taken out of a pocket apened to take out a cigarette,
the pack is visible for all to see. In this waygdin make a statement about identity”
(p. 118). She also comments on but doesn't testditleate” on the required use of
plain or “generic” packaging for cigarettes. “Thmaof plain packaging is to take
away the tobacco package’s visual identity and alpge an advertisement for the
product” (p. 118). However, the 2002 article by Dean et al. found that adolescents
viewing a photo of a cigarette pack POS displayiade favorable ratings on a few
smoker attributes than adolescents viewing a pbbtall branded cigarette brand
packages.

From the qualitative and easily biased in-deptarinews, Scheffels interpreted three
broad themes about how young smokers thought abemtcigarette brand. The
themes were the cigarette as social and localitgehtand choice as distinction and
the cigarette package as an accessory of idemtigre is no specific mention of the

cigarette package until the “Cigarette as an accgssection of the results. It isn’t



clear what Scheffels asked about the package leutegorted the respondents had
many thoughts and introspections about the roteepackaging in their smoking.
Scheffels interpreted the responses as showingidarette packages are talked about
as being useful for expressing statements abowgdifieabout style, about changes in
style or identification and for ‘dressing up’ fggexial occasions Characteristics of
the package, such as color, illustrations andahedf the letters used for the brand
name, are positioned as contributing to the syrsbrokaning of the cigarette brand”
(p- 121). To make a case that this is known and bgdobacco companies, she cites
BAT documents that, “...explored how cigarette paskse appreciated as great to
put down at a bar by young urban males” (p. 12@wever, none of the discussion in
the BAT company documents covered the role of Hek@ge in initiation to smoking
or how packages prompted continued use of the ptdmyond for brand switching.

Perception of the Pack and Intentions toward Smokig

Wakefield et al. (2008) studied the perceptionadilt regular smokers that were
exposed to one of 12 cigarette package optiondehaired three brands in original
branded packages and three plain packaging optiemisrand (Figure 2). After
exposure they were asked about their perceptiothéndéention regarding the brand.
The visuals were exposed to the pre-recruited samalan online survey. The
authors report, “Compared with current cigarettekgawith full branding, cigarette
packs that displayed progressively fewer brandiegjgh elements were perceived
increasingly unfavorable in terms of smokers’ apgaia of the packs, the smokers
who might smoke such packs, and the inferred egpee of smoking a cigarette from
these packs” (p. 416). However, that interpretaigsomot consistent with their results

and they failed to note what did not happen.

After being exposed to one version of the packagmionline survey, each was
asked their agreement on an 11 point scale abuetadettributes of the
brand/package (e.g. “attractive looking pack”, twafor money”), the characteristics
of a smoker of the brand/package (e.g. “Trendy&ty] “confident/successful”), their
perceptions of the sensory attributes of the brzaskage (“rich in tobacco”,
“satisfying”) and their agreement whether the bfpadkage is a “brand you might

try/smoke”.



Figure 2: Wakefield et al. (2008), p. 418

Original pack Alain pack 1 Plain pack 2 Plain pack 3
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Because the 11 point scale (0 to 10) was not ndyrdetributed, they decided to
divide responses to the scale into two groups. &esgs from 0 to 4 were labeled
reflecting “disagreement to low disagreement”. Reses rated 5 to 10 were rated
“moderate to high disagreement”. Logistic regressias used to generate odds ratios
and measures of statistical significance. Even afttepting this questionable
approach to improving the metrics (see Padilla\Atadson 2010 for a critique),
relatively few, and often counterintuitive resut® evident.
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The authors report that there were no differengdsrand so they combined the data
across the three brands in their analysis. Onedvoave expected that if the package
was a form of advertising, the smokers would reddférent brand perceptions in
line with Beede and Lawson (1992). Even more ssirpgiwas that one “de-branded”
version of the plain package (Plain Pack 1) didrsed (gave more favorable
perceptions) on every perception and charactetistic the original full branded

package.

There were 19 statements the respondents ratede\owthere was no evidence
provided that these statements were associatednetior intentions to try. Of the 76
(19 x 4 versions = 95 before combining across Baratings analyzed, 17 (22%)
showed one pack rated significantly (p<.05) differieom the others on that
statement. Providing the appropriate adjustmettidgcstatistical error level for
multiple comparisons finds only 7 of the 76 (9%inarisons would be significantly
different. No perceived sensory perceptions (eajisfying, rich in tobacco),
normally seen as salient to smokers behaviors, difisxent between the plain packs

tested and the original branded cigarette package.

Wakefield et al. (2008) argued that the respondgetseptions of the brand, its user
and their sensory perceptions of smoking the bveer@ linked to their future
smoking behavior. Nonetheless, exposure to tha pkckage options did not
significantly lower the smokers’ rating of a “brapdu might try/smoke”. The ratings
are remarkably close across the four package ap{896 original, 56% pack 1, 53%
pack 2, 52% pack 3). In other words, even the mplash version (Plain package 3)
was not significantly different from the presentkage in terms of a measure of the
respondents’ intention to try/smoke the brands ttlear that their perceived
characteristics of the brand/pack and smoker, laagérceived sensory perceptions
about the brand they measured, were not saligetierfor these smokers’ decisions

on trial or use.

Hammond and Parkinson (2009) conducted a malldeptrinterview with 312 adult
smokers and 291 adult non-smokers in Ontario, GanHtey exposed each subject to
one of nine (9) comparisons of present packagdswaitious descriptors (e.g. “6” vs.

“10”) and asked about which package “delivers tas$ has a “smoother taste” and
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has a “lower health risk”. Figure 3 shows the rire@atments and subject choices

concerning those three perceptions.

Figure 3: Hammond and Parkinson (2009)

Perceptions of brand descriptors and design {n= 604),

“Light” vs. “Full-Flavour" “Smoclh” vs. "Regular”
e, e Aparm e e
-3 No No
Differance Diffarence
Dellvers (ess tar 1% e A% 3%’ & Fh 91%"* 5% 4%
Smoother lasta 4% 23% 3% Fik-y 20% 3% 92% &% 2%
Lower health risk B7%" T &% BE% 9% 5% 80%’ 1% 9%
“Silver” vs. “Full-Flavour" “Ultra Light" va. “Light”
Ho = o Nao
HENT Diffarance Differance Diftarancs
AL (R
Delivers less tar 3% 12% 5% iy T 4% 90" 5% %
Smoother taste a5 3% 4% e 5% K3 T 16% e
Lower health risk Ta%t 7% 10% e 1% T 849 8% 8%
Lighter vs. Darker Calour White symbol vs. Grey symbel “Chargoal Filler with picture”
Mo Mo Ma
i Dhifferance Dtfarance Diffarence
Delivers less tar B3%" % 1% % 11% 18% %" 2% 3
Smoother laste B 108 10% 7 12% 14% Ao 28% %
Lower health risk T8% B% 13% 73%" 12% 15% TE%" 19% %

Although no absolute “plain packages” were testieel descriptors were associated

with different perceptions about the three cigarbtand attributes. Note that

relatively few subjects (2% to 18%) found “no diface” between the two packages

they were shown in this study by Hammond and Padkin

Hammond et al. (2009) used an online survey iniKeof 516 adult smokers and 806

youth who were 11 — 17 years old. The sample wieesdat® compare one example of
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different versions of a cigarette package, inclgdevels of plain packaging, then
report, “...on five measures of taste, tar delivégalth risk, attractiveness, and either
ease of quitting (adults) or brand they would cleobs$rying smoking (youth)”. The
authors reported that, “...plain packs significamédguced false beliefs about health
risk and ease of quitting (adults)...and were teatedignificantly less attractive and

appealing to youth for trying smoking” (p. 1).

The format of this study with Hammond is similathe design used in Hammond
and Parkinson (2009) except more and differentdgavere used and plain
packaging options were tested. The first thredoaties (“delivers less tar”, has
“smoother taste” and has “lower health risks”) wire same attributes used in
Hammond and Parkinson (2009). One would expeciaat packages would
prompt larger differences in perceptions when caegbéo fully branded packs, than
was found for the descriptors like “6” vs. “10” pnpted in Hammond and Parkinson
(2009).

Figure 4 shows the comparisons used. With this Hanahstudy most adults and
youth found no difference between most (82%) pteickage comparisons with full
branding packages. This is a very different refsath the Hammond and Parkinson
study in Canada where 18% or less ever rated ‘ifiereince” between two branded
packs with different descriptors. The big differesadn rating “no difference” between
cigarette package options may in part be due tonghod used (mall intercept vs.
online). The mall intercept may have allowed foreffiect of the interviewer to
strongly bias the results by forcing a sociallyegtable decision when they would

tend to report “no difference”.

For example, a comparison of a Lambert and ButleglSize vs. Lambert and Butler
plain white background and small standardized pgiekage had 69% of the youth
sample finding no difference in their belief of lemhealth risk if they smoked
cigarettes from that pack. A small and almost eguaportion of youth (15% full
branding, 16% plain package) chose one of the ®eigge options. These results
support a later Germain et al. (2010) study thahébthat plain cigarette packages do
not perform better than present packages on howrtred attributes are rated and

how well the risk to health is viewed.
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Figure 4: Hammond et al. (2009)

Mayfair King Size White Background Maytair King Size Brown Background Mayfair “Smooth™ White Background vs.
vs. Mayfair King Size ve. Mayfair King Size Mayfair King Size White Background
No No [rr— [Er— No
Difference Differance Difference
ADULTS
Delivers lesstar | 26% 6% 68% 15% 14% T1% 55% 3% 42%
Smoother taste 6% 12% 62% 9% 18% T3% BE6% 3% 3%
Lower health risk | 20%: 5% 5% 11% 11% T8% 42% 3% 55%
More attractive 13% 40% 47% 12% 39% 49% 15% 6% 9%
Easier to quit 16% 4% a80% 1% 7% 82% 24% 4%, 2%
YOUTH
Delivers less tar | 22% 12% o 17% 16% 67% 55% 4% £1%
Smoother taste 15% 19% 66% 13% 20% 67% 67% 4% 28%
Lower health risk | 17% 12% 1% 13% 16% T1% 445 4% 52%
More atiractive 6% 51% 43% B% 49% 43% 18% 5% 7%
Try smoking 10% 30% %o B% 30% 62% 23% T% 64%
Lambert & Butler King Size vs. Lambert & Butler King Size vs. Lambert & Butler “Gold” Brown
Lambert & Butler Brown Background Lambert & Butler King Size White Background vs. Lambert & Butler King
Background Size Brown Background
No [e———— NOo No
Difference Differance Differance
ADULTS
Delivers less tar | 18% 13% 63% 9% 21% 70% 30% 7% 63%
Smoother taste 20% 11% 69% 13% 17% 70% 28% 6% 66%
Lower healthrigk | 15% 9% 5% 6% 17% TT% 21% 5% TE%
More atiraciive 42% 9 49% 39% 13% 48% 1% B% 83%
Easier to quit o% 10% 81% 5% 15% 80% 13% 4% 83%
YOUTH
Delivers less tar | 21% 18% 61% 15% 20% 65% 36% B% 56%
Smoother taste 26% 12% 62% 23% 15% 62% 33% 6% 61%
Lower health risk | 20% 13% 67% 15% 16% 69% 29% 6% 65%
More attractive 52% T 41% 52% 8% 40% 15% 6% 79%
Try smoking 33% 8% 59% 33% 9% 58% 21% 6% T3%

Hammond et al.’s (2009) measures of smoking behaglated to the brand package
are novel for judging ease of quitting smoking apgear to have no previous use in
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tobacco research or of their reliability and validirhe measure used for adult

quitting was, “Which brand do you think would makeasier to quit smoking?” The
youth were asked, “If you were to try smoking ofi¢hese brands which would you
use?” The authors failed to provide any evidene¢ ¢igarette packaging is typically

used or influential in that type of decision.

Cigarette Package Effects on Recall of Health Warng

Goldberg et al. tested regular branded and plackazges for cigarettes in terms of
their potential effect on the correct recall ofetathealth warnings. The evidence the
authors used to base their expectation that pkdkaning would get adolescents to,
“...pay attention to the health warnings...” (p. 1484s a 1995 Canadian document
by the Minister of health Canada. The authors atdhbe effect of increasing the
recall of health warnings, “...may be helpful...” indering smoking rates (p.
1434).The authors reported that plain packageswatimings obtained significantly
higher recall of two of three health warnings, amatse recall for one message
(“tobacco smoke causes fatal lung disease in narksra”). No association of the
recall of cigarette warnings to decreased smokiag provided, nor was any evidence

cited for the recognition of warnings being linkedsmoking behavior.

Germain et al. (2010) reported on an experimeryglaim vs. branded cigarette
packages in Australia that was similar to Hammaral.g2009). Hammond used a
sample of UK adult smokers and 11 to 17 year old-sraokers (72% of sample) and
others in various groups of smoking behavior. Gemregaal. (2010) used a sample of
Australian 14 to 17 year olds. Both studies usedrdime survey to expose their
sample to comparisons of cigarette packages withedsing brand visuals. Germain
et al. added a plain package version to the exgatiahtreatments used in Wakefield
et al. (2008) that had a “morbid” pictorial healthrning that accounted for 80% of
the space.

The rationale for morbid warnings comes from thalgtof terror management and
refers to strong visual warnings that are meamigbll fear in the audience. This fear
is argued to reduce the person’s smoking. Howevegcent study (Hansen et al.

2010) found these visuals may increase smokinganynsmokers.
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The present “morbid” warning takes up 30% of thacgpin Australia, and was used
on all the other package formats (1-3) tested. the reports of how the present
package has brand visuals that distract from teegmt warnings (Beede and Lawson
1992); Germain et al.’s method potentially offemseanpirical comparison on recall of
the warning. Figure 5 shows the treatments inclyithe 80% of space warning with
the plain package (pack 4 with a gangrene infefdet). This version of plain
cigarette packaging has been recently proposeeduired use in Australia (Roxon
2011).

Germain et al. (2010) found that overall recalthad health warning was 58% and was
not significantly different by cigarette pack shoterthe subject. There was no
statistically (p>.10) significant difference betwede present full branding cigarette
package with 30% of the area covered in a visuabidavarning, or a plain cigarette
package (only a small type size and standardizaadoname) with 80% of the space
covered in that “morbid” visual warning. The Germat al. (2010) study shows the

new warnings proposed for Australia won'’t increasamory of the health warnings.

Figure 5: Germain et al. (2010)

Original pack Plain pack 1 Plain pack 2 Plain pack 3 Plain pack 4
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Dissuasive effects of Cigarette Packaging

A very recent study by Hoek et al. (2010) tested“thssuasive” effects of several
cigarette packaging options reducing branding,dradtically increasing the size (to
50% and 75% of pack) of morbid warnings. Adult serskl8 to 30 years old made
up the sample that was exposed to 13 sets of phatiogour pack options on each
photo. This perspective is quite different fromaédishing the mere present package
is a cause for continued smoking. The researchergsting for the package that will
best increase quitting behaviours and admit trafitidings, “...may be affected by
social desirability error. They (the findings) weret used to predict...the proportion
smokers who would give up smoking, but to compheerélative effects of the two
formats (present package and waning vs. smalldarid name only with 75% of the
pack covered in a morbid warning) p.3. However, woeld expect most respondents
to quickly realise that the experimenters werdrigdor packages that would

dissuade smoking creating a bias called experiftgmauced demand (Orne 1962).

Some evidence of this was noted by the authomring of inconsistent responses by
respondents to some packages and “informal feedlfilrk some respondents that
the morbid warning shown (advanced cancer of tle&)ngas more impactful (sic)
than many of the graphics warnings in current rotéit Even if one accepted the
findings as accurate, the findings did not showrttege present package and warning

affected smoking behaviours.

Trade Press, Tobacco Company Documents and Smokeudits

Moodie and Hastings (2009) published an articl¢ tisaed trade and smoker
responses to changes in the UK cigarette packagesadive year period. The
authors used what they termed a long-term audidi€tpress articles, UK tobacco
industry documents and an adult smoker’s panekrage of n=20 at any time) that
operated from April 2000 to September 2007. Thepmmstiion of the panel was
weighted for age (21 to 30 and 31 to 53), genddrsaxial class. The panel used self
completion diaries over a month. As Moodie and gstnote, “The panel provided
the opportunity to record any examples of tobaceoketing encountered (by

smokers).”
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Although the panel provided an insight into whatiladmokers thought about the
packaging over time, its small size and method @lmsly limits the extrapolation of
their findings to any market. Nonetheless, it igiasting to note that tobacco industry
documents and trade press reports were activelgroaythe evolution of new
cigarette packaging. However, “The panel was highige sensitive, with almost all
reference to packaging relating to price-marking aalue...the smokers’ panel
seldom mentioned image and innovation based pawgagdi (Online company

document).

Previous Experience with Generic Packages and Disaat Brands

Two years after Beede and Lawson’s 1992 publicatitwmwell et al. (1994) reported
on the actual effects of generics and discountedds on adolescents in the US
market in the 1980s and early 1990s. This perioslwigen the ‘discount segment’
share of the US cigarette sales went from abouini2#884 to more than 40% in
1993. Even after the major brands drastically l@ddheir prices on their premium
brands, discount brands (including generics) aceaufor 32 percent of the cigarette
market three months later.

Cavin and Pierce (1996) reported on survey and ska concerning the introduction
of low cost and generic cigarette brands (from 1@80993) on smoking behavior in
California. Generic cigarettes were reported asibst frequently smoked brand by
women over 45 years old. Did the significant ris¢hie share (20 — 40%) of these low
price and generic brands act to suppress adolestgation and use, or lower adult

smoker quitting as predicted by Beede and Laws88111992)?

Cavin and Pierce found that, “...recent quitting ¢vgtwas not a significant predictor
of smoking generic brands after the effect of dadpsumption was considered” (p.
20). Therefore, smokers using a generic brand thi#hsame warning were no more
likely to attempt to quit smoking than smokers tsrmbked a premium branded
cigarette like Marlboro or Camel. This finding wdulot support the speculation of
Beede and Lawson (1991, 1992) concerning the pataitectiveness of plain
packages based on the data about generic cigaagttein the US.
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Adolescents in the Cavin and Pierce (1996) studgnted lower purchase of generics
(girls 7%, boys 3%) than the 12% in a DiFranza €1394 study. The difference may
be partially due to regional differences in thdrisition of cigarettes in the two
samples. Cavin and Pierce used California dataevthé earlier DiFranza et al.
(1994) study was in Massachusetts. Nonethelessn@ad Pierce reported an
increase in adolescent smoking during this perfageaeric and discount brand
growth in cigarette market share that came aften@ period of decreasing levels of
adolescent smoking. The authors noted that, “...sdel@s may be price sensitive...”
(p. 20)... “we found no evidence to support the conjee that US smoking
prevalence declines may have been even largeeialibence of generics in the
marketplace” (p. 21). It is clear that the popujadf these plain packaged “generic”
brands, with little or no support by advertisinglagaromotion, did not decrease the

initiation of cigarette use by adolescents.

The role of reducing the price of cigarettes (gmsanere up to 40% less than
premium brand prices) in young consumers’ deciswas recently tested in Canada
with longitudinal data that measured price redurdiand increases from taxes. Sen et
al. (2010) found a 10% drop in price was signifibaassociated with a 4% rise in

youth smoking in 15 to 19 year olds and largereases for 10 to 14 year olds.

Cummings et al. (1997) used two telephone survegslalt smokers 25 to 64 years
old to examine the characteristics of smokers vaported using discount and generic
cigarettes in the US. The authors reported thabdist/generic cigarettes increased
from 6.2% in 1988, to about 23% five years lat&93). They cited other research
that put the level at, “...37% of unit sales” (p. 52Zbhey reported that, “respondents
using discount/generic cigarettes were less likelstop smoking or reduce cigarette
consumption...compared with those using premium bcagarettes” (p. 525). The
authors noted that discount/generics made smokorg @affordable (20 — 25% less
for discount, 40 — 50% less for generics), “...whiobst likely has helped the
cigarette industry retain customers sensitive toepwho might have otherwise
reduced consumption or stopped smoking altogeilpe325). This evidence does not
support Beede and Lawson’s claimed effects of glarkages to reduce smokers’
cravings for tobacco. Brand imagery developed femlvertising and promotion

aimed at consumers was not used so it could nfadtered on the packages.
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Siegel et al. (2000) looked at trends in adult smgpkn California compared to the
rest of the US from 1978 to 1994. Siegel et al.coomvith Cummings et al.’s (1997)
findings that there was an increase in the smoiittigition rates among 12 to 17 year
olds, when discount and generic market share went 11% (1988) to over 40% by
June 1993. The percent of adult smokers buyingrgebeands, “...increased by 70%
from 1990 to 1997” (p. 376). There was also noawsatble reduction of adult smokers
quitting (quit ratio). Many smokers switched toatiant or generic cigarettes in a

bland or plain package with no brand name.

Summary and Conclusions
The support for further restrictions in cigaretéekages should be based on whether
there is evidence the present branded packagessasimoking behavior other than
brand switchingThis review of the peer-reviewed and published evig shows that
cigarette packages are important branding optioatsaid in differentiating brands
(Keller 1991) in the eyes of the smokers. Althotigl research is mixed on whether
most smokers can identify brands of cigarette withbe package (Husband and
Godfrey 1934; Ramond, Rachel and Mark 1950), tlo&gge can elicit perceptions
by non-smokers and smokers about the attributésedfrands such as their taste,
level of tar and attractiveness of the brand tgpeson. It has not been shown that
smokers use the package in determining their usgyafettes beyond associating it

with the brand they are smoking.

» Plain Packages Will Not Reduce Adolescent Smoking
There is no evidence that plain packages for cigggavill affect youth
smoking. Tobacco documents, government reportsaeademic research
consistently report that adolescent users acquiesofers of a cigarette
because of social pressure and their aspiratite tomember of the group

that is smoking (Difranzia et al. 1994).

The evidence that a plain package for cigarettaddviend to denigrate or de-

normalize the image of the smoker(s) they wanttalate is anecdotal at

20



best. There is no empirical evidence that brandgatette packages prompt

favorable imagery linked to trial.

The research of Hammond et al. (2009) in the UKiwduth 11 to 17 years
old found most reported “no difference” betweerarpcigarette package and
a fully branded package in terms of their favoralisv of the attributes of the
brand or their interest to “try smoking”. Germairmaé (2010) found that the
14 to 17 year old Australian youth ieithrsample reported similar levels of
recall of the pictorial health warning irrespectofevhether it was in the
original brand packaging or a plain package with‘thorbid” warning 267%
larger (80% of the package) than the present wgrfihe present branded
package is not more compelling to try for adoless;eend does not lower

memory for the present warnings.

Plain Packages Will Not Reduce Tobacco Cravings
The only study relevant for evaluating if plain &igtte packages induce fewer
cravings for tobacco (Carter et al. (2006) fourat #ven “neutral” photos
without tobacco imagery evoked self-reported crgsifor cigarettes by adult
smokers. A photo of cigarette packages evokedatlvedt cravings of the 12
photos of smoking, including photographs of ottem®king or a lit cigarette in
an ashtray. Therefore, one would expect far maeicg evoking imagery from
a smoker’s observation of fellow smokers encoudténeoughout the day.
Cravings for tobacco are not found with light usgpscal of adolescents’ use
(Shiffman et al. 1994). Viewing plain cigarette pages would not induce fewer

tobacco cravings in smokers.

Plain Packages Will Not Make It Easier to Quit
The literature covered on the effect of cigarettekaging using adults offers
little published research that can provide evideoceuitting behavior.
Wakefield et al. (2008) found there were no sigaifit differences across the
packs between present and plain packs in smokieogte of, “a brand you
might try/smoke” (p. 418). If this question is adicator for future quitting, the
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plain cigarette packages did not increase the srabgerception of easier to

quit.

Hammond et al. (2009) tested branded and plainggpaskwith text descriptors
(e.g., “King Size”, “Gold”) and asked, “Which bradg you think would make
it easier to quit smoking?” (p. 2). When compatimgnd packaging to their
plain packaging options, only one of six percei¢(6%) showed a significant
difference in terms of “easier to quit.”

The research on the generic brand pefie8q — 94) in the US found adult
smokers that wanted to quit tended to use genasicsuch as they used full
branded or “premium” brand cigarettes (Cavin aretd& 1996, Cummings et
al. 1997). As the share of generics and no-bratidrmgwent up, quitting rates
went down. The evidence is that generic cigardtéesame very popular in the
past. They would be expected to obtain a largerestica market when the
major brands lose their ability to differentiateithbrand from other brands in
the minds of consumers. Plain cigarette packagasgnot been shown to help

quitting based on the US generic and discount ett@mbrand experience.

Plain Packages Will Not Reduce Relapse
Relapse from quitting is often caused by peer pressr cues in the
environment that may be favorably associated witblsng and induce
cravings for tobacco. Quitting smoking is typicadlly 18+ year old
phenomenon. Carter et al. (2006) found that smadkeaitsviewed a photograph
of several full branded cigarette packages indackedver level of craving than
viewing five different photos of smokers withouthding, or pictures of
cigarettes in six versions of ashtrays (e.g., agtdione, with a cup of coffee).
Quitting smoking went down (fewer smokers quit)idgrthe generic packaging
and discount brand period in the US, and thoserépairted smoking generic
and discount brands were no more likely to quihtbaokers of regular brands.
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» Plain Pack Will Not De-normalize Perceptions of Wi@-Spread Use
Donovan et al. (2002) showed adolescemtsad two branded cigarette packs
and had them rate the smoker of the brand. Relgtises adolescents rated the
cigarette brand user “someone they would like” tm@2%) or “like me” (up to
20%). Further, the large generic package shareaserin the US in the 1980s
to mid 1990s failed to reduce the perceived oragitevalence of youth

smoking.

» Possible Unintended Negative Consequences of Pl&ligarette Packages
There are a number of possible negative unintendadequences of requiring
the plain packaging of cigarettes. To the exteat ¢feneric branded cigarettes
represent an analogy to plain cigarette packagiamdating plain packaging
will not reduce smoking intake by adolescents,togtrates or relapses from
quitting. Generic and discount brands rise in miaskare (up to 40%) in the
US was associated with an increase in the ratdaéacent initiation to
smoking (Howell et al. 1994, Cavin and Pierce 19&) a reduction in the

level of smokers quitting smoking.

Although the present body of literature on req@mptain packaging is thought-
provoking, it does not provide evidence that il welduce smoking. There is
substantial evidence that the use of plain cigagdickaging has no effect on intended
trial or quitting in experiments comparing branded plain packaging. Smoking by
youth and adults increased when generic packageadeties, often viewed as a
prototype for plain cigarette packaging, were idtroed in the US.
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