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Discrepancies in cigarette brand sales and adult
market share: are new teen smokers filling the

gap?

K Michael Cummings, Andrew Hyland, Eugene Lewit, Don Shopland

Abstract

Objective—To examine the extent and
type of cigarette brand switching by adult
smokers. To evaluate discrepancies be-
tween actual and projected cigarette
brand sales based on changes in adult
smoking patterns.

Design—Data analysed come from a
cohort tracking survey of 11 966 cigarette
smokers aged 25-64 years from 20
communities in the United States who
were followed between 1988 and 1993 as
part of the National Cancer Institute’s
Community Intervention Trial for Smok-
ing Cessation.

Outcome measures—Respondents were
asked about their current cigarette brand
in 1988 and 1993. Brand switching was
inferred when a smoker reported a differ-
ent cigarette brand in 1988 and 1993.
Company switching was defined as brand
switching for whom a different parent
company was identified for the 1993 brand
compared with the brand used in 1988. A
ratio measure was computed to reflect
gains in market share from brand switch-
ing and losses from brand switching, quit-
ting, and death, for specific cigarette
brands, between 1988 and 1993. This ratio
measure was used to estimate the
projected unit sales for top-selling
premium brands in 1993 and was
compared with actual unit sales for the
same year.

Results—We estimate that an average of
9.5% of smokers switched cigarettes
brands and 7.6% switched companies each
year. Most of those who did switch
cigarette brands changed from a premium
brand to a discount or generic brand.
Between 1988 and 1993, top-selling
premium brands such as Marlboro,
Camel, and Newport, lost about four times
as many adult smokers as they gained.
Whereas premium brand cigarettes lost
some smokers to discount and generic
cigarettes, over 50% of losses were due to
smokers quitting or dying. Actual unit
sales were substantally higher than
projected sales (based on adult market
share) for Marlboro and Camel, but not
for other brands.

Conclusions—Most smokers are brand
loyal. Price seems to be an important fac-
tor motivating brand switching among
adult smokers. It appears that recruit-

ment of new customers among the ranks
of non-smokers is necessary for premium
cigarette brands such as Marlboro and
Camel to maintain sales comparable to
previous years.

(Tobacco Control 1997;6 (suppl 2):S38-543)
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Introduction

Cigarettes are among the most heavily
advertised consumer products in America. In
1993, cigarettes makers spent $6.03 billion on
advertising and promotions.’

There has been much dispute about the
effect of cigarette advertising on smoking
behaviour, particularly in regards to young
people.” Some groups have accused the
cigarette industry of using advertising and pro-
motions to encourage youngsters to uy
smoking.”” Cigarette makers, however, insist
that their marketing efforts do not target teen-
agers intentionally. Rather, they argue that
cigarette advertising and promotions are
intended to affect interbrand competition
among adults who already smoke.?®

Despite these assertions by the tobacco
industry, it is generally held that the purpose of
advertising for any product is to increase
consumer demand for that particular product.
In the case of branded products such as
cigarettes, advertising and promotion may
affect demand by maintaining brand purchases
by those who might otherwise switch brands or
quit smoking and by encouraging initiation of
brand purchases by current smokers switching
from other brands, by former smokers return-
ing to the market, and by new smokers. To
date, studies of the effect of cigarette advertis-
ing have not attempted to measure separately
the effects of advertising on brand retention,
brand switching, relapse among former
smokers and initiation of smoking among
young smokers. It has been noted, however,
that because, in the American market, 2-2.5
million smokers die or stop smoking annually,
the industry as a whole has a strong incentive
to recruit new smokers and individual tobacco
companies face similarly strong incentives to
capture a healthy share of the starter’s market
for their brands.

We do not directly address the effects of
cigarette advertising on the recruitment of new
smokers here, but we analysed data collected as
part of the National Cancer Institute’s
Community Intervention Trial for Smoking
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Cessation (COMMIT) to examine cigarette

brand loyalty and brand switching in a cohort

of smokers followed over a five-year period.

Five questions were used to guide the analyses.

e To what extent do adult smokers switch
brands over a five-year period?

e To what brands are smokers switching?

e What is the effect of cigarette brand switch-
ing on the market share for different
cigarette brands and manufacturers?

® Which characteristics of smokers are associ-
ated with brand switching (demographics,
amount smoked daily, type of cigarette
smoked, desire to stop smoking)?

e How closely do actual cigarette sales for
top-selling brands compare with projected
sales based upon the changing smoking
habits of adult smokers?

Methods
COMMIT STUDY
The data come from a longitudinal study

involving 18 332 cigarette smokers from 20
communities in the United States who were
followed between 1988 and 1993 as part of the
COMMIT study. The design and primary out-
comes of the COMMIT study have been
described previously.'”"® Briefly, the COM-
MIT study was a randomised, controlled trial
conducted at the community level to test the
effectiveness of a multifaceted intervention to
help smokers achieve and maintain cessation.
The data adopted in this study involved 10
matched pairs of communities.

DATA COLLECTION

From January to May 1988 a telephone survey
was conducted to identify cohorts of
approximately 915 current cigarette smokers
aged 25-64 in each of the following communi-
ties: Bellingham and Longview/Kelso, Wash-
ington; Albany/Corvallis and Medford/
Ashland, Oregon; Vallejo and Hayward,
California; Santa Fe and Las Cruces, New
Mexico; Cedar Rapids and Davenport, Iowa;
Raleigh and Greensboro, North Carolina;
Paterson and Trenton, New Jersey; Lowell and
Fitchburg/Leominster, Massachusetts; and
Yonkers, New Rochelle, Utica, and
Binghamton/Johnson City, New York.

The survey was conducted centrally using a
modified, random-digit dialling technique and
community-specific geographic screening to
identify households within the targeted areas.
The survey was implemented in two stages.
The first stage involved identifying representa-
tive samples of approximately 5400 households
within each community and gathering
information on the age, gender, and smoking
habits of all adults within selected households.
In the second stage, a sample of current smok-
ers aged 25-64 years was selected for an
extended interview which included questions
about current and past smoking habits, brand
and type of cigarette usually smoked, interest
in quitting smoking, and sociodemographic
characteristics. Current smokers were defined
as those who reported having smoked at least
100 cigarettes in their lifetime and who
reported smoking at the time of interview.
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The mean response rate for the household
rostering portion of the survey was 82.8%. Of
the eligible smokers identified from the house-
hold rostering, 86.0% completed the extended
interview. The initial cohort identification sur-
vey, gathered data on a total of 18 332 current
smokers aged 25-64 years who were then
followed prospectively until 1993.

From 1989 until 1992, cohort participants
were contacted once a year by telephone or
mail to assess their current smoking status and
residency. Between January and May 1993,
cohort members were asked to respond to a
20-minute telephone interview, which in-
cluded questions about current smoking
status, efforts made to stop smoking over the
preceding five years, and brand and type of
cigarette currently smoked among those still
smoking. ‘

Overall, 65.3% of cohort members (n=
11 966) provided information on their
smoking status at the final contact in 1993.
Most of the cohort members who were
classified as non-responders were those who
could not be located 30.6% (n= 5607); an
additional 2.5% (n= 463) were reported
deceased, and 1.6% (n= 296) refused to
participate in the follow-up survey. Attrition
was higher for younger, single, less educated
members of the cohort.**

In the follow-up survey, 31% of cohort
members (n = 3765) reported themselves to be
non-smokers. Among the 8201 subjects who
were still smoking in 1993, cigarette brand
information was available for 7081 (86.3%).

MEASUREMENTS

In both the 1988 and 1993 surveys, current
smokers were asked to provide the six-digit
UPC code listed on the side of their current
pack of cigarettes. Respondents who did not
have a pack available or who could not locate
the UPC code on their pack were asked to give
the name of the cigarette brand they usually
smoke. We developed a list of 100 cigarette
brands and their corresponding UPC codes so
that each respondent’s reported UPC code
could be linked to a specific cigarette brand.

Brand loyalty/switching

Brand loyalty was inferred when a smoker
reported smoking the same cigarette brand in
both surveys. A change in the type of cigarette
smoked within the same brand name was not
considered a brand switch (Marlboro Regular
and Marlboro Lights were considered to be the
same brand). Brand switching was inferred
when a smoker reported smoking a different
cigarette brand in 1988 and 1993. Switching
between different types of the same brand was
not considered to be brand switching because
the measure of brand choice was not specific
enough to accomplish this.

Gains vs losses

A ratio measure was calculated to reflect gains
or losses to specific brands between 1988 and
1993, A ratio of 1.0 for a brand would indicate
that the same number of smokers were using
that brand in 1988 compared with 1993.
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Table 1 Cigarette brand and company switching in 20 ¢
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ommunities in the United States between 1988 and 1 993

Brand switching Company switching
(%) (%)
Number of
Community smokers Per 3 years Per year* Per 5 years Per year*
Hayward, California 323 34.1 8.0 30.3 7.0
Vallejo, California 324 38.9 9.4 32.8 7.6
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 415 48.9 12.6 38.5 9.3
Davenport, lowa 413 43.6 10.8 37.7 9.0
Lowell, Massachusetts 327 419 10.3 36.4 8.7
Fitchburg/Leominster, Massachusetts 331 45.3 11.4 39.8 9.7
Paterson, New Jersey 253 28.9 6.6 20.2 4.4
Trenton, New Jersey 311 29.3 6.7 25.7 5.8
Las Cruces, New Mexico 387 40.3 9.8 29.9 6.9
Santa Fe, New Mexico 347 32.0 7.4 25.9 5.8
Yonkers, New York 309 32.7 7.6 26.2 5.9
New Rochelle, New York 329 26.1 5.9 19.8 4.3
Utica, New York 377 43.2 10.7 36.4 8.7
Binghamton/Johnson City, New York 375 39.2 9.5 32.1 7.5
Greensboro, North Carolina 388 35.8 8.5 29.1 6.6
Raleigh, North Carolina 383 38.9 9.4 31.4 7.3
Medford/Ashland, Oregon 370 46.5 11.8 41.7 10.2
Albany/Corvallis, Oregon 380 50.0 12.9 42.7 10.5
Bellingham, Washington 355 41.7 10.2 32.8 7.6
Longview/Kelso, Washington 384 48.4 12.4 43.1 10.7
Average across commubnities 39.3 9.5 32.6 7.6

*Annual rate = 1—-exp(In(1-5 year switch rate)/5).

Ratios less than 1.0 indicate a loss of market
share, whereas ratios greater than 1.0 imply a
gain in market share. Given the fact that this
study is restricted to adult current smokers,
any gain in market share is due to brand
switching, whereas losses can be the result of
switching away from a brand, quitting
smoking, or death.

Company loyalty/switching

The Maxwell consumer report'* and the Directory
of cigarette brands published by the Tobacco
Merchants Association" were -used to identify
the parent company for each cigarette brand.
Company loyalty was inferred when a smoker
reported smoking a cigarette brand manufac-
turered by the same company in both surveys.
Company switching was defined as brand
switching when a different parent company was
identified for the 1993 brand compared with
the brand smoked in 1988.

ANALYSIS
Estimates of the amount of brand and
company switching among cohort members
were computed overall and separately by com-
munity. Gain/loss ratios were computed for the
top 10 selling cigarette brands and generic
cigarettes in 1993. Annual rates of switching
over the five-year study period were computed
assuming a constant rate of switching over
time."¢

To identify characteristics of smokers
predictive of brand switching, bivariate and
multivariate analyses were performed. Smoker
characteristics evaluated in relationship to
brand switching included age, gender,
education level, average annual household
income, amount smoked daily, desire to stop
smoking, and attempts made to stop smoking
in the past year. Initially, each potential predic-
tor was tested using a y’ test. A variable was
considered significantly associated with brand
switching if the probability value was less than
0.05. A logistic regression analysis was
performed to evaluate the simultaneous role of

the different significant variables identified
from bivariate analyses.

The cigarette industry has consistently
argued that cigarette advertising and
promotions are intended to affect interbrand
competition among adults who already smoke.
1f this were true, we would expect t0 observe a
decline in unit sales for a given brand if fewer
adults report smoking that brand. If, on the
other hand, we observe large discrepancies
between brand share based on adults and
actual unit sales, it might suggest that product
marketing is affecting uptake of smoking by
younger non-smokers. To evaluate this
question, we developed a measure of projected
unit sales from our adult cohort data. This
measure was computed by first calculating a
fraction to represent the percentage of adult
smokers who reported using a given brand in
1993 out of the total number of smokers using
that same brand in 1988. This fraction
estimates the amount of attrition (or gain from
brand switching) associated with a given brand
over a five-year period (1988 to 1993). This
fraction was then multiplied by actual unit
sales in 1088 to obtain a projection of the unit
sales for 1993 for a given brand based on adult
market share. The measure of projected unit
sales for a given brand was compared with
actual unit sales for that brand in 1993. Data
on cigarette brand unit sales was obtained from
the Maxwell consumer reports.” " for 1988 and
1993.

Results
Table 1 shows the amount of cigarette brand
and company switching by community.
Averaged across all 20 communities, we
estimate an annual brand switching rate of
9.5%, and a company switching rate of 7.6%.
Table 2 shows characteristics of smokers
who switch brands. The results of our logistic
regression model reveal that brand switching
was more likely to occur among females, non-
Hispanic whites, persons with lower annual
household incomes, heavy smokers, and
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Table 2 Characteristics of smokers associated with brand switching®

Characteristics Sample sizes Odds ratio 95% CI
Sex
Male 3395 1.00 Referent
Female 3686 1.18 1.07-1.31
Age (years)
25-34 2238 1 Referent
35-44 2343 1.08 0.95-1.23
45-54 1451 1.13 0.98-1.31
55-64 1049 1.07 0.91-1.26
Race
White 6084 1.00 Referent
Black 482 0.57 0.46-0.72
Hispanic 349 0.71 0.55-0.91
Asian 5 0.91 0.55-1.51
American Indian 65 1.51 0.90-2.53
Other 20 0.50 0.18-1.41
Income (US§)**
>40 000 610 1.00 Referent
25 001-40 000 1995 1.15 1.01-1.32
10 000-25 000 2123 1.36 1.19-1.56
<10 000 1891 1.72 1.41-2.10
Education (years)**
<12 1160 1.00 Referent
12 1606 0.97 0.82-1.14
13-15 3088 0.99 0.85-1.15
=16 1216 0.91 0.76-1.10
Cigarettes smoked daily in 1988*
<5 211 1.00 Referent
5-14 1073 0.98 0.70-1.37
15-24 2630 1.18 0.86-1.62
25-34 1830 1.36 0.99-1.88
=35 1333 1.34 0.97-1.86
Desire to quit
Not at all 1219 1.00 Referent
A little 1119 1.11 0.93-1.33
Somewhat 2303 1.05 0.90-1.23
Alot 2412 1.05 0.90-1.23
Quit attempts in past five years**
0 attempts 2759 1.00 Referent
1 attempt 1385 1.36 1.18-1.56
=2 attempts 2885 1.44 1.28-1.62

*Controlled for COMMIT intervention.
*xp<0.05 for Mantel-Haenszel test for linear association.
CI = confidence intervals.

among those who had made one or more quit
attempts in the past five years.

Figure 1 shows the gain/loss ratios for the 10
top selling cigarette brands in 1993. These 10
brands accounted for 71% of brands reported
by respondents in our 1993 survey. Among the
adult smokers tracked in our study, only
generic and Doral (a discount brand)
cigarettes showed a gain in the number of
smokers. Top-selling premium cigarette brands
such Marlboro, Winston, Newport, Camel,
and Kool all had gain/loss ratios well under
1.0. The loss of smokers to a given brand was
due primarily to cessation of smoking. Between
1988 and 1993, we estimate that on an average
annual basis the top-selling premium brands
(Marlboro, Winston, Camel, Merit, Newport)
each lost an average of 12% of their adult cus-
tomer base.

Figure 2 shows the discrepancies between
projected unit sales based on adult brand share
and actual unit sales in 1993 for top selling
premium cigarette brands. In general,
projected and actual unit sales were similar
with the exception of two brands: Marlboro
and Camel. For Marlboro, actual sales in 1993
exceeded projected sales by 38%; Camel sales
exceeded projected sales by 102%.

Discussion

The results from this study are consistent with
other research which shows that smokers are
brand loyal despite the fact that the measure of

Marlboro
Winston
Newport

Doral

Camel

Salem
Kool

Benson &
Hedges

Merit

Virginia
Slims

Generics

-20.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0
Percentage gained or lost each year

Figure 1  Gain/loss ratios for the top 10 selling cigarette
brands in 1993. The figures represent the annual loss or
gain in market share established smok
1988 and 1993.

g £)

brand switching used in this study differs
slightly from that used in other research.” '’ We
estimate that fewer than 10% of smokers
switch brands each year. Ahthough we
recognise that this estimate of brand switching
may understate the actual rate of switching, as
our measure does not account for switching
which may have occurred between 1988 and
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Figure 2 Actual vs projected unit sales for nine of the
top-selling premium cigarette brands in 1 993.

1993. According to our measure of brand
switching, a smoker was defined as brand loyal
so long as they reported using the same brand
in the final year as they did in the first year.

Most adult smokers in our study continued
to smoke a premiumn brand cigarette. However,
our results show that an increasing number of
adult smokers were responding to price in
deciding which brand of cigarette to smoke.”* *
Brand switching was more common among
those smokers who would be expected to be
more sensitive to price; namely, those with
lower incomes and with higher levels of daily
consumption. Consistent with this observa-
tion, most of those who switched brands
moved from smoking a premium brand to a
less costly discount or generic brand. Among
smokers in our study, use of generic cigarettes
increased six-fold between 1988 and 1993.

With the exception of Doral (a discount
brand) all of the top-selling brands we studied
declined in unit sales between 1988 and 1993.
The decline in unit sales for most brands were
consistent with the projected loss due to adult
smokers either quitting and/or switching to
cheaper discount brands. The two exceptions
were Marlboro and Camel where actual unit
sales were substantially higher than predicted
on the basis of adult market share for these
brands. The discrepancy between actual and
projected unit sales for Marlboro and Camel is
most likely attributed to the popularity of these
brands with younger smokers.”

A 1984 strategic research report by RJ Rey-
nolds Tobacco Company entitled Younger adult
smokers: strategies and opportunities, concluded
that younger smokers (defined as under 25
years of age) have been the critical factor in the
growth and decline of every major brand and
company over the last 50 years.” The report
notes that younger smokers are the only source
of replacement smokers for adults who discon-
tinue smoking. The report describes how RJ
Reynolds can position itself to compete against
other tobacco companies for a share of the
young smoker market.

The findings from this study suggest that R]
Reynolds was successful in its strategy to com-
pete for a share of the young smoker market
with its “Joe Camel” cigarette brand. The con-
tinuing success of the Marlboro cigarette brand

Gummings, Hyland, Lewit, Shopland

also can be attributed to the popularity of this
brand among young smokers.” Without a con-
tinuing stream of new younger smokers, we
would have expected that the unit sales for
Marlboro and Camel would have declined
markedly over the past several years. Although
some decline in unit sales was seen for these
brands between 1988 and 1993, the decline
was much less than predicted based on our
estimates of adult market share. Recent sales
figures for Marlboro and Camel show that
these brands have actually increased domestic
sales over past years.” It does not appear to be
a coincidence that recent improved sales of
Marlboro and Camel brands corresponds with
an increase in teenage smoking.”

Support for this research has been provided by the National
Cancer Institute and the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. We
are indebted to our colleagues at the 11 COMMIT research
sites, the COMMIT coordinating center, Information Manage-
ment Services, Inc., and staff at the National Cancer Institute
who planned and coordinated the massive data collection
activities of the COMMIT study.
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The Tobacco
Industry Can't /
Wl »

be Trusted

They say there is no
proof that smoking and
smokeless tobacco cause
disease and death.

r They claim nicotine
isn't addictive.

They swear they
don’t market to kids.

They claim to be taking
care of the problem of
underage tobacco use.

Do you believe them? 3,000 children begin
smoking every day, and the rate is increasing, espe-
cially among younger kids. Almost all of them smoke
one of the three most heavily advertised brands. One
third will eventually die of their addiction.

President Clinton and the Food & Drug Administra-
tion, joined by many members of Congress—
Republicans and Democrats—have proposed new
Jimits on sales and marketing of tobacco to children.

Please give your support. Write to the FDA, Dockets
Management Branch, Docket 95N-0253, Room
1-23, 12420 Parklawn Drive, Rockville, MD 20857.
Don't trust the tobacco industry to do the right
thing. They never have. They never will.

This ad sponsored by the American Cancer Society.
the American Academy of Pediatrics, the American
Heart Association, the American Lung Association,
the American Medical Association and over 100
other organizations that support the Campaign for
Tobacco-Free Kids.

For additiona! information, or to contribute to more
ads like this: 1-800-284-KIDS.

CAMPAIGN for TOBAGCO-FREE KidiS
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