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ABSTRACT

The existence of the illicit tobacco trade has serious implications for tobacco control
efforts as it encourages smoking by providing tobacco products at a cheaper price.
Although this illicit trade has serious ramifications for public health in England, there is
very limited data on its nature, the extent of its use and smokers’ views on illicit
tobacco. This thesis aimed to address this by utilising a mixed methodology approach
which consisted of population based surveys of English smokers and in-depth face-to-
face interviews with smokers. Prevalence of illicit tobacco use appeared to decrease
between 2007-8 and 2012, but there was an increase from 2010-11 to 2012. ‘Under the
counter’ tobacco purchases in retail shops emerged as a prominent source of illicit
tobacco, although smokers were able to access a number of illicit sources. Smokers who
exclusively purchased illicit tobacco paid much less for their tobacco products compared
with those who reported exclusive duty-paid tobacco purchases. Report of illicit tobacco
use was more likely in younger smokers, males, smokers in low socio-economic groups,
smokers of ‘roll your own’ tobacco and those with high tobacco dependence in 2012.
However, this changed with each survey, as illicit tobacco use appeared to become more
widespread across socio-demographic sub-groups. Illicit tobacco users reported lower
levels of motivated to quit smoking. However, smokers in the interview study reported
that loss of access to illicit tobacco would drive them to think about quitting or cutting
down on their smoking. The interview study revealed that smokers were able to easily
access illicit tobacco in their communities and social circles. In addition, smokers
viewed the illicit tobacco market and illicit traders approvingly as providing a means of
accessing affordable tobacco products. Furthermore, they were unperturbed by the
illegality and associated criminality of illicit tobacco trade. Due to the nature of this
illegal activity, further research should investigate how the illicit tobacco market evolves

in response to policy efforts.
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PREFACE

Ilicit tobacco is a major concern in the UK with latest figures from Her Majesty’s
Revenue and Customs (HMRC) indicating that a substantial amount of cigarettes and
roll your own tobacco is illicit. Since the first comprehensive strategy to combat illicit
tobacco trade in 2000, the UK government has implemented various strategies to curb
the purchase of illicit tobacco products. These strategies have mainly focused on curbing
the supply of illicit tobacco and have been effective to some extent; as evident in the
increased number of seizures by HMRC and continual decline in the illicit market share
during this time. However, the implication of these policies to tackle illicit tobacco trade
for current smokers was still unknown. If further strides are to be made in reducing not
only the supply but the demand for illicit tobacco, a greater understanding of this

purchasing culture is required.

This thesis attempted to do this by undertaking research using a mixed methodology
approach: 1) population-based surveys of English smokers to assess a) the prevalence of
illicit tobacco use in England at varying time-points, b) the socio-demographic and
smoking characteristics associated with illicit tobacco use, c) the price reportedly paid
for illicit as well as licit cigarettes and tobacco in England at varying time points; 2) an
interview based study to better understand purchasers’ knowledge of and attitude
towards illicit tobacco. In addition, an interview study based on a regional response to
illicit tobacco trade in the form of the North of England Programme was conducted to
gain an understanding on the implementation of illicit tobacco policies at the grass root

level.

Study 1 (Chapter 5) sought to explore the expectations and understanding of the

Programme’s key stakeholders by investigating stakeholders’ prior involvement with,
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and amount of time currently spent on, illicit tobacco; expected impact, and anticipated
problems, of the Programme at the beginning of stakeholder involvement; the reasons
for stakeholders becoming involved and expectations of the Programme; current
knowledge of the Programme and its objectives and the role stakeholders play within it;
stakeholders views on progress to date and how they think the Programme should
develop. Overall, the Programme was seen as exciting and challenging, and an important
vehicle for addressing illicit tobacco. Stakeholders tended to focus more on the supply
issues rather than both supply and demand as outlined in the Programme’s aim. The
multi-agency partnership behind the Programme was viewed as having great potential to
tackle the issues raised by illicit tobacco. Stakeholders raised concerns about the lack of
trust at the time of the study between the different agencies, their different philosophies

and ways of working, which could hinder further progress.

Study 2 (Chapter 6) aimed to explore the self-reported purchasing behaviour of smokers
who reported illicit tobacco use in England in 2007-08 and 2010-11 using population
based cross-sectional data. It sought to assess the purchasing behaviour of smokers who
reported that they purchased tobacco or cigarettes from illicit sources; to determine and
explore the characteristics associated with reports of illicit tobacco purchase, the number
of illicit sources used, proportion of smokers’ total tobacco consumption that was illicit
and beliefs on the provenance of illicit tobacco. There was a decline in self reported
illicit tobacco purchase from between 2007-8 and 2010-11. The majority of smokers
who reported illicit tobacco purchase did this through friends. Overall, smokers who
purchased illicit tobacco were more likely to be young, male, from low socio-economic
groups, a ‘roll your own’ (RYO) smoker and with high tobacco dependence in 2007-8.
However in 2010-11, only males and RYO smokers were significantly associated with
illicit tobacco purchase. In 2007-8 and 2010-11, the number of illicit tobacco users

reporting illicit tobacco making up more than three quarters of their total

( 1
| 22}



tobacco consumption increased. A greater number of smokers in 2007-8 and 2010-11
concluded that the illicit tobacco or cigarettes they purchased were cheap because they

were duty frees purchased abroad or that they were smuggled and resold.

Study 3 (Chapter 7) was undertaken to gain an understanding of smokers’ beliefs and
views on illicit tobacco in order to better influence future policies on illicit tobacco
trade. In-depth semi-structured interviews were conducted with smokers who reported
regular illicit tobacco use, with the goals to determine smokers' knowledge and
understanding of illicit tobacco; explore in detail smokers’ sources of illicit tobacco;
explore smokers’ purchasing behaviours and reasons for purchasing illicit tobacco;

explore smokers’ attitudes towards the illicit tobacco trade (including illicit sellers).

Generally, smokers in our sample viewed the purchase of illicit tobacco as the norm.
The most common source of illicit tobacco reported in this study was ‘under the counter’
in shops. This was a new finding as previous surveys had shown purchases from friends
and trusted sources of illicit tobacco in the community as the most popular sources of
illicit tobacco. Smokers viewed counterfeit tobacco negatively as poor quality with some
impact on their health when smoked in the past. Smokers reported price as the main
motivation for their illicit tobacco purchase. They viewed purchase of illicit tobacco as
getting their cigarettes and tobacco at a bargain price. Another important finding that
impacts tobacco control efforts was the report that loss of access to illicit tobacco could
drive some smokers to think about quitting or cutting down on their smoking.
Furthermore, when smokers in this study were asked to discuss what would prevent
them from purchasing illicit tobacco, some reported the absence of illicit sellers.
Another significant theme from this study was that most smokers were not bothered by
the legality or morality of purchasing illicit tobacco. Smokers were generally nonchalant
about being seen as partaking or encouraging in an illegal activity in their community

when buying cheap tobacco from illicit sources. Furthermore, when confronted with the
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claim that the illicit tobacco trade was connected to organised crime and has links to
terrorism, unsurprisingly this was received with some cynicism by smokers in this
sample. This study provided an insight into smokers’ views on the illicit tobacco trade

and new developments in smokers’ purchase of illicit tobacco.

Study 4 (Chapter 8) following the finding that most smokers reported purchase of cheap
illicit tobacco from under the counter in newsagents, off licences and corner shops,
sought to explore this in a nationally representative survey. In addition, this study aimed
to assess whether any changes in prevalence of illicit tobacco use was reflected in the
attributes of those who report illicit tobacco use, including motivation and likelihood of
having made a past quit attempt. Purchases from ‘under the counter’ in newsagents, off
licences and corner shops was the most common source of illicit tobacco in 2012.
Prevalence of illicit tobacco use in this study appeared to increase since the last survey
in 2010-11, but a decrease from 2007-8. This increase in reported illicit tobacco use
could have been as a result of the economic recession which may have caused more

smokers to purchase cheaper tobacco products.

Study 5 (Chapter 9) aimed to address the limited evidence on the price smokers pay for
illicit cigarettes and RYO tobacco in England. In addition, it sought to compare this with
the reported price paid for ‘duty-paid’ cigarettes and RYO and determine any trends
between 2007-8 and 2012. Duty cigarette and RYO tobacco price estimates increased
over time from 2007-8 to 2012. The price estimates in this study were less than the
recommended retail price of duty-paid cigarettes in the most popular price category at all
time points. This could have been down to the methodology for estimating the price of
cigarettes and tobacco which were subject to recall bias and under-reporting of tobacco
consumption, both of which could have impacted on the price estimates derived. In

addition, more smokers in our sample may have purchased ‘budget’ brand cigarettes
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than ‘premium’ brands which was not accounted for in this study and could have
resulted in a lower price estimates. Those who exclusively purchased illicit cigarettes
and RYO tobacco paid less at all time points than those who purchased duty-paid
products exclusively. Males, those in low socio-economic groups and those with high
tobacco dependence were associated with paying lower prices for duty-paid cigarettes
and RYO tobacco. In 2012 this included being an older smoker, but only for RYO
tobacco price estimates. This finding identifies smokers most likely to engage in price
minimising strategies to mitigate the effect of tax increases. Future research should
investigate the extent of tobacco price minimising activities in English smokers in order

to inform decisions on the taxation of tobacco products.

Study 6 (Chapter 10) sought to investigate the association between illicit tobacco purchase
and motivation to quit and making a past quit attempt using population based cross-
sectional data in 2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012. Exclusive illicit tobacco use was associated
with reporting lower levels of motivation to quit. However, there appeared to be no
association between illicit tobacco purchases and having made a past quit attempt. This
finding has significant implications for tobacco control as it suggests that the availability of
cheap sources of cigarettes and tobacco removes the financial motivation to quit smoking.
Nonetheless, access to cheap cigarettes and tobacco did not appear to deter making a quit
attempt, but could impact on the success of attempts made. Future research should
investigate the association between access to illicit tobacco sources and likelihood of quit

Success.
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CHAPTER 1

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

1.1 The tobacco trade

Photo by George W. Ackerman, Courtesy National Archives, Still Pictures Collection, 16-G-294-2-1

It is supposed that tobacco (from the genus Nicotiana) began growing in the Americas
around 6000 g ¢ (Pearsall 1992; Gately, 2001). It is recorded that Christopher Columbus
was presented with dried tobacco leaves as a gift upon his arrival in North America and
this marked the official start of tobacco history (Russo et al., 2011). By 1492 the use of
tobacco was widespread throughout the American continents (Gately, 2001); mainly as
snuff, pipe tobacco and cigars. However, it was only after the invention of manufactured
cigarettes in the latter part of the 19" century did tobacco smoking gain real traction;
probably due to its convenience (Musk et al., 2003). In fact by the late 1940s, 65% of
men and 40% of women were regular cigarette smokers in Britain, whereas only 16% of
men smoked other tobacco products (Royal College of Physicians, 2000). Tobacco is

grown in over 125 countries, on over 4 million hectares of land (WHO, 2002).
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There are four dominating transnational companies engaged in the manufacture and
trade of tobacco products; Philip Morris International (PMI), the British American
Tobacco company (BAT), Japan Tobacco International (JTI) and Imperial Tobacco (IT)
(Bialous and Peeters, 2012). PMI has become the world’s largest transnational tobacco
company and its Marlboro brand is the world leader (Bialous and Peeters, 2012). In
2010, the company sold almost 900 billion cigarettes, making it the tobacco company
with the highest world market share at 24.4% (Bialous and Peeters, 2012). In close
second was BAT with a market share of 20.5%, and with the largest network in the most
countries (WHO, 2002; Bialous and Peeters, 2012). JTI and IT had market shares of
16.2% and 8.6% respectively (Bialous and Peeters, 2012). Tobacco Industry profits are
believed to be approximately double those of most other companies (Gilmore et al.,
2010) and there are indications that they thrive even in periods of economic recession

(He and Yano, 2009).

1.2 Smoking trends

Smoked tobacco is common worldwide, with approximately 5.5 trillion cigarettes
smoked annually (Proctor, 2004). Despite falling trends in tobacco use in most western
countries, it continues to be the leading global cause of avoidable death (WHO, 2012).
In recent years, an overwhelming majority of tobacco smokers resided in low and
middle-income countries (Sorensen et al., 2005). In the UK, according to survey data
from the General Lifestyle Survey (GLS) (compiled by the Office of National Statistics
(ONS)) the percentage of smokers aged 16 and over has fallen significantly in the past
decades, from 45% in 1974 to 20% in 2011 (ONS, 2013; Figure 1.1). In England, the
most up-to-date data on smoking prevalence is provided by the Smoking Toolkit Study
(STS) (a national survey of English smokers), which placed the 3-month moving
average of smoking prevalence at 19.1% as of May 2013 (West and Brown, 2013).

Supported by data from the GLS, this indicates that England has the lowest smoking
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prevalence, compared with Wales (24%), Scotland (24%) and Northern Ireland (25%)
(Department of Health, Social Services and Public Safety Northern Ireland, 2012; ONS,
2013). However, there is regional variation in smoking rates in England. For instance,
the North West (21%) and Yorkshire and Humber (21%) had the highest smoking

prevalence in 2011, compared with London (16%) (ONS, 2013).

Figure 1.1: Prevalence of cigarette smoking by sex in Great Britain: 1974 — 2011; source

General Lifestyle Survey
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1. For 1998 unweighted and weighted data are shown for comparison purposes. Weighted
data was not available before this point.

2. The survey was not run in 1997/98 or 1999/00. A linear trend has been drawn between
the data point before and after these years.

1.2.1 Smoking and age

Smoking prevalence in 2011 was highest in the 20-24 age group (29%) according to
survey data from the GLS, compared with the 16-19 (18%) and 60+ (13%) age groups
(ONS, 2013; Figure 1.2). Between 2010 and 2011, smoking in the 20-24 age group
increased from 27% to 29%, while in all other age groups the rate fell or stayed the same
(ONS, 2013). In 1992, 34% of smokers reported taking up smoking before the age of 16;

and this has progressively increased over the years to 40% in 2011 (ONS, 2013).
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Smoking was lowest in the 60+ age group consistently over time.

Figure 1.2: Prevalence of cigarette smoking by age group in Great Britain: 1974 - 2011;

source General Lifestyle Survey
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1. For 1998 unweighted and weighted data are shown for comparison purposes. Weighted
data was not available before this point.

2. The survey was not run in 1997/98 or 1999/00. A linear trend has been drawn between
the data point before and after these years.

1.2.2 Smoking and gender

It is estimated that nearly five times more men than women smoke worldwide (Guindon
and Boisclair, 2003); but this varies between countries. In high-income countries
smoking prevalence in women is nearly at the same level as men (WHO, 2008a). For
example, in the UK, smoking prevalence among females was 19% in 2011 and 21% in
males (ONS, 2013). Similarly, in England female smoking prevalence was 18% in men
and 20% in women (ONS, 2013). However, in low- and middle-income countries fewer
women smoke than men (WHO, 2008a). Approximately 35% of men in developed
countries and 50% in developing countries smoke (Mackay et al., 2006), whereas, about
22% of women in developed countries and 9% in developing countries smoke (Mackay

et al., 2006).
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Although women’s smoking prevalence rates are lower than men’s, they are predicted to
rise in many low- and- middle-income countries. According to Lopez and colleagues’
descriptive model of the tobacco epidemic, female-to-male ratio of smoking prevalence
is expected to rise in many low- and- middle-income countries (Lopez et al., 1994;
Figure 1.3). Moreover, survey data show that worldwide smoking rates among boys and
girls mirror each other more than smoking rates among adult women and men, with boys
between the ages of 13 and 15 years smoking only 2 to 3 times more than girls (Warren

et al., 2006).

Figure 1.3: The four-stage evolution of the smoking epidemic (Lopez et al., 1994)
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1.2.3 Smoking and socio-economic status

There is extensive research which shows that globally lower socio-economic-status
(SES) groups typically have higher smoking rates than more advantaged group (Marcus
et al., 1989; Cavelaars et al., 2000; Bobak et al., 2000; Pampel, 2008; Barnett et al.,

2009) and are much more likely to die from smoking related illnesses (Jha et al., 2006;
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David et al., 2010). In the UK, smoking rates are highest in routine and manual socio-
economic groups (28%); compared with managerial and professional (13%) and
intermediate groups (20%) (ONS, 2013). Smokers in routine and manual socio-
economic groups also smoked on average greater number of cigarettes a day, compared
to their more affluent counterparts (ONS, 2013). Smokers in economically

disadvantaged groups show higher levels of dependence (Fidler et al., 2008).

Although smoking cessation support is widely available in most parts of the world, and
countries like the United Kingdom have successfully targeted low SES groups
(Chesterman et al., 2005), disadvantaged smokers are less likely to quit successfully
(Kotz and West, 2009; David et al., 2010; Reid et al.; 2010). The psychosocial triggers
of cessation that may differ by SES have been explored and include lack of support,
greater addiction to tobacco, lower motivation to quit, lower adherence to treatment, life
stress, differences in cognition and perception and varied impact of tobacco industry
marketing (Kunst et al., 2004; Vangeli and West, 2008; Hiscock et al., 2011; Bryant et

al., 2011).

1.2.4 Smoking and ethnicity According to data from the Integrated Household Survey
produced by the ONS, people of Mixed ethnicity (27%) and those of White ethnicity
(22%) were more likely to be current smokers in 2011, compared with 15% of people
from Black/Black British and 13% from Asian/Asian British ethnic groups (ONS, 2011,
Figure 1.4). There also appear to be ethnic differences in smoking initiation and
progression to regular tobacco use, with white adolescents being most likely to become
regular smokers compared with those from Asian, Hispanic or Black backgrounds

(Kandel et al., 2004).
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Figure 1.4: Smoking prevalence by ethnicity, April 2010 to March 2011; source
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1.3 Smoking and health

A telling statement often made by tobacco control advocates is that “tobacco is the only
legal consumer product which kills when used as intended”. The use of tobacco products
contributes to an estimated 6 million deaths of those over age 30 (WHO, 2012). It
accounts for more deaths than alcohol abuse, road accidents, other accidents and falls,
preventable diabetes, suicide and drug use put together (Department of Health (DH),
2011). Smoking also reduces a smoker’s life expectancy by an average of 10 years (Doll
et al., 2004). This is unsurprising when it is estimated that there are over 599 additives in
tobacco products, which produce a further 3000-4000 chemical compounds when lit
(United States Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHS), 1994). These 599
plus compounds are highly carcinogenic. The causal link between lung cancer and

tobacco smoking was first established in the 1950s (Mills and Porter, 1950;




Doll and Hill, 1950; Levin et al., 1950; Schrek et al., 1950; Wynder and Graham, 1950);
although a rising incidence of lung cancer was first observed in the 1920s and 1930s by
pathologists and other medical practitioners (Winstanley et al., 1995; White 1990). In
1962 the Royal College of Physicians concluded that there was a causal relationship
between smoking and lung cancer (Royal College of Physicians, 1962). Smoking is also
linked to large number of cancers other than lung cancer, such as: bladder, kidney,
larynx, oral cavity, oesophagus and pancreas (Jacobs et al., 1999; Brennan et al., 2000).
Smoking attributable morbidity includes: the risk of cardiovascular diseases and chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease (which incorporates emphysema and chronic bronchitis)

(Cornfield et al., 2009; Yoshida & Tuder, 2007).

Smoking not only has negative health effects on its users but also on non-smokers who
‘passively’ inhale cigarette smoke, both side-stream and exhaled. Exposure to this
second-hand smoke (SHS) has been linked to a raised risk of lung cancer (Taylor et al.,
2007) and is believed to contribute to deaths from lower respiratory infections, asthma
and ischaemic disease (Oberg et al., 2010). In addition, foeti exposure to SHS through
smoking during pregnancy results in various perinatal complications (Andres and Day,

2000) and impacts on foetal growth (Salihu and Wilson, 2007).

1.4 Smoking cessation

The health benefits of stopping smoking are substantial (USDHHS, 1990; Fiore and
Baker, 2013). Within a few years of cessation, the risk of contracting lung cancer is
halved (Peto et al., 2000). In England there is a comprehensive national network of stop-
smoking services that provide a combination of medication and behavioural support are
among the best-value life-preserving interventions in the UK National Health Service
(National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE), 2008). Since 2000, over two

million people have achieved validated abstinence from smoking at four weeks (The
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National Health Service (NHS) Information Centre, 2012).

1.4.1 Cessation medications

Without treatment only ~5% of smokers who try to quit achieve long-term abstinence,
but evidence-based cessation treatments increases this figure to 10% - 30% (Schlam and
Baker, 2013). There are a number of effective smoking cessation pharmacotherapies
available to smokers who decide to quit smoking. Nicotine Replacement Therapy (NRT)
i.e. gum, transdermal patch, nasal spray, inhalator, lozenge, mouth spray and sublingual
tablet, are effective smoking cessation aids (Silagy et al., 2004; Stead et al. 2008).
Bupropion (an antidepressant), Clonidine (an antihypertensive not currently licensed for
use in the UK) and Varenicline (a selective nicotinic receptor partial agonist) have also
been found effective in aiding smoking cessation (Gourlay et al., 2008; Hughes et al.,
2007; Cahill et al., 2012). However, smokers who use combination NRT (two or more
products) or varenicline appear to have a better chance of success than those being
treated in primary care with one-to-one support and use of single NRT (Brose et al.,

2011).

1.4.2 Behavioural interventions

Intensive behavioural support delivered by appropriately trained smoking cessation
counsellors is seen as the most effective non-pharmacological intervention for smokers
who are strongly motivated to quit (Coleman, 2004). Group support in particular has
been found to be effective in helping people stop smoking compared with self help, one-
to-one support and drop in clinics (Odds ratio (OR) = 1.46, 95% Confidence Interval
(CI) 1.19 — 1.78) (Brose et al., 2011) or no support (OR = 2.17 CI 1.37 — 3.45) (Stead
and Lancaster, 2009). There is good evidence that combination of pharmacological and
non-pharmacological interventions increase smoking cessation success compared to

minimal intervention or usual care (Risk ratio = 1.82 CI 1.66 - 2.00) (Stead and
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Lancaster, 2012).

In addition to medications and behavioural support; internet based interventions, quit
lines, brief GP advice and mass media campaigns have been found effective to some
extent in aiding smoking cessation (Shahab and McEwen, 2009; Stead et al., 2009; West

et al., 2000; Reid, 1996).

1.4.3 Harm reduction

There is the acknowledgement that there are smokers who, for whatever reason, are not
interested in or are unable to quit smoking. In 2007, the Royal College of Physicians
(RCP) published the report ‘Harm Reduction in Nicotine Addiction: Helping People who
Can’t Quit’, highlighting the need to consider effective harm reduction principles in
tobacco control to assist such individuals (RCP, 2007). By 2010, the UK government
backed a harm reduction approach to tobacco control in the publication - ‘A Smokefree
Future’ (DH, 2010). The most common harm reduction approach is smoking reduction
(commonly known as ‘cutting down’). Since the risks of smoking are dose-related
(Jacobs et al., 1999), there is a rationale for promoting smoking reduction in smokers
who are unwilling or unable to quit smoking as health benefits may be incurred in doing
so. For instance, there is evidence that reducing the number of cigarettes smoked by
62% reduces the risk of lung cancer by 27% (Hazard ratio = 0.73 CI 0.54 — 0.98)
(Godtfredsen et al., 2005). Harm reduction has also been suggested as a strategy for
smokers in lower socio-economic groups as a means of reducing the social inequalities
in smoking cessation (Siahpush et al., 2006). The NICE guidance on harm reduction was
released in June 2013 and provides comprehensive guidelines on use of harm reduction

in smoking cessation (NICE, 2013).
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1.5 Tobacco control
Tobacco control interventions can be divided into those aimed at tackling demand for

tobacco and those aimed at the supply of tobacco products.

1.5.1 Approaches aimed at demand reduction

1.5.1.1 Tax policy

Tobacco is considered a demerit good as it is unhealthy, degrading, or otherwise socially
undesirable due to the perceived negative effects on the consumers (Cameron et al.,
2011). If left to market forces it is over-consumed, therefore the standard economic
policy solution is to levy taxes on such goods (Cameron et al., 2011). Raising tobacco
taxes (above the rate of inflation) is the single most effective policy at a population level
to encourage smokers to quit (it has been estimated that a 10% increase over the average
tobacco price could lead to 40 million people worldwide quitting smoking) (Jha and
Chaloupka, 1999). Modest price increases were found to help prevent relapse and
discourage initiation of smoking (Jha and Chaloupka, 1999). This has been supported by
reviews of various studies from high and low income countries, indicating that higher
tobacco prices significantly reduce tobacco use (Chaloupka and Warner, 2000; Gallet
and List, 2003). When asked what triggered their latest attempt to quit, low SES smokers
were more likely to cite the cost of smoking compared to high SES smokers (Vangeli

and West 2008, Pisinger et al., 2011).

1.5.1.2 Smoking restrictions

Restricting tobacco use in the workplace (Brownson et al., 2002; Fichtenberg and
Glantz, 2002; Heloma and Jaakkola, 2003), homes (Farkas et al., 1999; Shopland et al.,
2006) and in public places (Bauld, 2011) results in smoking fewer cigarettes a day,
increased likelihood of considering quitting, higher rates of cessation attempts, and

increased rates of quitting. In the UK, presently there is a complete smoking ban in

( 1
L 37 )



public places, including workplaces and schools which came into force on 1 July 2007.
In England the smoke-free legislation was associated with an increase in the percentage

of smokers attempting to quit (Hackshaw et al., 2010).

1.5.1.3 Advertising bans

Comprehensive advertising bans are second only to price policies in their impact on adult
smoking (Schaap et al., 2008; Levy et al., 2008). Since 2003 most forms of tobacco
advertising and promotion have been banned in the UK; including most recently, the ban on
Point of Sale displays (POS) in large stores from April 2012 and small stores from April
2015 (UK Parliament, 2010). The ban of POS displays was significant as it has been
associated with increased smoking uptake in youth (Paynter and Edwards, 2009), impulse
buying of tobacco products (Wakefield et al., 2008; Carter et al., 2009), undermining
intention to quit (Germain et al., 2010) and enables the promotion of price discounts
(Spanopoulos et al., 2012). An evaluation of the POS display ban in Ireland found that there
was an immediate impact on young people’s attitudes towards smoking (McNeill et al.,

2011).

1.5.1.4 Graphic health warnings

Smokers tend to underestimate the full extent of the risks to themselves and to others of
tobacco use, despite clear evidence about its dangers of (Hammond et al., 2006). Many
smokers are unaware that smoking causes cancers (other than lung cancer), heart
disease, stroke and many other diseases (Siahpush et al., 2006; Hammond et al., 2006).
Effective health warnings increase smokers’ awareness of health risks (Hammond et al.,
2006) and increase the chances that they will think about cessation and reduce tobacco
consumption (Borland, 1997; Fathelrahman et al., 2009). Moreover, they reduce the
marketing effect of tobacco product packaging, making it more difficult for tobacco

companies to reinforce brand awareness (WHO, 2011).

38

——
| —



1.5.1.5 Standardised tobacco packaging

Due to traditional marketing avenues for tobacco products becoming increasingly
restricted as a result of wider acceptance of bans on tobacco advertising, promotion and
sponsorship, the tobacco industry has become increasingly dependent on cigarette
packaging as a primary marketing medium (Difranza et al., 2002; Freeman et al.,2008).
Removing this main source of promotion through the use of generic (“standardized”)
packaging would further decrease the marketing impact of the tobacco industry. This
style of packaging would use only standard type fonts in a single colour on a plain
background to provide the minimum information necessary to identify a product,
restricting the use of logos, stylized fonts, colours, designs or images, or any additional
descriptive language (WHO, 2011). There is evidence that the plainer the package and
the fewer branding elements included, the less favourably smokers perceive the packs
and the greater the impact pictorial health warnings may have (Wakefield et al., 2008;
Germain et al., 2010). Furthermore, it may increase accurate perceptions of the risk of
tobacco use and therefore decrease smoking rates (Freeman et al., 2008; Moodie et al.,
2011). A systematic review on standardised packaging concluded that it reduces the
attractiveness and appeal of tobacco products, increases the effectiveness of health
warnings and reduces use of designs to mislead smokers about the harmfulness of
tobacco products (Moodie et al., 2012a). Tobacco control experts estimate that
standardised packaging is likely to lead to a decline in smoking prevalence, particularly

smoking uptake by youths (Pechey et al., 2013).

In December 2012, Australia became the first country to implement a bill that mandates
generic tobacco packaging (Australian Office of Parliamentary Counsel, 2012). It
requires tobacco products to be sold in a standardized drab, dark brown packaging with
large graphic health warnings, with no tobacco industry logos, brand imagery, colours or

promotional text. The brand and product names are printed in the same small font below
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hard-hitting warnings depicting the health consequences of smoking. In the UK, a
consultation on standardised packaging was held between April and August 2012 and is

at present under consideration by the Ministers of Parliament.

1.5.2 Approaches aimed at supply reduction

Reducing the availability of tobacco products and regulating supply is one method of
curbing the tobacco epidemic. It has been proposed that crop substitution and
diversification programs be implemented as a means of reducing the supply of tobacco.
However there is not much evidence that such programs would significantly reduce the
supply of tobacco, given that the incentives for growing tobacco tend to attract new
farmers who would replace those who abandon tobacco farming (Jacobs et al. 2000).
The key intervention on the supply side is the control of the illicit tobacco trade and is
one of the core supply reduction provisions in the WHO Framework Convention on
Tobacco Control (WHO FCTC, 2013). Consequently, several governments are adopting
policies aimed at controlling smuggling. There is, however, little evidence that
interventions aimed at reducing the supply of tobacco products are as effective in
reducing cigarette smoking compared to the effectiveness of demand-side interventions

(WHO, 1997; Jha and Chaloupka, 1999; Jha and Chaloupka, 2000a).

1.6 The importance of addressing illicit tobacco trade

Increasing the price of tobacco in real terms (i.e. above the rate of inflation) can have a
significant impact upon smoking consumption and is recognised as the most effective
way to encourage smokers to quit, help prevent relapse and discourage initiation (Arnott
et al., 2008). A counter effect of this strategy is the existence of illicit tobacco trade
which supplies cheaper tobacco products. In effect, smokers can therefore alleviate the
effects of tax increases on tobacco products by ‘down-trading’ to smuggled, bootlegged

or counterfeit tobacco products. Widespread use of illicit tobacco poses a serious threat
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to the aforementioned tobacco control efforts as it could conceivably contribute towards
making it easier for current smokers to continue and encourage others to take up
smoking. Additionally, it contributes towards the shift in cultural norms that makes
smoking more socially acceptable. It is important that governments aim for the complete
elimination of the illicit trade in tobacco products — whether this is plausible or not. It is
claimed that the absence of this illegal trade would result in many lives saved as smokers
would be forced to quit smoking when faced with high tobacco prices (West et al.,
2008). It was evident in the development of the WHO FCTC lllicit Tobacco Protocol
that there is an international commitment to reducing the demand and availability of
illicit tobacco products. Indeed, there is also commitment by the UK Government to
tackle illicit tobacco trade and various strategies have been implemented over the past
decade (explored in Chapter 3). Although some progress has been made in reducing the
supply of illicit tobacco in the UK, there is still more to be done if this illegal trade is to
be effectively eliminated. Monitoring the illicit tobacco trade by quantifying the amount
of ‘non-duty’ paid tobacco products is one of the tools used in addressing illicit tobacco
trade. This may contribute to assessing the effectiveness of strategies implemented to
reduce the illicit tobacco market share. However, in order to achieve real success in the
fight against illicit tobacco use a greater understanding of the nature and extent of this

purchasing culture is essential.

There is limited research on illicit tobacco use in England; especially from the
perspective of the individual smoker. There still remain a number of questions with
regards to the illicit tobacco trade in England. For instance 1) What are the most likely
sources used to obtain illicit tobacco?; 2) What is the prevalence of reported illicit
tobacco use?; 3) Who is likely to report illicit tobacco use?; 4) How cheaply can illicit
tobacco products be obtained?; 5) What are the views and beliefs of those who partake

in this purchasing behaviour and 6) Does engaging in this behaviour undermine smoking

( 1
L 4]



cessation efforts?

1.7 Aims and objectives of the current thesis
The overall aim of this thesis is to explore the nature and extent of illicit tobacco use in

England, focusing more intently on the experiences of smokers engaged in this activity.

The objectives of the current thesis were as follows:

1. To assess the involvement and expectations of key stakeholders in a unique cross-
agency Programme aimed at tackling the supply and demand for illicit tobacco in the
North of England.

2. To determine the prevalence of illicit tobacco use, sources of purchase, proportion of
smokers’ total tobacco consumption which is illicit, and beliefs on the provenance of
illicit tobacco in England in 2007-8 and 2010-11 and a follow-up in 2012.

3. To identify those most likely to report purchase and use of illicit tobacco, by
assessing the associations with:

i Age

ii. Gender

iii. Socio-economic status

iv. Tobacco dependence

4. To determine smokers’ understanding, beliefs and views on the illicit tobacco trade.
5. To investigate price paid for duty-paid and illicit tobacco and cigarettes in England

6. To determine whether smokers who report illicit tobacco use are less likely to
engage in smoking cessation by assessing the associations with:

I Motivation to quit

ii. Past quit attempt
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CHAPTER 2

THE ILLICIT TOBACCO TRADE

2.1 Introduction

Ilicit tobacco describes tobacco products purchased cheaply through tax evasion
(smuggled, bootlegged and counterfeit tobacco). It is estimated that the illicit cigarette
market accounts for 11.6% of global cigarette consumption, which amounts to 657
billion cigarettes a year (Joossens et al., 2010). It costs governments worldwide a loss of
$40.5 billion annually in revenue (Joossens et al., 2010), reducing the amount of money

available to governments for state-funded health care (Arnott et al., 2008).

As the use of tobacco products increases globally - despite a continuous decline in high-
income countries, contributing to an estimated 5.4 million deaths each year (World
Health Organisation (WHO), 2011), the impact of the illicit tobacco trade has become a
critical public health issue. The availability of cheap illicit tobacco encourages higher
smoking rates, increasing the burden of disease caused by tobacco use (Joossens et al.,
1999). It can jeopardise a smoker’s quit attempt (resulting in relapse) and encourage the
initiation of smoking (usually in young people) as it is easily affordable at almost 50%
cheaper than legitimate tobacco in the UK (West et al., 2008). In addition, studies show
that smokers from low socio-economic groups are more likely to buy cheap illicit
tobacco as it is affordable and sustains their smoking behaviour (Tsai et al., 2003; Lee
and Chen, 2006; Taylor et al., 2005; Shelley et al., 2007, Wiltshire et al., 2001).
Consequently, the illicit tobacco trade poses an additional threat to public health as it

deepens existing health inequalities.

Tax increases (above the rate of inflation) are the single most effective policy at a
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population level to encourage smokers to quit (Chaloupka et al., 2012). It has been
estimated that a 10% increase in the average tobacco price would reduce smoking by
approximately 4% in high income countries and 8% in low and middle income countries
(Jha and Chaloupka, 2000b). There is evidence from high-income and low-income
countries that higher tobacco prices significantly reduce tobacco use (Chaloupka and
Warner, 2000; Gallet and List, 2003). In addition, modest price increases are found to
help prevent relapse and discourage the initiation of smoking (Jha and Chaloupka,
1999). The positive effect of the aforementioned high taxes on decreasing smoking
prevalence is undermined by the existence of the illicit tobacco trade which makes it
possible for smokers to purchase their tobacco more cheaply. In addition it undermines
other tobacco control policies aimed at restricting access such as raising the age of sale
and the ban of tobacco sales from vending machines by providing an unregulated source

of tobacco for young smokers (NEMS, 2009).

The illicit trade of tobacco products affects all countries economically through lost
revenue and increased burden on healthcare services, in spite of their level of
development, including the United States, the UK and China the world’s biggest tobacco
market (Joossens and Raw, 2000; Lee and Collin, 2006). This chapter gives an overview

of the definition and nature of the illicit tobacco market.

2.2 Defining illicit tobacco

Under Article 1 of the WHO Framework Convention on Tobacco Control (FCTC) illicit
trade is defined as "any practice or conduct prohibited by law and which relates to
production, shipment, receipt, possession, distribution, sale or purchase including any
practice or conduct intended to facilitate such activity” (WHO, 2003). Others describe
the illicit tobacco trade as assuming various forms, including illegal circumvention or

cigarette smuggling through either large-scale smuggling or bootlegging (Joossens et al.,
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2000). Large scale smugglers illegally export and re-import legitimately manufactured
tobacco products. Bootleggers purchase duty-paid tobacco products in a low tax
jurisdiction, and illegally resell them in a high tax jurisdiction paying no local revenue
tax (Joossens et al., 2000; Chief Medical Officer (CMO), 2004; Hornsby and Hobbs,
2007). As well as smuggling, another form of the illicit tobacco trade involves
counterfeit tobacco illegally manufactured and passed off as legitimate existing tobacco
products. In recent years there has been the emergence of other forms of illicit tobacco
such as "cheap whites" (tobacco products manufactured legally for the sole purpose of
being sold in the illicit market). These categories of illicit tobacco are described further

below.

2.2.1 Large-scale smuggled tobacco

In 2000, a report commissioned by the World Bank using different expert sources
estimated that 6 - 8.5% of cigarettes consumed globally are smuggled (Merriman et al.,
2000). The lower range (6%) was based on import and export statistics and was mainly
an estimate for large-scale smuggling. The 8.5% includes small-scale and large-scale
smuggling as a of percentage domestic sales in 1995 (Framework Convention Alliance

(FCA), 2008).

Large scale "organised” smuggling is described as "the illegal transportation, distribution
and sale of large containers of cigarettes and other tobacco products™ (Joossens et al.,
2009). This allows smugglers to avoid all taxes on tobacco products by either diverting
them from the legal market while they are in the wholesale distribution chain and
transported untaxed, or in transit between the country of origin and their official
destination (Joossens et al., 2010). Large scale smuggling is not limited to legitimate
products as counterfeit tobacco products can also be smuggled (Joossens et al., 2010).

This type of smuggling usually involves millions of cigarettes smuggled over long
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distances and often involves large organised crime networks and sophisticated systems
for distributing smuggled cigarettes at the local level (Merriman et al., 2002). "Round
tripping” is a form of large scale smuggling where proportionally large price differences
exist between neighbouring countries which facilitates the exportation of domestically
produced tobacco that is then illegally re-imported into the country of origin untaxed.
Exported cigarettes from Canada, Brazil and South Africa for example have been
documented entering neighbouring countries and then reappearing in their country of

origin at cut-rate prices, untaxed (World Bank, 1999).

Although "smuggling” is the widely used term to describe this activity, the tobacco
industry does not use this term in internal documents (International Consortium of
Investigative Journalists, 2001). Instead euphemisms or code words such as: duty not
paid (DNP) and transit are used (WHO, 2003). The use of "Duty not paid” (DNP)
interchangeably with smuggling is clearly demonstrated in Latin America (Collin et al.,
2004). For instance, in Venezuela the DNP market is defined as: ...the volume of
cigarettes produced in Venezuela, exported to Aruba and re-entering Venezuela as
transit plus transit cigarettes produced elsewhere (British American Tobacco (BAT)
internal memo: Venezuelan Market Definitions and Assumptions; as cited in Collin et
al., 2004). In other parts DNP sales are analysed separately from legal sales in both the
duty-paid and duty free markets (BAT (BJOS43); as cited in Collin et al., 2004) thereby
identifying DNP as smuggled products. It is alleged that the most easily recognised
reference to smuggling in tobacco industry documents is the term “transit". According to
a 1993 tobacco industry document, BAT defined transit as the movement of goods from
one country to another without the payment of taxes and tariffs (which is more
commonly known as smuggling) (BAT, 1993; as cited in Collin et al., 2004).
Additionally, in a BAT letter on 25 August 1989 discussing illicit imports in Asia, it was

stated "With regard to the definition of transit it is essentially the illegal import of brands
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from Hong Kong, Singapore, Japan, etc., upon which no duty has been paid” (BAT,

1989; as cited in Collin et al., 2004).

Another code word used by the tobacco industry is "General trade"”, often abbreviated to
"GT" and is seemingly BAT’s most frequently used euphemism for smuggling
operations in Asia (Collin et al., 2004). According to O'Keeffe (1994) "GT refers to
exports made for onward sale to another market other than the market to where product
was shipped, and where the packaging would normally be non-market specific”
(O’Keefte, 1994; as cited in Collin et al., 2004). Such products would often have
substitute coding to identify the customer and therefore the intended end market"
(O’Keefte, 1994; as cited in Collin et al., 2004). Although not immediately evident, the
meaning of GT becomes clear by contrast to other channels. Its use to designate
smuggled tobacco products is further demonstrated by juxtaposition with legal sales. For
example, a company plan from 1990 noted that in Taiwan legal business to some extent

was compensated by GT sales (BATUKE, 1990; as cited in Collin et al., 2004).

It is estimated that organised smugglers can purchase a container of 10 million cigarettes
on which they pay no taxes, for $200,000. The fiscal value of this quantity of cigarettes
in the EU is at least $1 million, taking into account excise duties, value added tax
(VAT), and import taxes (World Bank, 1999). The profits to smugglers are therefore
quite substantial, enabling them to absorb long distance travel costs. It is claimed that
smugglers will often smuggle tobacco alongside other illicit goods such as class A
drugs, alcohol and counterfeit clothing, and are also believed to be involved in selling of
pirate DVDs, funding terrorism and people trafficking (Jha and Chaloupka, 1999, Coker,

2003, US General Accounting Office, 2003).
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2.2.2 Bootlegged tobacco

Bootlegging (also viewed as small-scale smuggling) of tobacco products involves
duty-paid products being purchased in a low tax jurisdiction, usually in amounts
exceeding the limits set by customs regulations and then illegally resold in a high tax
jurisdiction paying no local revenue tax (Joossens et al., 2000; CMO, 2004; Hornsby
and Hobbs, 2007). This type of smuggling is believed to be caused by tax
differentials and arises from the allowance for legal cross-border shopping for
tobacco products for personal consumption. These products then become
"bootlegged” when they are illegally resold. Bootlegging is viewed as the old-
fashioned style of smuggling, operated by individuals and small gangs/cells, crosses
borders (either state or country), and involves thousands as opposed to millions of
cigarettes (Shelley and Melzer, 2008). One form of bootlegging is "ant smuggling”
which refers to the organised and frequent crossing of borders by a large number of
people with relatively small amounts of low taxed or untaxed tobacco products
(Joossens et al., 2009). Another form of bootlegging is the so-called "white van
trade" which refers to the smuggling of duty-paid goods in passenger and light goods
vehicles entering channel ferry ports and the channel tunnel under the pretence that
they are for ‘personal use’ (Hornsby and Hobbs, 2007). No local duty or value added
tax (VAT) is paid on these products and they are then resold in the illicit market. The
appeal to bootleggers is the high profit margin that exists due to the differentials in

the ‘duty-free’ and ‘duty-paid’ price of cigarettes.

Existing literature on the illicit tobacco trade focuses mainly on large-scale
smuggling (see 2.2.1) and the illegal manufacture of tobacco products (described in
paragraph 2.2.5); however legitimate cross-border shopping, which could also result

in bootlegging, forms a substantial proportion of revenue loss (£1.4 billion in
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2002/03) (Hornsby and Hobbs, 2007). This highlights a gap in research which could
result in development of policies that will tackle cross-border shopping and its
contribution to the illicit tobacco trade. It is suggested that in order to avoid cross-
border purchases, an increased harmonization of national policies on the taxation of

tobacco products needs to be conceived by the European Union (Lakhdar, 2008).

2.2.3 Duty frees (Tax avoidance)

Tax avoidance is defined as the purchasing of tobacco products in lower tax jurisdictions
by individual tobacco users residing in high tax jurisdictions for their own consumption,
within customs constraints (Joossens and Raw, 2012). As of October 2011, each
traveller is able to bring in 800 cigarettes from EU countries (a reduction from 3,200)
and 1 kilogram of tobacco (a reduction from 3 kilograms) (Her Majesty’s Revenue and
Customs (HMRC), 2013a). Travellers from countries outside the EU are allowed only

200 cigarettes and 2509 of tobacco (HMRC, 2013b).

Variation in tobacco tax in Europe provides incentives for tax avoidance through
smuggling or legal crossing to low tax jurisdictions. In the European Union (EU), one-
third of EU citizens who made a trip to another EU country in 2008 brought home
lower-priced cigarettes (European Commission, 2009). This scale of tax avoidance is of
concern for two reasons. First and foremost, it may limit the control of consumption
through taxation because a greater number of smokers avoid paying tax thereby
undermining the effect of price rises on smoking behaviour (Stehr, 2005). Secondly,
border crossing might be viewed as less harmful than smuggling because although it
causes unnecessary transportation costs it is legal if the quantities purchased are up to or
below the allowed amount (Stehr, 2005). Therefore more smokers are likely to engage in
this activity. Duty free tobacco is legal only if the tobacco purchased is for use by the

traveller or his/her family and not resold. However, it is difficult to determine and ensure
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that these products are not sold on to other smokers. Lastly, tax avoidance could affect
the accuracy of the estimation of the extent of illicit tobacco trade because it is difficult
to determine whether all cross border shopping is solely for the traveller’s use and not
for the purpose of reselling. This in turn is likely to impact on the monitoring of the

effectiveness of anti-illicit tobacco strategies.

2.2.4 Non-legitimate tobacco brands (Cheap whites)

Over the years the nature of the illicit tobacco trade has changed with the introduction of
new illicit tobacco products into the market, such as ‘cheap whites’ (a term coined by
the tobacco industry and used in some international enforcement agencies reports
(Joossens, 2011). Cheap whites (also referred to as ‘illicit whites’ by the European
Commission (Joossens, 2011) and HMRC define tobacco products that are factory made
and manufactured with the approval of a licensing authority in that jurisdiction but with
no existing legitimate markets and for the sole purpose of being smuggled, avoiding
duty and being sold illegally in another market (HMRC, 2011a; Financial Action Task
Force (FATF), 2012). Cheap whites are largely produced in countries outside the
European Union and have little or no tax paid on them in the country where they are
manufactured (HMRC, 2011a). In the UK, cheap whites have an established illicit
market with brands including Raquel, Jin Ling, Richman and Marble (HMRC, 2011a).
Ironically, this has resulted in cheap whites being counterfeited by criminal groups and

passed off as the real product.

2.2.5 Counterfeit tobacco

Counterfeit tobacco products are products that are illegally manufactured and then
passed off as legitimate products. It is estimated that up to 400 billion counterfeit
cigarettes are produced in China each year (Joossens et al., 2009), approximately the

number of cigarettes (both legal and illicit) consumed in the UK over a six-year period
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(Shen et al., 2009). China is the biggest tobacco producer in the world and therefore the
tobacco industry is seen as an important economic sector in the country (Shen et al.,
2009). Since there is a huge global demand for tobacco, it comes as no surprise that
large quantities of counterfeit cigarettes from China have been introduced into the global
illegal tobacco trade. However, there are suggestions that the production of counterfeit
cigarettes have increased in other parts of the world, such as the UK, Eastern Europe and
other Asian countries (von Lampe, 2006; HMRC, 2008). This implies a growing trend of

counterfeit tobacco manufacture.

Existing literature suggests that China is the main source of counterfeit cigarettes in the
illicit market (Shen et al., 2009). Research conducted by Shen and colleagues described
the various steps in the manufacture and distribution of counterfeit cigarettes in China.
They suggest that there are three stages in the production of counterfeit cigarettes:
acquiring raw materials, manufacturing counterfeit cigarettes and packaging counterfeit
cigarettes. In China, it is supposed that counterfeit cigarettes are produced with tobacco
of varying quality, with low quality tobacco bought from tobacco farmers used in most
instances. The manufacture of counterfeit cigarettes requires rolling machines which are
usually bought from state-owned cigarette factories by counterfeiters. However, recently
counterfeiters have started to make their own cigarette rolling machines which reduces
production costs. The packing of cigarettes is seen as the integral part of the process and
different methods are employed so that consumers are deceived into believing the
cigarettes are genuine and fraud detection avoided. After manufacture and packing, the
counterfeit cigarettes go on to be sold in shopping centres, department stores, hotel-
owned luxury shops and other legitimate small businesses (Shen et al., 2009). There are
also a number of street-sellers who sell these cigarettes outside night clubs, discos, and

restaurants or along the street and other public space (Shen et al., 2009). Tourist spots
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are often used to sell counterfeit cigarettes as local cigarette brands are part of the tourist
smokers’ souvenir shopping in China (Shen et al., 2009).

According to Shen and colleagues, the distribution of counterfeit cigarettes in China and
the roles played by various individuals is similar to the hierarchical distribution chain
presented by Antonopoulos (2008) in his study of the smuggling network in Greece
(Shen et al., 2009). This is not surprising as the distribution of counterfeit cigarettes also
needs to be undertaken quickly and be undetectable, as with smuggled cigarettes. In
addition counterfeit cigarettes in China are smuggled into the illicit market in other

countries and become part of the illicit tobacco distribution network (Shen et al., 2009).

Success in reducing the guantities of legal cigarettes that have been illegally diverted to
evade taxes (contraband genuine products) could be having an unintended consequence
of causing the complementary increase in counterfeit products. For instance, in 2001-
2002, 15% of all U.K. customs seizures of illicit cigarettes were counterfeit, but by
2006-2007, this had risen to 70% (HMRC, 2008), while in the U.S.A. seizures of
counterfeit products exceeded those of genuine brands by 2003 (US General Accounting
Office, 2004; as cited in Donaldson and Stephens, 2010). In the UK more recently,
although efforts have been made by HMRC to curb the supply of counterfeit tobacco
products (especially RYO tobacco — see Chapter 3) it still poses a threat, with 48% of
seizures in 2009-10 being counterfeit (compared to 46% being cheap whites and and 6%

being genuine UK brands) (HMRC, 2011a).

2.3 lllicit tobacco trade as an organised construct

Large scale smuggling is believed to involve complex schemes, criminal organisations
and tobacco companies (Shelley and Melzer, 2008). Smugglers are able to transport
millions of cigarettes across various borders without the payment of taxes using

sophisticated distribution modes (Joossens et al., 2000). To encourage trade between
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countries, a so-called "in transit™ system operates. This complex system of checks and
documentation temporarily suspends custom duties, excise and VAT payable on goods
originating in one country and bound for another country while they are in transit
through other countries (Joossens and Raw, 1998; World Bank, 1999). However, there is
evidence in Europe that many of these cigarettes simply fail to arrive at their destination,
having been bought and sold by unofficial traders on the illicit market (World Bank,
1999). For instance, cigarettes bound for North Africa from the United States enter the
transit system for transport through Antwerp in Belgium where they are temporarily
stored before transport to Spain where they will be shipped to North Africa (Joossens
and Raw, 1998). However, it is supposed that whilst in Antwerp these cigarettes are
diverted from their intended destination into the European illicit market. Antwerp is the
source of illicit cigarettes in Europe simply because this is where the cigarettes are

stored and where they can be bought and distributed illegally (Joossens and Raw, 1998).

The intricacy and complexity of the smuggling depends upon the nature of the
commodity and the size and ambition of the criminal groups involved (FATF, 2012). For
instance, some groups will command all aspects of the production process, from
obtaining raw tobacco products, through to developing the specific tobacco packaging
that will generate suitable market interest or make to look legitimate if counterfeit
(FATF, 2012). In contrast, other groups will rely on the work of key facilitators, often
based overseas, who employ smaller legitimate tobacco manufacturers in sourcing the
tobacco products and associated packaging. Then a distribution route and risk mitigating
mechanisms is agreed upon with the facilitator to ensure successful delivery (FATF,

2012).

The illicit tobacco market involves a complex scheme of transportation and distribution

of genuine or counterfeit tobacco products. A report by the World Health Organisation
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(2003) described the following steps in the large scale smuggling system of genuine

tobacco products:

1. Manufactured at one of the international tobacco companies;

2. Legally exported to a trader who is not located in the final country of destination
and who buys the cigarettes under the ‘duty suspended’ transit regime and
therefore pays no tax;

3. The smugglers then play hide-and-seek with customs authorities, exporting and
importing the containers in different locations around the world in a short period
of time, making the final owner untraceable and obscuring links between
successive OwWners;

4. Containers are now transferred from the legal transit regime to the illegal circuit
in an area known for its lack of surveillance. They are often concealed beneath
other products; and

5. The smuggled products are then transported to the intended illicit market and

resold through a well organised distribution network.

The success of smuggling relies on the cigarettes passing through a large number of
owners over a short period of time, making their movements difficult to trace (lost in
transit), with the structure of the transactions kept as complicated as possible to
make investigation difficult (Joossens and Raw, 1998). Then, using a highly
effective distribution network, the smuggled cigarettes are introduced into the
market. Additionally, poor enforcement on illegal sales and difficulty in separating
legal and illegal sales (Lakhdar, 2008) may reduce the risks to smugglers.
References have been made to the participation of corrupt public officials in the
large scale smuggling of cigarettes in Greece where customs officers, police officers
and coast guards are bribed to aid or turn a blind eye to smuggling (Antonopoulos,

2008).
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There is little evidence on the organisational structure of the illicit cigarette
distribution network. However, van Duyne (2003), von Lampe (2003) and
Antonopoulos (2008), have identified various levels in the organisation, distribution
and sale of smuggled genuine or counterfeit tobacco products and they share some
similarities. Von Lampe (2003) highlights three levels in the illegal cigarette market:
procurement (usually from legal sources), wholesale distribution and retail sale. In
the Netherlands, van Duyne (2003) expands on this and suggests five levels in this

market which are outlined below:

1. Individual entrepreneurs who are in the position to purchase legitimate tax free
cigarettes and resell these illegally.

2. Professional transporters that are legitimate licensed firms or one man
enterprises involved in the cross-border transporting of the illicit cigarettes.

3. Intermediaries who are described as a non-specific group of individuals that
form the focal points of networks and could consist of local traders that get the
merchandise on the market.

4. International traders who operate within multinational networks

5. Local traders that sell on the illicit cigarettes acquired. They are dependent on
networks of relatives and acquaintances and may not only sell to consumers but

also to other smaller salesmen.

Van Duyne (2003) described this market as ‘unordered’ and open to anyone who has
the time and opportunity to get involved. A few years on Antonopoulos (2008)
presents a more organised picture of the illicit tobacco market, highlighting various
levels in the social organisation of the sale and distribution of illicit cigarettes. This
possibly highlights efforts by smugglers to adapt to developments and changes in the

illicit tobacco market. Antonopoulos’ study of the illicit tobacco market in Greece

( 1
l %% )



offers the most comprehensive distinction between the various levels in this
organised illegal market, postulating that the network is the integral part of the
smuggling ring and comprises of individuals that operate in cooperation and connect
to each other and to other networks. His study outlines three levels of the cigarette
smuggling network: upper level, middle level and street level and he expands on this
by outlining various roles within each level. However he stipulates that not all of
these levels are present in every smuggling network (Antonopoulos, 2008). These

various roles are outlined below:

1. The wholesaler sits at the top and has the "managerial” position in the business
of distributing the cigarettes.

2. The procurers buy large quantities of cigarettes from tobacco companies with
the supposed intention of exporting them, but instead forward them (wholly or
partly) to the wholesaler.

3. Pushers (described as intermediaries by van Duyne, 2003) are "trustworthy"
individuals responsible for introducing the smuggled cigarettes to the market.
These individuals could be past street-sellers, who depending on their abilities to
manage and sell large quantities of cigarettes and their known contacts, manage
to move up within the network. Each pusher at any given time could have about
10-15 street sellers working under them.

4. Street-sellers may primarily be from the migrant community and have the
responsibility of selling the illicit cigarettes to consumers. The selling of illicit
cigarettes could occur in the "open market" (public places, where street-sellers
approach potential customers or wait to be approached) or in a "closed market"
(where a sale is arranged by the pusher or the street-seller with trusted and
established customers).

5. Look-outs are employed to warn or alert street sellers about the presence of the
police (including non-uniformed police). They work in and around the areas

were street-sellers are operating.
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10.

House Guards guard the houses or rooms rented by pushers to store boxes of
illicit cigarettes before they are distributed to the street-sellers or sold directly to
customers.

Legitimate shop owners usually own shops in the areas where street-sellers
operate and provide their premises as a quick "refuelling” place for street-sellers
or a place to hide smuggled cigarettes when the police are around.
Drivers/Captains are responsible for transporting quantities of cigarettes into
the country or out (when the cigarettes are supposedly or actually exported) by
road or by water. They are usually employed legally but mainly transport
cigarettes illegally or concealed in their legal merchandise.

Thieves/Burglars are sometimes employed to feed the pushers with cigarettes
stolen from warehouses where they are stored and destined for the legal cigarette
market. They are similar to procurers but are less often used.

Corrupt public officials are seen as a "vital node in the cigarette smuggling
network™ and include customs officers, police officers and coast guards bribed to
either "overlook™ or allow for importation and storage of large quantities of

smuggled cigarettes.

The above alludes to the existence of a range of "entities” in cigarette smuggling

consisting of individuals and groups with varying participation and networks which

can be placed on a continuum, with the aim to easily and quickly acquire and

distribute illicit cigarettes (Antonopoulos, 2008). Although providing a picture of the

organisation of cigarette smuggling, it should be noted that this structure is based on

evidence in Greece and may differ in other jurisdictions. Furthermore, smugglers are

believed to respond quickly to new control measures (HMRC, 2008) and so the

organisation of this smuggling network is likely to change over time.
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2.4 Effects of illicit tobacco
2.4.1 Effect of illicit tobacco on smokers’ health

Although counterfeit tobacco products require the same raw materials in their
production as legitimate products, they may become contaminated with sand and
other packing material (House of Commons, 2005). There is some evidence to
suggest that mainstream particulate cadmium, lead and thallium levels from
counterfeit cigarettes were significantly higher than the corresponding levels from
legally manufactured commercial cigarettes of the same brand and variety using a
standardised smoking protocol (cadmium - 2.0-6.5, lead - 3.0-13.8 and thallium -
1.4-4.9 times higher than in legitimate tobacco products) (Pappas et al., 2007). This
finding implies that smokers could receive significantly higher exposures to various
toxic and carcinogenic metals from counterfeit cigarettes than from legal cigarettes.
The likelihood of higher concentrations of heavy metals such as cadmium (Stephens
et al.,, 2005), tar and carbon monoxide (HM Revenue and Customs and HM
Treasury, 2006) in counterfeit tobacco resulted in claims that use of counterfeit
tobacco (specifically cigarettes) could be significantly more harmful than legitimate

cigarettes (House of Commons, 2006).

Previously it was assumed that there was no evidence of smokers of counterfeit
cigarettes being in any greater risk than those using non-counterfeit tobacco products
(Jarvis, personal communication, 10 March 2008; as cited in McEwen and Strauss,
2009) and that a lot is unknown about the relative health risks of smoking illicit
tobacco (Bittoun, 2004). One study attempted to quantify this and found that those
who smoked or had ever smoked illicit tobacco had decreased mental and physical
health compared to smokers of legitimate tobacco (Aitken et al., 2009). However,
the authors were unable to attribute any causality to the relationship due to the cross-

sectional design of their survey. It is possible that the independent significant
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associations found in this study between illicit tobacco use and high cigarette
consumption and younger age of smoking onset are explanations for reduced health.
Additionally, this study’s aim was to influence the development of an effective
media campaign intended to reach illicit tobacco smokers and cause behaviour

change.

The tobacco industry has supported the message that counterfeit tobacco products
are more harmful by sponsoring articles such as those published in a popular
national newspaper in the UK which reported: ‘human excrement, asbestos and dead
flies: The ingredients found in fake cigarettes that cost the taxpayer billions’ (Daily
Mail, 2012). Articles like the aforementioned were possibly commissioned by
tobacco industry representatives to highlight the harmful components of counterfeit
tobacco in order to cause consumers to believe legitimate tobacco products are safer.
Claiming counterfeit tobacco is ‘more harmful’ however implies that legal tobacco
products are ‘safer’ - a public health message that should be avoided as it could have
serious repercussions for overall health messages about the impact of smoking

(Department of Health, 2008; McEwen and Strauss, 2009).

2.4.2 Effect of illicit tobacco trade on youth smoking

Cigarette prices have a significant impact on youth smokers with cigarette demand
being highly price elastic in this group of smokers (Kostova et al., 2011; Nikaj and
Chaloupka, 2013). Therefore, illicit tobacco could encourage youth smoking as it
provides them access to more affordable tobacco products. In addition, the
distribution network for illicit tobacco products is unregulated thereby making
tobacco easily accessible to children and young people (HMRC, 2008). Reducing
young people’s access to cigarettes iS believed to be a key element of smoking

prevention (Amos et al., 2009). It is supposed that with increased retail enforcement,
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young smokers would simply find alternative sources to obtain tobacco products
(Forster et al., 1998; Croghan et al., 2003; Forster et al., 2003; Jones and Sharp,
2002). Such sources include family, friends and/or suppliers of illicit cigarettes (the
illicit market and/or counterfeit). There is evidence that young smokers are well
aware of the illicit tobacco market. A study of 11-16 year olds in the UK found that
52% of ever smokers in this group were aware of cigarettes or RYO tobacco being
smuggled into the country and sold cheaply through family, friends, TV and
newspapers of cigarettes or RYO tobacco being smuggled into the country and sold
cheaply (Moodie et al., 2010). Forty-one percent were aware of cigarettes or RYO
tobacco being sold cheaply in places such as market stalls and of people bringing
van or boat loads of cigarettes or RYO tobacco into the country for cheap sale
(42%). Over three-quarters (82%) were aware of at least one of the descriptions of
illicit tobacco described in section 2.2 (Moodie et al., 2010). A quarter of ever
smokers claimed to have been offered and 14% claimed to have purchased cigarettes
or RYO tobacco that they believed were smuggled in the previous 6 months (Moodie
et al., 2010). Young smokers, as well as being aware of illicit tobacco are engaging
in this illicit market. A study of 15 and 16 year old school children in the North West
of England found that 28% of these young smokers had purchased fake cigarettes,
57% had purchased foreign cigarettes and 15% had bought cigarettes from street
sellers or neighbours (Hughes et al.,2009). A recent survey in the North of England
reported that a third of 14-17-year-old smokers bought illicit cigarettes and/or

tobacco from a friend (59%), a fag house (34%) and a shop (25%) (NEMS, 2011).

The use of illicit tobacco by young smokers may vary in different jurisdictions. A
qualitative study conducted in Scotland found that although young smokers (aged 12
to 15 years) were familiar with imported cigarettes due to family members and

friends bringing them back from abroad to sell and share with one another; there was
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no clear evidence that participants were either given them or able to buy them from
family members (Robinson and Amos, 2010). The young smokers in this study were
aware of ‘fag houses’ in their area where people purchased illicit cigarettes but did
not appear to visit them (Robinson and Amos, 2010). Furthermore, counterfeit
cigarettes did not feature greatly in their accounts, although several participants had
heard about and tried them. Some thought that they were not the same as ‘real’
cigarettes and thought they tasted horrible and were unpleasant to smoke (Robinson

and Amos, 2010).

Nonetheless, the illicit tobacco trade is an important factor that undermines attempts
to reduce smoking prevalence in young people, especially those from deprived

backgrounds (Moodie et al., 2010).

2.4.3 Loss of government revenue

The illicit tobacco market deprives governments of large sums of revenue which
could otherwise be utilised in the provision of public services such as health care,
education and transport (Joossens et al., 2010). Lencucha and Callard (2011) sought
to measure the short term economic consequences of the illicit trade of tobacco
products. They analysed existing data (using illicit trade estimates from 2003 to
2008) in order to calculate the estimated loss of revenue per country per year. This
was achieved by determining the price of a single cigarette in each country and then
calculating the tax revenue per cigarette per country (Lencucha and Callard, 2011).
Lost excise tax revenue as an average of the 6-year period (between year 2003 and
2008) for the most sold brand (Marlboro) ranged from over $23 million per year in
Ecuador to almost $5 billion per year in the UK (Lencucha and Callard, 2011).
Furthermore, lost revenue due to the illicit trade of cigarettes was higher than

government investments in tobacco control strategies in each country (WHO, 2009;
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Lencucha and Callard, 2011). The revenue losses due to the illicit tobacco trade in
most countries were relatively high and significant. However, these estimates suffer
from the limitation that illicit trade data is limited and usually estimates and so do
not sure the true extent of illicit tobacco purchase. Moreover, this study used data
from the Euromonitor International, which has been accused of providing an
overestimation of illicit tobacco trade and suggest this increases year on year
(Blecher, 2010a). Therefore, the illicit trade compromises government programs by
depriving communities of revenues that could be used for public purposes including

the funding of tobacco control efforts.

2.5 Drivers of the illicit tobacco trade

According to experts the illicit tobacco trade exists as a result of classic supply and
demand (Joossens, 2011). Supply by legal and illegal tobacco manufacturers looking
to increase their sales, profits and market share or to penetrate new markets; and
demand by smokers for cheaper products or (in some markets) for specific tobacco
products perceived as better quality and not available on the legal domestic market
(Joossens, 2011). Others suggest that there are four main causes for the emergence
of the illicit tobacco market: (1) the difference between duty-free and legal retail
prices; (2) the difference in retail prices among jurisdictions, due to different levels
of taxation; (3) the existence of corruption among border and customs officials and
the long-term involvement of organized crime groups in the cigarette trade ; and (4)
the willingness of many cigarette companies until recently to conspire in or to
overlook the smuggling of their products (van Duyne, 2003; von Lampe, 2006;

Beare, 2002; von Lampe, 2005).

2.5.1 High tobacco prices

2.5.1.1 Tobacco taxation
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Increases in tobacco taxes (above the rate of inflation) are widely regarded as a
highly effective method for reducing tobacco use (Chaloupka et al., 2012) and under
Article 6 of the WHO FCTC, all parties are called to use tax and price policies to
decrease tobacco consumption (WHO, 2005). It is proposed that in most countries
tobacco taxes should account for at least 70% of retail prices as this would lead to
significant price increases, result in many tobacco users quitting and deterring the
initiation of smoking (Chaloupka et al., 2012). In the UK, there are a number of
different types of tobacco excises. First, ad valorem tax is a tax based on a
percentage of the retail price (Gilmore et al., 2010; Smith et al., 2012). This type of
tax tends to heighten price differences between cigarette brands, making expensive
brands considerably more expensive relative to cheaper ones (Smith et al., 2012).
From a policy standpoint, ad valorem taxes are attractive because they automatically
increase with industry price increases and are linked to inflation. However, this also
means ad valorem excise allows the tobacco industry to control tax levels by keeping
prices low (e.g. companies could lower their prices in response to tax rises, reducing
the impact of the tax increase and thus lowering the associated public health benefit)

(Gilmore et al., 2010; Smith et al., 2012).

The second type of tax is the fixed tax per cigarette, specific tobacco excise per
cigarette. This fixed, monetary tax is applied to every cigarette, regardless of its
baseline price (Gilmore et al., 2010; Smith et al., 2012). Unlike the ad valorem, this
tax reduces price differences between brands therefore benefitting manufacturers of
more expensive cigarettes. Specific taxes tend to increase consumer prices relatively
more than ad valorem excises, leading to higher reductions in consumption,
therefore it is generally favoured for tobacco control purposes (International Agency
for Research on Cancer (IARC), 2011). It is argued that specific tobacco taxes would

ensure the health impact of tobacco taxes as well as the sustainability of tobacco tax
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revenues (Chaloupka et al., 2012). However, this type of tax also allows tobacco
companies to hide rises in the base price of their products, boosting their profits

(Smith et al., 2012).

Third, import duties are the taxes paid on goods imported into a country or region.
Duties may be applied to raw tobacco and/or tobacco products and may be
calculated on a specific or ad valorem basis (Smith et al., 2012). Finally, Value
added tax (VAT) or sales tax is the general consumer taxes (usually calculated on an
ad valorem basis) which all products including tobacco products are subject to

(Smith et al., 2012).

2.5.1.2 Price of cigarettes and tobacco in the UK

Over the last two decades, the price of cigarettes has steadily increased above the
rate of inflation in the UK, rising from £1.65 in 1990 to £7.98 in 2013 (Figure 2.1).
Cigarette smokers have a choice between multiple brands, ranging from ‘economy’
(approximately £4.70 per pack) to ‘premium’ (£6.49 per pack and above)
(Spanopoulos et al., 2012). According to the Tobacco Manufacturers Association
(TMA - the documentation centre for tobacco companies worldwide), the
Recommended Retail Price (RRP) of a typical pack in the Most Popular Price
Category (MPPC) in March 2013 was £7.98 (TMA, 2013). However, it is believed
that the actual average price paid by consumers for legal cigarettes tends to be 8 to
10% lower than this (West, 2008; Spanopolous et al., 2012), meaning a typical price

of £7.19 to £7.34.
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Figure 2.1: Recommended retail price (£) of a typical pack of 20 cigarettes in the most

popular price category on the 1St of January from 1990 to 2013 — source of data TMA,

2013
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The average price of illicit cigarettes or tobacco is estimated to be half the price of
duty-paid tobacco (West et al., 2008) and in some cases up to 75% cheaper (FATF,
2012). According to the tobacco industry, ‘cheap whites’ smuggled into the UK are
sold at a street price of as little as £2.50 to £3.00 per packet (HMRC, 2011a). There is
limited independent evidence on the reported price paid for illicit tobacco products in

the UK.

2.5.1.3 Tobacco price differentials

An economic motivator for the illicit tobacco market is the unbalanced tobacco
taxation policy in neighbouring countries, states or provinces which results in price
differentials in different jurisdictions. In 2010, the EU Directives specified that

member states meet a minimum tax burden of 60% of the MPPC (with exception of
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countries whose excise tax exceeds €115 per 1000 cigarettes) in order to harmonise
high cigarette taxation (Blecher et al., 2013). This is intended to reduce price
differentials within the EU in order to remove the incentive for the illicit tobacco
trade. Countries have until 1 January 2014 (or 1 January 2018) for other countries
(Blecher et al., 2013). Even so, as of 2012, a 20 pack of cigarettes in the MPPC was
£6.95 in the UK and £5.51 in Sweden, but as little as £1.77 in Bulgaria (HMRC,
2012a). Large differences between retail prices encourage the purchase of duty-paid
products in low tax areas, which are then transported into high tax areas (Joossens,
1999). These price disparities unsurprisingly, create sufficient demand for this

commodity which provides a large profit margin for those involved in its sale.

The tobacco industry has argued that tobacco smuggling is caused by the large price
differentials between different countries and hence recommend tobacco taxes be
reduced. This argument appears sound. However if this were the case, countries with
highly priced cigarettes would experience high levels of smuggling, whereas
countries with cheap tobacco would experience low levels, but almost the opposite is
true (Joossens and Raw, 1998). For instance, Sweden and Norway have high cigarette
prices but showed low levels of smuggling, whereas Spain and Austria showed high

levels of smoking although they had low priced cigarettes (Joossens and Raw, 1998).

2.5.2 Corruption

Van Duyne (2001) described corruption as an illegal decision-making process in
which three components are essential: discretionary power, known decision rules and
accountability. It is believed that in addition to the differentials in the price of
tobacco and cigarettes, corruption also contributes to the illicit trading of tobacco
through smuggling (Merriman et al., 2000). Using standard indicators of corruption

levels provided by the Transparency International’s Index of Countries (based on
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perceptions of the degree of corruption as seen by business-people, risk analysts, and
the general public), Merriman and colleagues discovered that the level of tobacco
smuggling rises in line with the degree of corruption in a country (Merriman et al.,
2000). Similarly, evidence from other researchers suggests that the illicit tobacco
trade functions not only through weak border controls but also corruption (Prinsloo
and Naudé, 2009; as cited in Blecher, 2010a). It was reported that connections with
government officials is needed to safely smuggle large quantities (possibly
consignments of millions of cigarettes) across the borders in central and eastern
Africa (Titeca et al., 2011). In addition, in Uganda customs officials have implicated
high-level government authorities in cigarette smuggling (Nabyama, 2008, as cited in

Titeca et al., 2011; Fjeldstad, 2006).

2.5.3 Organised criminality

The appeal of profits from tobacco smuggling unsurprisingly attracts traditional
organized crime groups (Shelley and Melzer, 2008), especially as tobacco products
are easy to transport and ever in demand (Louis, 2002). For decades, this illicit trade
has benefited crime groups and corrupt officials, such as the Italian mafia which has

been involved in this trade since the early- or mid-twentieth century (Paoli, 2003).

In Australia, tobacco growers have also been implicated in the illicit trade of tobacco.
It has been suggested that growers sell tobacco grown in excess of their allocated
entitlement or rejected by manufacturers to organised criminal gangs, who in turn use

these to illegally manufacture tobacco products (Price Waterhouse Cooper, 2005).

2.5.4 Links to terrorism

The profitable illicit tobacco market has begun to rival drug trafficking as it is a

relatively lower risk funding source for terrorist groups (Price Waterhouse Cooper,
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2005). Many global terrorist groups, including Hezbollah, Hamas, Al Qaeda, IRA
(Irish Republican Army), PKK (Kurdistan Workers Party), ETA (Basque Fatherland
and Liberty), and Egyptian and Palestinian Islamic Jihad, have been identified as
participants in the illicit tobacco trade (Horgan and Taylor, 1999; Coker, 2003;
Billingslea, 2004; Makarenko, 2004). Furthermore, the U.S. government and law
enforcement agencies discovered the manufacturing of counterfeit cigarettes in the
tri-border region of South America by terrorist organizations (Fromme, 2006;
Hudson, 2003; as cited in Shelley and Melzer, 2008; Sverdlick, 2005). The U.S.
Government Accountability Office (GAQO) has therefore ranked cigarette smuggling

among the top three fundraising activities used by terrorists (GAO, 2003).

Criminal and civil cases filed in U.S. courts demonstrate that the illicit trade in
tobacco products can generate significant financial resources for terrorism (European
Community v. R.J. Reynolds et al., 2002; European Community v. R.J. Reynolds et
al. And Phillip Morris et al., 2001; United States of America v. Mohamad Youssef
Hammoud et al., 2001; United States of America v. Mohamad Youssef Hammoud,
2004; as cited in Shelley and Melzer, 2008). It is believed that the combined total
profit from cigarette smuggling for the three primary factions of the IRA (the
Provisional IRA, Real IRA, and the Continuity IRA) reached approximately $USD
100 million between 1999 and 2004 (Billingslea, 2004). These findings suggest that
the illicit tobacco trade provides a lucrative funding opportunity for terrorism by
generating millions of dollars for this purpose and is a major source of revenue for
terrorists (Shelley and Melzer, 2008). Additionally, this is seen as a contradiction of
the view of the illicit tobacco trade as ‘‘harmless or petty crime’’ (Shelley and

Melzer, 2008).
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2.5.5 The Tobacco industry’s involvement

2.5.5.1 Tobacco industry tactics to influence tobacco tax

Since tax increases are proven to be an effective public health strategy to reduce
smoking prevalence, it is no surprise that the tobacco industry has made attempts to
discourage these increases. A review of the literature on the tobacco industry’s efforts
to influence tax levels suggests that the aim was not only to prevent tax increases, but

also to reduce current levels (Smith et al., 2012).

The main argument utilised by the tobacco industry against tax increases (or to secure
tax reductions) is that tax increases are counter-productive as they promote illicit
tobacco trade which in turn contributes to broader crime problems (Traynor, 1996;
Smith et al., 2012). Cautious of the impact of rising market prices for cigarettes and
tobacco, the industry argues that smuggling is caused by price differences between
countries, which create an incentive for smugglers. This stance is well documented in
the UK where the tobacco industry continues to claim that tax increases automatically
lead to increases in smuggling, as evident from this statement taken from a press
release by the TMA: “Government has today increased tobacco duties by 2% above
inflation which clearly demonstrates a complete lack of joined-up-thinking as
taxation is the acknowledged driver of the illicit tobacco trade.” - Christopher

Ogden, Chief Executive of the TMA (TMA, 2011).

To promote their arguments against tobacco tax increases, there is evidence that the
tobacco industry utilised front groups (Traynor et al., 1993; Apollonio and Bero,
2007; Smith et al., 2012) and employed credible allies such as key labour unions and
minority groups for anti-tobacco tax campaigns (Smith et al., 2012). Furthermore, at
a time of tax rises in Canada, there is evidence that the tobacco industry helped

promote smuggling to maintain or increase their profit margins and to support their
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claim that tax increases increase smuggling levels (Kelton and Givel, 2008). The
tobacco industry’s argument that high levels of tax could lead to illicit trade is
questionable. According to Joossens and Raw (1998), if this were true, countries with
highly priced cigarettes would experience high levels of smuggling into them and
countries where cigarettes are cheap would not, but almost the opposite is true
(Joossens and Raw, 1998). In fact, countries with higher tobacco taxes experience, on
average, lower rates of smuggling compared with countries with low taxes, thereby
disproving the idea that cigarette smuggling is caused by ‘market forces’ (WHO,
2003). Also, high levels of smuggling exist between countries with similar legitimate
tobacco prices, and in many countries with extremely low tobacco taxation and prices
(Joossens and Raw, 2002). Also of interest is the evidence that, in some countries
where the tobacco industry’s approach was adopted and where taxes were reduced to
circumvent smuggling (e.g. in Canada), the outcome was a fall in revenue and an

increase in tobacco consumption (Joossens and Raw, 1995).

Another argument used by the industry in opposition to tobacco taxation is that
tobacco excises are socially regressive; that is higher tobacco taxes take up a larger
proportion of disposable income for deprived groups (Smith et al., 2012). However, it
is argued that the impact of tax increases on the poor can be offset by using revenues
generated from the tax increase to help poor tobacco users quit and health promotion
efforts which target the poor (Chaloupka et al., 2012). There is evidence that not only
did the tobacco industry strive to influence tobacco tax increases, but they also made
efforts to influence tobacco excise structures (Smith et al., 2012; Shirane et al., 2012).
Their aim was possibly to undermine the most effective policy lever for tobacco
control, as well as increase their profits. This agenda was promoted by claiming that
these structures would increase government revenue and reduce illicit trade (Gilmore

and McKee, 2004; Gilmore et al, 2007; Nakkash, 2008; Barnes and Glantz, 2008),
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even when tobacco companies were aware this was not necessarily the case (Gilmore

and McKee, 2004; Gilmore et al., 2007).

Although advocating to keep tobacco prices low, it is well established that the
tobacco industry over-shifted tax increases in some countries (i.e. increase cigarette
prices, and thus profits, on top of the excise increase) in some countries (Shirane et
al., 2012). In so doing, they were able to hide their price increases which represent

additional profits.

2.5.5.2 The Tobacco industry’s role in the illicit tobacco trade

It has been argued that the tobacco industry not only benefited from but also
participated in large smuggling operations. There is evidence of the direct and
indirect involvement of the tobacco industry in the illicit tobacco trade through their
own admission (Clarke, 2000; as cited in Joossens and Raw, 2008), internal
documents (Collin et al.,, 2004; Lee and Collin, 2006; LeGresley et al., 2008;
Nakkash and Kelley, 2008) and court judgements (Canada Revenue Agency, 2008; as
cited in Joossens and Raw, 2008). The motive was to use smuggling to sell their
tobacco products at lower prices to specific market sub-groups which, under legal
market conditions, could not be penetrated (Joossens and Raw, 2000). The tobacco
industry also benefited from the presence of their smuggled tobacco products in a
market that, until then, was closed to imported brands. This helped increase the

demand for those brands, thereby increasing their market share (World Bank, 1999).

In the early 1990s and early 2000s, large scale investigations of tobacco industry
corporate misconduct were conducted by Canadian law enforcement and the
European Community (Shelley and Melzer, 2008). Canada attempted to control

smuggling activities by filing suit against R. J. Reynolds (RJR) and its affiliates in
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U.S. courts (Joosens and Raw, 2000). In 1998, Northern Brands International (NBI),
an affiliate of RJR Nabisco, pled guilty to assisting criminals smuggle approximately
eight billion contraband cigarettes between the United States and Canada (Joosens
and Raw, 2000). One year later, the Canadian government filed another suit under the
Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations (RICO) statute against RJR Tobacco
Holdings, Inc., and several related corporations, for conspiring to defraud the
Canadian government since 1991 (Beare, 2002). In 2000, the Government of Canada
again filed suit against RJR in U.S. courts where they sought more than $USD 1
billion in damages. The complaint described the schemes used by RJR and NBI to
traffic cigarettes in and out of Canada to evade taxes (Beare 2002). The case was
dismissed due to jurisdictional issues (Beare 2002). In 2000, 2001 and 2002
complaints filed in U.S courts by the European community accused RJR of exploiting
established smuggling routes by shipping large volumes of cigarettes to shell
corporations (institutions that do not conduct any commercial or manufacturing
business or any form of commercial operation in the country where their registered
office is located — Buchanan, 2004) using spurious documents (Shelley and Melzer,
2008). To facilitate this illicit trade, they located traffickers, developed complex
schemes to move their products, and intentionally packaged cigarettes to disguise
their identity to aid their smuggling through known smuggling channels (Shelley and
Melzer, 2008). More recently, there have been thorough investigations suggesting
that tobacco companies behaved like criminals by intentionally engaging with

smugglers (Shelley and Melzer, 2008).

The role of the tobacco industry in the illicit tobacco trade is well documented in
some countries. For instance, British American Tobacco (BAT) in Uzbekistan
utilised smuggling as one of its key market entry strategies (Gilmore and McKee,

2004). Smuggling enabled BAT to establish demand for its brands by ensuring that
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they were available cheaply, in turn stimulating consumption and later on demand
(Gilmore et al., 2007). The presence of illicit trading of cigarettes was then used to
argue against high taxation rates, based on the argument that high rates would
encourage smuggling. As mentioned previously in section 2.5.4.1, the tobacco
industry used this argument to encourage governments to reduce taxes on tobacco.
However BAT’s practices in Uzbekistan demonstrate that smuggling was taking
place despite the very low taxes on imports (Gilmore et al., 2007). In 2007 the price
of cigarettes in Uzbekistan was the lowest in the European region with the retail price
of the most popular and cheapest local brand of cigarettes $0.01 for 20 cigarettes

(Gilmore et al., 2007).

The tobacco industry’s role in smuggling was highlighted in the now infamous quote
by George Osborne (then a member of the Public Accounts Committee (PAC)),
recorded during an investigation into tobacco smuggling by the PAC: “One comes to
the conclusion that you are either crooks or you are stupid, and you do not look very
stupid. How can you possibly have sold cigarettes to Latvia, Kaliningrad,
Afghanistan and Moldova in the expectation that those were just going to be used by
the indigenous population or exported legitimately to neighbouring countries, and
not in the expectation they would be smuggled?” - George Osborne MP (PAC, 2002).
In addition, the tobacco industry has also admitted their involvement in smuggling:
“Where any government is unwilling to act or their efforts are unsuccessful, we act,
completely within the law, on the basis that our brands will be available alongside
those of our competitors in the smuggled as well as the legitimate markez. ” - Deputy
Chairman of British American Tobacco (Clarke, 2000; as cited in Joossens and Raw,

2008).

The tobacco industry now argues that, although in the past smuggling of their
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products might have been an issue, it is no longer the case, and that the illicit trade in
counterfeit tobacco products is now the biggest problem in need of addressing
(Arnott et al., 2008). However, there is evidence to show that the tobacco industry
has shifted its smuggling efforts from the Western world to Africa were corruption
makes it easy to influence government and facilitate the illicit tobacco trade. There
are documents to suggest that smuggling has occurred in at least 40 of 54 African
countries (Commission for Africa, 2005). Furthermore, tobacco industry internal
documents suggest that smuggling has been central to BAT’s corporate strategy
across Africa. These documents describe how BAT knowingly supplied cigarettes for
smuggling purposes while simultaneously relying on legal exports as cover for larger
scale smuggling (LeGresley et al., 2008). Even more recently, there is new evidence
to suggest tobacco industry ongoing involvement in cigarette smuggling until at least

2010 (Holland et al., 2011; Skavida et al., 2012).

2.5.5.3 The Tobacco Industry’s use of illicit trade as argument against new tobacco
control policies

The tobacco industry have made claims that tobacco control policies such as plain
packaging and ban on point of sale displays would exacerbate the illicit tobacco
trade. According to the tobacco industry: ‘Generic packaging would create
significant incentives to counterfeiters and smugglers [..] will stimulate both the
demand and supply of illicit trade’ - Philip Morris International (2013); ‘Making
all tobacco products available in the same, easy-to-copy plain packaging would lead
to a significant increase in counterfeit products, undermining the considerable joint
work being undertaken by the tobacco industry and customs authorities worldwide to
combat illicit trades’ - Imperial Tobacco (2013); “We believe a policy designed to
make tobacco less accessible to youth could actually end up having the opposite

effect — by increasing the black market and making the products cheaper and more
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accessible. Generic packaging would make it harder to prevent smuggled and
counterfeit products entering a market, eroding government tax revenue and
disrupting efforts to tackle the illegal trade in tobacco products that plays a
significant role in funding international crime and terrorism” - British American
Tobacco (2013a); ‘Plain packs are also likely to lead to yet further increases in the
smuggling of tobacco products and plain packs would make it so much easier for a
counterfeiter to copy than existing branded packs making it even more difficult for a
consumer to differentiate between genuine and counterfeit products’ - TMA (2011);
‘The Department of Health is under pressure to introduce plain packaging for
tobacco products. JTI believes that such a move would amount to commercial
vandalism and would have serious consequences in terms of increasing illicit trade’ -

Japan Tobacco International (2013).

The tobacco industry argues that plain packaging would make it easier and cheaper to
manufacture counterfeit tobacco, thereby stimulating growth in the illicit market.
However, given that the costs of manufacturing cigarettes for the illicit market on a
large scale are incredibly low, there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of
branding on packaging would impact upon these costs in any significant way
(Moodie et al., 2011). A study conducted with young adults in Scotland found that
packaging whether branded or plain had no impact on the decision to purchase and
consume counterfeit tobacco (Moodie et al., 2012b). Smokers in this sample were
still able to readily recognise counterfeit tobacco products due to its poor quality
packaging, poor product appearance and performance (strength) (Moodie et al.,
2012b). This finding would appear to refute the tobacco industry’s argument that

product packaging matters in the purchasing decision.

The tobacco industry has also used the illicit tobacco trade to argue against the ban
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on point of sale displays (POS). According to the tobacco industry: ‘Display bans
impede competition, impose significant costs and other burdens on retailers,
encourage price competition (and cheaper cigarettes), and foster illicit trade in
tobacco products. Moreover, it is evident that moving tobacco products “under the
counter” will make it easier for criminals to infiltrate the legitimate trade channel
with contraband and counterfeited packages and harder for enforcement authorities
to determine whether and where illicit products are sold’ - Phillip Morris
International (2013); ‘Tobacco measures such as ‘display bans...will promote an
‘under the counter culture’ that will blur the line between legitimate and illicit
tobacco, making it harder to detect illicit tobacco and harder to reinforce the

message that smuggling is a crime...” - British American Tobacco (2008).

It is unlikely that removal of point of sale (POS) displays would encourage tobacco
smuggling as asserted by the tobacco industry. Although not aimed at investigating
this, a study on the impact of the removal of POS displays in Ireland found no

evidence that it increased illicit tobacco levels (McNeill et al., 2010).

2.6 Estimating illicit tobacco trade

Transparent and public data on the illicit tobacco trade are absent in most European
countries. Where available, the variations in methodologies applied in estimating the
market means that comparisons are difficult to make between them (Joossens et al.,

2010).

2.6.1 Methodologies applied to measure illicit tobacco trade
Measuring illicit tobacco trade is methodologically challenging for numerous
reasons. First, it is an illegal activity and it is improbable that illegal traders will

record their activities as legal traders do. Secondly, for security reasons, data on illicit
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trade are difficult to obtain as law enforcement agencies often prefer not to publicise
the nature and scope of their activities (Joossens et al., 2010). According to the
Framework Convention Alliance (FCA), it is widely acknowledged that estimations
of the illicit tobacco market are rarely precise (FCA, 2008). In 2006, the size of the
illicit tobacco market varied significantly depending on the country, with Albania
having the highest level at 50-40% of the tobacco market being illicit and Canada and
Vietnam having the lowest level at 10% (FCA, 2008). One of the problems is that
estimates of the illicit cigarette market are expressed in different measures,
sometimes as a percentage of cigarette sales based on tax records, sometimes as a
percentage of cigarette consumption or sometimes as a percentage of the cigarette

market.

Currently, there is no widely acknowledged method for measuring the market shares
of illicit tobacco. Researchers have developed sophisticated econometric techniques
and other analytical methods for assessing tax evasion. For example a mathematical
formula using economic data of the relationship between observed tax paid sales,
variables associated with the demand for tobacco, and variables associated with
smuggling is thought to be useful in determining the level of smuggling (Merriman et
al., 2002). However, none of these widely applied methods were deemed fully
satisfactory due to the fact that these methods require that levels of tax evasion be
estimated based on observable discrepancies in observed data (Ciecierski, 2007).
Nevertheless, the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) handbooks
on Methods for Evaluating Tobacco Control Policies (Volume 12, 2008) and
Tobacco Taxation (Volume 14, 2011) outline the different methods used to measure

illicit trade. The three most commonly used methods are outlined below:

1. Comparison of tax paid sales and individually reported consumption

measures. This methodology assumes that if there are no reporting biases in
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measures of tax paid sales and measures of average consumption and prevalence
obtained from representative population surveys, then the difference between the
two should accurately reflect the size of the illicit market (IARC, 2008). The UK
adopts this methodology subtracting legitimate consumption (adapted from
returns to HMRC on cigarette and tobacco volumes sold and monies received)
from total tobacco consumption (adapted from annual national survey self-
reported consumption figures). The residual is assumed to represent the illicit
market (HMRC, 2011b). A limitation of this methodology is the likelihood of
temporary biases in tax paid sales measures, as these generally reflect shipments
at the factory or wholesale level rather than actual consumption. In addition,
population surveys of tobacco use are likely to show underreporting (Gallus et
al., 2011). Thus, both tax paid sales and tobacco consumption could be under-
estimated. In the UK, underreporting of tobacco consumption is adjusted for by
using an uplift factor(calculated by taking estimates of consumption in a year in
which there is believed to be little or no illicit market and use HMRC clearance
data, duty free and cross border shopping estimates as a true indication of total
consumption) (HMRC, 2011b). Even so, as social norms against tobacco use
strengthen over time, the extent of underreporting in population surveys is likely
to grow, reducing the validity of a measure based on this approach (IARC,
2008).

. Survey of tobacco users’ purchase behaviours. This method uses
representative surveys of tobacco users that collect information on various
aspects of purchase behaviour, including purchase location and price. This can be
helpful in assessing the extent of various forms of individual tax avoidance,
including cross-border shopping, direct purchases, and duty-free purchases
(IARC, 2008; Gallus et al., 2009). These surveys are often based on self-reports

which are subject to recall bias and consequently likely under-estimated. In fact,
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validity of self reports of an illegal activity such as illicit tobacco purchase
remains open to discussion. However, this is less of an issue if purchase of illicit
tobacco continues to be viewed not as an illegal activity in itself by purchasers.

3. Observational Data Collection. Products can be examined for tax stamps, local
warning labels, other pack markings, and product constituents to identify the
proportion of products that do not carry the appropriate legitimate product
identifier or that include constituents that differ from those contained in
legitimately manufactured products. Based on this methodology, a 2004 survey
of the Cancer Epidemiology & Prevention Division of the city of Warsaw trained
researchers to recognize Polish tax stamps, warning labels, and other pack
markings, as well as for packs from the Ukraine, Belarus, and the Russian
Federation in an effort to assess the extent of tax avoidance/evasion in the Polish
cigarette market (IARC, 2008). This work interviewed both smokers and non-
smokers (living in smoker households) about their cigarette purchases and
carefully inspected cigarettes pack(s) for various markers of illegal origins
including: price; foreign or missing excise tax stamps, health warning labels
and/or tar and nicotine labels. An alternative to this approach is the collection of
littered cigarette packs to estimate the extent of illicit tobacco trade in a
jurisdiction. In Chicago, Merriman collected discarded cigarette packs in an
effort to assess the extent of avoidance/evasion of the local Cook County and
Chicago cigarette taxes. He reported that three-quarters of the packs collected in
Chicago did not bear the Chicago tax stamp (Merriman, 2009). This
methodology has been used elsewhere and been found to be congruent with

estimates using other methods (Lakhdar, 2008; Wilson et al., 2009).

The tobacco industry has used the third methodology described, an observational data

collection, in an attempt to measure the extent of illicit trade in tobacco products.

( 1
L 9}



Tobacco company executives presented evidence from a study of cigarette packs
littered around pubs, clubs, football stadiums in the UK in testimony to a UK House
of Commons Treasury Committee panel studying Excise Fraud in 2005 (Chernick
and Merriman, 2009). They reported that about 18 percent of the packs they
examined were smuggled. Additionally, the UK Tobacco Manufacturers Association
collected littered cigarette packs on various occasions outside the matches of the
Liverpool football club from 2000 to 2006 and near the Newcastle horse race course
in 2005 and 2006 and shared this data with UK customs officials. In both cases they
found between about 25 and 40 percent of packs had avoided UK taxes (This
information was supplied in a private communication from an HMRC representative
of the UK Excise Office with the permission of the UK Tobacco Manufacturers

Association, as cited in Chernick and Merriman, 2009).

The use of observational data collection in measuring the illicit tobacco market is
said to avoid some of the technical problems that arise with the use of national
aggregate data and allows for detailed analysis of the smuggling problem (Ciecierski,
2007). This is due to the fact that these methods require that levels of tax evasion be
estimated based on discrepancies in observed data (e.g. the difference between tax
revenues collected and smoking observed in surveys of the smoking public;
Ciecierski, 2007). However, this methodology is non-representative and limited by
observers’ ability to distinguish between licit and illicit (particularly counterfeit)
products and their constituents (IARC, 2011). Nonetheless, it does appear promising

for capturing at least some aspects of tax avoidance and evasion (IARC, 2011).

The Euromonitor International is the primary source of data for the illicit trade
estimates in Europe. However, it has recently been criticised for its lack of

methodological transparency, its overestimation of the illicit trade of cigarettes and a

80

——
| —



tendency to suggest that illicit trade is increasing from year to year (Blecher, 2010a).
The methodology used by Euromonitor International to measure the illicit tobacco
market is not known publicly and as a result it cannot be duplicated and their
estimates cannot scrutinised. Not only do all methods used to estimate illicit trade
have their limitations - not all studies clearly describe their methodology or these
limitations, but their data source may bias the outcome. For instance, the tobacco
industry may have an incentive to overestimate the illicit tobacco market in order to
advocate for reduced taxation of tobacco products. On the other hand, health
professionals may have an incentive to understate the size of the smuggling problem
in order to argue for tax increases. Accurate estimates of the illicit tobacco trade are
therefore essential to help evaluate and establish the importance of tobacco tax
revenues as well as to measure the effectiveness of governmental anti-smuggling

efforts (Ciecierski, 2007).

In conclusion, a universal and effective measure of the illicit tobacco market included
in the WHO Framework Convention on Tobacco Control (FCTC) is strongly
recommended. This would include a universally accepted definition of illicit tobacco
trade, a comprehensive step by step outline of how illicit tobacco trade should be
measured (potentially using more than one approach or methodology) to get a more
accurate estimate. This would ensure more reliable measures of the global illicit
tobacco market and prevent the tobacco industry from publishing illicit tobacco
market figures (uses methodologies that are not publicised) that support their agenda
and disrupt global tobacco control policies. In the meantime, a triangulation of

different data sources is advised.

2.6.2 Estimates of the illicit tobacco market

There are currently no reliable global statistics on the size of the illicit tobacco
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market. In the past, estimation of the size of the illicit tobacco market has been
conducted by Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler (KPMG), a major accountancy and
professional services firm) as part of the agreements between the EU and Philip
Morris International (Joossens, 2011). In 2009, according to KPMG, total cigarette
consumption in the EU was of 685 billion units and illicit trade accounted for 8.9% of
total consumption (Joossens, 2011). Also in 2009, Joossens and colleagues collected
latest available data on estimates of the illicit market share from 2007 or as close to
this year as possible, in 84 countries which represented 85% of the world population.
Data used in these studies were collected from various sources (academic articles,
official government publications, estimates from market research companies, tobacco
trade journal articles, newspaper articles, and estimates from personal contacts in
customs organisations) with varying methodologies and, in some cases with no
clearly defined methodology for accurately assessing market share (Joossens et al.,
2009). The illegal market in this study referred to illegal or illicit sales and total
consumption data for a country, including: the legal sales in the country + the illegal
sales to its inhabitants + the legal sales to its inhabitants visiting other countries or
duty free shops (in amounts allowable under customs regulations) - legal sales to
non-residents passing through the country (Joossens et al., 2009). Joossens and
colleagues relied on country estimates to measure the global illicit trade so as to
include not only large-scale smuggling but also small-scale smuggling and illicit
manufacturing, which includes counterfeit trade. Their analysis showed that 11.6% of
cigarette consumption in these 84 countries in 2007 were illicit (16.8% in low income
countries, 11.8% in middle income countries, 12.7% in low and middle income
countries combined, and 9.8% in high income countries) and that the total annual
illicit consumption in these 84 countries was approximately 657 billion cigarettes a
year (533 billion in low and middle income countries and 124 billion in high income

countries) (Joossens et al., 2009). This study ranked China as having the largest illicit
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tobacco market in the world, with 214 billion cigarettes being illicit (Joossens et al.,
2009). Additionally, Joossens and colleagues found that China had the greatest illicit
trade in 2007, in line with another that states the illicit tobacco trade in China is

significantly higher than other parts of the world (FCA, 2008).

The Euromonitor estimated that the illicit cigarette market had decreased from 8.5%
in 1999 to 4% in 2004 (Euromonitor, 2005; as cited in FCA, 2008). This disparity
highlights the difficulty in determining the exact size of the illicit tobacco market.
Furthermore, the TMA stated that in 2004 190 billion cigarettes in China were
smuggled, although there is no explanation as to whether smuggling referred also to
counterfeit trade. With China being the biggest producer of counterfeit cigarettes it
comes as no surprise that in 2006 the China State Tobacco Monopoly Administration

announced that it had seized 9.07 billion counterfeit cigarettes (FCA, 2008).

2.7 Hlicit tobacco trade in the UK

In the UK, tobacco smuggling became a serious problem over a decade ago. During
the early 2000s the illicit market share of genuine UK brands among smuggled
cigarettes stood at approximately 21% (this excluded legal cross border shopping)
(HMRC, 2006; West et al., 2008; Joossens and Raw, 2008). In 2007/08, counterfeit
cigarettes accounted for 47% and counterfeit RYO tobacco for 36% of large seizures
(millions of cigarettes) of UK brands and it is believed that the bulk of these were
manufactured in China. At this point the illicit tobacco market share was estimated at
13% for manufactured cigarettes and 50% for RYO tobacco (HMRC, 2011c). Recent
figures in 2010-11 suggest a decrease to 9% of cigarettes and 38% of RYO tobacco
being illicit; from 10% of manufactured cigarettes and 46% of RYO in 2009-10

(HMRC, 2012b).
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The UK illicit tobacco market experienced an influx of non-UK brands (cheap
whites) from 2007-8 as they began to represent a significant share of the illicit
market. By 2008-9, seizures of genuine UK tobacco brands had fallen to only 6% of
large scale seizures by HMRC, whereas 44% were of non-UK illicit brands (HMRC,
2011a). This increased to 46% of large scale seizures in 2009-10 (HMRC, 2011a),
suggesting an increased demand for these products as they established a market in the

UK.

2.8 Conclusion

This literature review illustrates the nature and extent of the illicit tobacco trade
globally and more specifically in the UK. The existence of the illicit tobacco market
creates a range of problems such as encouraging criminality, exacerbating health
inequalities, costs to the government in lost revenue and undermining tobacco control
policies such as tax increases on tobacco products. Global estimates of illicit tobacco
trade are limited and suffer from methodological issues. A significant limitation of
global estimations of illicit tobacco trade is their focus on cigarettes, with no accounts
for illicit RYO tobacco. In addition, these estimates are usually based on large scale
smuggling, with no consideration for other types of illicit tobacco, i.e. bootlegged and
counterfeit. Consequently, it is unlikely that these estimates are accurate and show
the true extent of illicit tobacco trade. It is essential that reliable estimates of the illicit
tobacco market are produced not only to evaluate the effectiveness of the policies to
combat illicit tobacco trade, but also enable accurate measures of tobacco price

elasticity.

This review also highlights gaps in the literature which need to be addressed. For
instance, the illicit trade, by its very nature, is a hidden activity so prevalence data

tend to be estimates. This suggests the need to utilise a number of different data
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sources to allow for continual cross-validation of trends in illicit tobacco use and to
ensure policy decisions are based on the most accurate assessment of the
effectiveness of anti-illicit trade policies. Currently, in the, UK the only routinely
collected data on illicit tobacco use is provided by HMRC. Therefore, there is a need
for additional methodologies to enable the cross-validation of HMRC measures, such
as surveying smokers’ purchase behaviours. Illicit sources and the purchasing
behaviours of smokers who engage in this illegal activity need to be routinely
investigated so as to pick on any trends or changes in illicit tobacco trade. There is
also very limited literature to show the reported price paid for counterfeit, smuggled
or bootlegged tobacco and cigarettes in the UK. This is important in order to measure

the affordability and price elasticity of all tobacco products.

Finally, due to the ever changing nature of the illicit tobacco market, it is vital that
this illegal activity be routinely monitored in order to reveal new trends and changes
to enable governments to be better addressed on the methods applied by criminals

involved in this trade.

85

——
| —



CHAPTER 3

ILLICIT TOBACCO TRADE POLICY RESPONSES

3.1 Introduction

According to experts, eliminating illicit tobacco trade globally would result in more than
164,000 avoided premature deaths a year and at least $31.3 billion a year gained in
revenue (Joossens et al., 2010). In the UK, it is estimated that in the absence of illicit
tobacco, the price of tobacco would be 11.7% higher overall which would result in
4.3%-8.3% lower consumption and ultimately prevent at least 3,400 fewer deaths per

year (West et al., 2008).

Ilicit tobacco trade is dynamic in nature and so requires a comprehensive approach that
focuses on the immediate and future threats of this trade (Joossens, 2011). According to
an extensive review of the effectiveness of policy measures to tackle illicit cigarette
trade conducted by Sweeting and colleagues, the type of illicit trade and means of
distribution influence the effectiveness of different policies and the unintended
consequences of action (Sweeting et al., 2009). For instance, policy measures that may
have been effective in the 1990s for legitimately manufactured cigarettes smuggled
across borders would be less effective for the illicitly manufactured and counterfeit
cigarettes that are more prevalent in many countries today (Sweeting et al., 2009). This
raises an important issue for policymakers to continue to evaluate policies implemented
to tackle the illicit tobacco trade to ensure that they stay effective in light of the changing
nature of this illegal trade. This chapter reviews the various policy responses (both

national and international) to combat the illegal trade of tobacco products.
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3.2 International policy responses

3.2.1 World Health Organisation (WHO) Framework Convention on Tobacco
Control (FCTC) Hlicit Tobacco Trade Protocol (ITP)

The WHO FCTC is the world’s first treaty on tobacco control and was developed in
response to the globalisation of the tobacco epidemic. The treaty was developed and
opened for signatories on 21 May 2003, with the UK being one of the signatories. The
framework came into force on 27 February 2005 with its stated objective to "protect
present and future generations from the devastating health, social, environmental and
economic consequences of tobacco consumption and exposure to tobacco smoke by
providing a framework for tobacco control measures to be implemented by the Parties at
the national, regional and international levels in order to reduce continually and
substantially the prevalence of tobacco use and exposure to tobacco smoke" (WHO
FCTC, 2005). A significant part of achieving this objective, would involve the tackling
of the illicit tobacco market. Article 15 of the FCTC commits parties to implement
measures to address all forms of illicit trade in tobacco products, including smuggling,

illicit manufacturing and counterfeiting (WHO FCTC, 2005).

The illicit tobacco trade is global and thus requires a coordinated international response
to make a lasting impact. The FCTC ITP is the global response of the global tobacco
control community. The protocol was drafted and negotiated by an Intergovernmental
Negotiating Body (INB), commissioned to undertake this work by the FCTC Conference
of Parties (COP) at its second session in 2007 (WHO, 2007). In February 2008
negotiations started on the protocol and the second meeting of the INB took place on the
20th October 2008 in Geneva (WHO, 2008b). More than 160 Parties to the FCTC met
four times between 2008 and 2010 to negotiate an international treaty to combat the
illicit trade in tobacco products. After four years of negotiations, the INB held its fifth

and final session between 29 March and 4 April 2012 in Geneva. The text on the draft
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protocol was then submitted to the fifth session of the COP for consideration and
adoption. This took place on 12-17 November 2012 in Seoul, Republic of Korea. Here,
more than 140 Parties to the WHO FCTC adopted the illicit tobacco trade protocol,
making it the first protocol to the WHO FCTC and an international treaty (WHO, 2013).
The next steps to the implementation of this protocol are:
[1 Protocol open for signature by the Parties for one year, starting 10 January 2013
1 Ratification process, according to national law

[1 Entry into force (90 days after 40 ratifications)

It is claimed that this protocol, if implemented in the UK would result in £5.7 billion
gained in revenue and 760 premature deaths averted each year (Johnson, 2010).
Furthermore, if the illicit cigarette trade were eliminated, high income countries stand to
gain $13 billion in revenue, for middle and low income countries this would be $18.3
billion (Joossens et al., 2010). In addition, it is claimed that from 2030 132,000 lives a
year will be saved in low and middle income countries and 32,000 in high income
countries (Joossens et al., 2010). In 2011 the UK Coalition Government in its tobacco
control strategy publication — Healthy Lives, Healthy People outlined its support for the
development and adoption of the WHO FCTC protocol on illicit tobacco trade

(Department of Health (DH), 2011).

In the period of negotiations on the FCTC ITP, experts proposed that enforceable
measures to control the supply chain and international cooperative measures, including
information sharing and cooperation in the investigation and prosecution of offences,
should be at the heart of the protocol (Joossens and Raw, 2012). In addition, it was
considered that these measures facilitate investigations into smuggling operations and
make the industry liable for controlling the supply chain (Joossens and Raw, 2012). The

illicit tobacco trade protocol calls for all parties to work towards an elimination of the
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illicit trade in tobacco products by:

a. Monitoring and collecting data on cross-border trade in tobacco products
(including illicit trade) and exchanging information among customs, tax and
other authorities;

b. Enacting or strengthening legislation with appropriate penalties and remedies
against illicit trade in tobacco products, including counterfeit and contraband
cigarettes;

c. Taking appropriate steps to ensure that all confiscated manufacturing equipment,
counterfeit and contraband cigarettes and other tobacco products are destroyed,;

d. Adopting and implementing measures to monitor, document and control storage
and distribution of tobacco products held or moving under suspension of taxes or
duties within its jurisdiction;

e. Finally, adopting measures as appropriate to enable the confiscation of proceeds

derived from the illicit trade in tobacco products.

A core measure of the protocol and perhaps the single most important provision of
the ITP is Article 8, relating to the "tracking and tracing" regime. This is because it
offers governments and enforcement authorities a relatively simple means to monitor
tobacco products throughout their supply chain, verifying that they are genuine, that
tax has been paid in the appropriate jurisdiction, and that the product has not been
diverted into illicit markets. According to Article 8 of the ITP, "tracking and tracing"
consists of the "systematic monitoring and re-creation by competent authorities or
any other person acting on their behalf of the route or movement taken by items
through the supply chain™ (WHO, 2013). This measure requires each party to ensure
that unique, secure and non-removable identification markings, such as codes or
stamps, are affixed to or form part of all unit packets, packages and any outside

packaging of cigarettes within a period of five years and other tobacco products
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within a period of ten years of entry into force of the Protocol (WHO, 2013).

The tracking and tracing system is regarded as more than the unique, secure and
non-removable identification markings on the packages of tobacco products
(Joossens and Raw, 2012). Additionally, it implies reading or scanning the codes,
linking the codes between packs, cartons, master cases and pallets, uploading the
information to a database, recording of any shipping and receiving events along the
supply chain and interconnecting the different databases (Joossens and Raw, 2012).
The main objective of the tracking and tracing regime is thought to be the facilitating
of investigations into tobacco smuggling only (i.e. not for bootlegging or
counterfeiting) and to identify the point where tobacco products are diverted to an
illicit market (Joossens and Raw, 2012). Thus, experts believe that in order for this
approach to be effective it would need to be implemented at an international level,
rather than each entity developing its own domestic system, in order to ensure that

tracking and tracing across borders could be facilitated (Joossens and Raw, 2012).

Although so far there is no such global and comprehensive tracking and tracing
regime in tobacco control, there are partial tracking & tracing systems already in
existence. The first of these systems was introduced in Brazil in 2007 and included a
control and monitoring system involving a digital tax stamp system, with capability
of identifying each individual cigarette pack (Joossens, 2011). This digital stamp
system featured a unique, covert code with data for each cigarette pack and
contained product data for each cigarette pack. These data are then uploaded to a
Data Manager Server under the control of the Brazilian Ministry of Finance. The
stamps were also encrypted with the following information: the name of the
manufacturing site, the date the stamp was validated and the tax category of the

stamp (Joossens, 2011). In 2011, the Brazilian control and monitoring system was
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updated to require that every pack of cigarettes produced in Brazil for export needed
to be marked with a unique identification code at the production lines to determine
the origin of the products and to control their movements (Normative Instruction
1155, cited by Joossens, 2011). Additionally, enforcement officials are now able to
see a numeric code on the packs with a data matrix reader and have access to
information (such as date and place of manufacturing, country of destination etc.) to

trace the pack (Joossens, 2011).

The second of these partial tracking & tracing systems already in existence is that
developed, owned and patented by Phillip Morris International (PMI) known as
"Codentify" (Joossens, 2011). Codentify is a unique encrypted 12-character number
code on individual cigarette packs, initially developed with the goal of verifying a
products authenticity (whether a product is legitimate or counterfeit) (Joossens,
2011; Joossens and Gilmore, 2013). The code holds information about the place of
manufacture, the machinery, date and time of production and brand; however this
information is not linked to the unique coding of the cartons or master cases. PMI
collaborated with Japan Tobacco International (JTI), British American Tobacco
(BAT) and Imperial Tobacco Limited (ITL) to promote codentify as the industry
standard for track and trace and digital tax verification. However, this is
questionable, considering that PMI initially developed codentify to verify a products
authenticity (i.e. whether it is legitimately manufactured or counterfeit) and not for
tax verification as the track and trace system requires (Joossens and Gilmore, 2013).
Moreover, the adoption of a single industry standard to replace tax stamps with a
digital tax verification system based on PMI’s codentify technology is controversial.
Firstly, because it is rightly believed that tax verification should remain an exclusive
proficiency of governments, and not of the tobacco industry (Joossens and Raw,

2012). Secondly, codentify is not part of the recorded data for the tracking and
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tracing regime as the data collected are incomplete and not stored throughout the
supply chain (Joossens, 2012). Lastly, a review of industry documents uncovered
some limitations of codentify as a tax verification system. For instance, codentify
does not store the codes or register events after the product is manufactured, thus it
cannot determine whether a product has entered an illegal distribution route and so is
not a track and trace standard (Joossens and Gilmore, 2013). However, given the
limited technical and financial support available for the implementation of the FCTC
ITP, it is likely that the tobacco industry will be successful in promoting codentify.
Experts however warn that if this system is to be implemented, independent and
regular audits are essential to guarantee the validity of the system (Joossens and

Raw, 2012).

3.2.2 Challenges to the FCTC lllicit Tobacco Protocol

There is concern that certain aspects of the FCTC ITP are subject to challenges that
would need to be addressed by the COP if the protocol is to be implemented
effectively. Firstly, the protocol will only be as strong as the weakest link in the
parties signed on to this treaty as it is evident that there are large differences in
technical capacity between customs and enforcement authorities in different regions
of the world (Joossens and Raw, 2012; Sy, 2012). This will no doubt impact on the
effectiveness of the track and trace strategy to tackle the illicit tobacco supply chain.
Therefore, it may be necessary to provide some technical assistance to low-income
countries in order to ensure the protocol is successfully implemented at the global
level (Joossens and Raw, 2012; Liberman et al., 2012). In addition, it has been
suggested that financial support for developing countries would need to be provided
(Sy, 2012). Secondly, it has been argued that the protocol on illicit tobacco trade if
not properly linked to the international customs, law enforcement and criminal

justice architecture will probably do little to tackle the underlying causes of illicit

( 1
{ 92 )



trade such as: under-resourced customs, law enforcement and criminal justice
agencies; lack of capacity to enact, monitor and enforce legislation and regulations;
weak governance systems; corruption and lack of technological capacity (Liberman

et al., 2012). These will need to be discussed with parties who ratify this protocol.

Thirdly, with any policy implementation, availability of sufficient resources to
undertake all aspects of the policy is a challenge. It is clear that effective
implementation of the illicit tobacco trade protocol will require significant financial
and technical resources. There is concern that resources may be diverted from other
areas of FCTC implementation, in which the FCTC Secretariat and WHO do have
well-established institutional expertise (Liberman et al., 2012; Joossens and Raw,
2012). Hence, there is the need to devise appropriate arrangements and parameters
for cooperation with other intergovernmental organisations to ensure that resources
are efficiently and effectively assigned (Joossens and Raw, 2012). In the absence of
sufficient resources for implementation of the illicit tobacco trade protocol, the COP
should be aware that the tobacco industry is likely to offer funding to governments to
collaborate on protocol implementation (Liberman et al., 2012). In consideration of
Article 5 of the FCTC the COP are advised to be cautious and only partner with the
tobacco industry in a manner that does not contravene the FCTC. Thus it is believed
that if there is to be cooperation between governments and the tobacco industry in
tackling illicit trade, facilitated by an intergovernmental organisation, consideration
needs to be given to what is the appropriate role for the FCTC Secretariat and/or
WHO and what is best handled by other intergovernmental organisations (Liberman
et al., 2012). In spite of the tobacco industries’ view that: ‘Tackling illicit trade
requires co-operation and understanding between legitimate tobacco companies,
governments and organisations such as the World Customs Organisation, World

Trade Organisation and World Health Organisation’ (BAT, 2013b), the FCTC is
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called to remain health focused and its public health policy interests easily
recognised and irreconcilable with the tobacco industry’s interests (Joossens and

Raw, 2012).

3.2.3 European Union (EU) agreements with the Tobacco Industry

The European Commission (EC) in November 2000, filed a civil action against
Phillip Morris International (PMI), RJ Reynolds (RJR) and Japan Tobacco
International (JTI) accusing these tobacco companies of "an ongoing global scheme
to smuggle cigarettes and among other things for conducting illegal trade with
terrorist groups and state sponsors of terrorism™ (Joossens and Raw, 2008). In 2004
the case against PMI was dropped by the EC in return for an enforceable and legally
binding agreement which obligated PMI to pay the EC $1 billion over 12 years
(Europa press release Payments by PMI 2006, cited by Joossens and Raw, 2008).
This agreement demanded PMI control future smuggling through a range of
measures, which included controlling the distribution system and contractors
supplied, and implementing a tracking and tracing system (Joossens and Raw, 2008).
In 2007 JTI signed a similar EU agreement in (Framework Convention Alliance,
2008). By 2009, all 27 EU Member States had signed the EU-PMI agreement. In

2010 BAT and Imperial Tobacco followed suit (European Commission, 2010).

These agreements resulted in reduced levels of smuggling of well known brands.
Notably, cigarette smuggling in Spain and Italy decreased from approximately 15%
of consumption in the 1990s to 1-2% of consumption in 2006 (Joossens and Raw,
2008). In both countries, cutting off supply from the major tobacco companies to the

illicit market was a key factor in reducing smuggling (Joossens and Raw, 2008).
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3.3 Hlicit tobacco trade policy responses in the UK

Combating the illicit tobacco trade in the UK is presently the mandate of Her
Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC) - the national enforcement agency tasked
with revenue collection. Its anti-smuggling measures have consisted of: scanners for
container detection, prominent fiscal marks on cigarette packs, increased punishment
for smugglers, more customs officers and a campaign to increase public awareness

(HMRC, 2006; HMRC, 2011a).

3.3.1 Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) agreements with the Tobacco

Industry

In the UK, HMRC co-operates with the tobacco industry to combat illicit tobacco

trade. The goal of the Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) agreement was set up a

framework for cooperation between HMRC and the tobacco industry to tackle the

smuggling of tobacco products. The MOU was strengthened in 2006 to include
hand-rolled tobacco (RYO) (HMRC, 2006). Tobacco companies who fail to take
sufficient steps to prevent their products being smuggled into the United Kingdom

risk facing fines of up to £5 million under this agreement (Joossens and Raw, 2008).

The MOU agreement is extensive, but outlined below are some of the objectives of

the agreement (ASH, 2006):

a. Tobacco companies will provide HMRC with source-market specific sales data
on request for UK-Sensitive brands (defined as those brand variants which have
a significant presence in the UK illicit market).

b. Tobacco companies will share with HMRC on an annual basis their
understanding of domestic and legitimate cross-border consumption for each
tobacco product and brand in the intended destination market of its international
sales.

c. Tobacco companies will consult with HMRC to identify and analyse smuggling
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risks before entering UK-sensitive brands into new markets.

. Tobacco companies, when required, will make available to HMRC source-
market specific data relating to current approved market distributors, proposed
new market distributors and any discontinued market distributors for those
brands.

. Tobacco companies will provide reasonable assistance to HMRC in its efforts to
identify all smuggled product, and track down the smugglers with the overall
objective of reducing further or eliminating this unlawful trade.

Tobacco companies will advise HMRC based on specific intelligence and trend
analysis of how, and from where, counterfeit products are being supplied into the
European Union and other markets.

. HMRC will notify the tobacco companies within 15 UK working days of any
material seizures it may make of tobacco products bearing the company’s
trademarks.

. HMRC will allow tobacco industrys access to inspect the seized product within
15 UK working days of notification of seizure, and to select random samples of

the seized product for examination.

The MOU, being a non-binding agreement, relies heavily on the goodwill of both

HMRC and the tobacco companies in order to be effective. For instance, although

Gallaher were first to sign the MOU in April 2002, 690 million Gallaher cigarettes

were seized by UK Customs between 2002 and 2006 (Joossens and Raw, 2008). In

addition, the weakness of the MOUs was acknowledged by the enacting of the UK

Finance Act 2006 which makes it a legal duty for tobacco manufacturers to not

facilitate smuggling. Nonetheless, there is evidence that the memorandum of

understanding may have been effective in curbing the smuggling of tobacco

products. In 2002-3, 31% of cigarettes seized by HMRC were legitimate UK brands,
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however by 2009-10 this had decreased dramatically to only 6% (HMRC, 2011a).

3.3.2 Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs strategies

In 2000, the illicit tobacco market share in the UK was on the rise, with more than

one in five cigarettes smoked in the UK being smuggled and this predicted to rise to

one in three cigarettes within a few years (HMRC, 2000). The UK government
responded with a series of measures aimed at disrupting this strong upward trend.

These included:

a. Investing an additional £209 million to fund 1,000 more frontline and
investigative staff. The goal was to disrupt the supply chain by conducting more
blitz exercises, with improved intelligence (by posting more Fiscal Liaison
Officers oversears) to optimise interception rates and target major inland
distribution.

b. The conduction of investigations geared to maximise disruption of supplies at
import and key distribution points to increase the number of seizures.

c. Extra resources in the form of staff and technological (x-ray scanners to detect
high volume cigarette smuggling in freight) were invested to enhance the vigour
and scope of enforcement efforts and achieve the step change in interception
rates necessary. Compulsory marking of UK duty-paid tobacco products.

d. Targeted measures to apply effective penalties to those caught involved in the
distribution of illicit tobacco with the emphasis of preventing supplies of illicit
supplies seeping into the legitimate market. Where retailers were caught making
illicit supplies, better use was made of civil recovery and related economic
penalties.

e. Increased emphasis on asset confiscation to remove the economic rewards of
smuggling. This involved the employment of more investigative staff in the

National Investigation Service located at offices around the country.
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a.

f. Financial investigations were conducted as part of all large scale
smuggling/distribution cases, to ensure assets were identified and Confiscation
Orders obtained.

g. Collaborative working with other UK agencies both domestically and abroad,
notably the intelligence agencies, the police, the Inland Revenue and the Benefits

Agency were.

Between the start of the above strategy and 2006, HMRC reported over 7 billion
cigarettes and 769 tonnes seized overseas (en route to the UK), at airports and
inland, at seaports and cross channel passenger seizures (HMRC, 2009). A total of,
270 criminal gangs involved in illicit in the large-scale smuggling and supply of
illicit cigarettes were disrupted and 1,226 people were successfully prosecuted and
£23 million worth of Confiscation Orders were issues (HMRC, 2009). Moreover, the
illicit cigarette market share decreased from 21% in 2000 to 16% in 2005-06 and the
illicit hand rolled market from 60% to 57% (HMRC, 2006; HMRC, 2009; HMRC

2011¢).

In 2006, HMRC in the bid to improve on their above successes announced new
measures to further strengthen the aforementioned strategy (HMRC, 2006). In their
report - New responses to new challenges: reinforcing the tackling tobacco
smuggling strategy these measures were outlined and consisted of:

Collaborating with tobacco manufacturers to improve the targeting of counterfeit
products (which had become an increasing threat) and further restriction of the
supply of both genuine hand rolled and cigarettes. This involved the signing of new
revised and reinforced MoU agreements with UK tobacco manufacturers. It was
supposed that this will restrict the availability of cigarettes and for the first time

hand rolled tobacco to smugglers.
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. The Finance Bill 2006, which was introduced to complement the MoUs. This bill
was implemented to prevent organised gangs from exploiting weaknesses in supply
chains for tobacco products.

Enhancing HMRC’s operational response in order to strengthen enforcement at all
the key points along the supply and distribution chain. This involved the
employment of 200 extra staff to focus on hand rolled tobacco and a further 30%
increase in the network of Foreign Liaison Officers. In addition, HMRC sought to
improve the analysis of domestic and international markets using independent and
industry data to assess evidence of weakness in hand rolled tobacco supply chains.

. Additional investigation teams deployed in regions of highest risk and increased anti-
smuggling resources at entry points which presented the highest risk of hand rolled
tobacco smuggling.

Intelligence building in the UK and overseas which involved the development of
tactical and specific intelligence to identify and target the major criminal gangs
operating in the UK.

Extension and development of contacts with overseas agencies to identify and target
overseas based criminal gangs.

Investment in technology to detect smuggled tobacco outside of the main freight
channels. In the South East of HMRC an Electronic Freight Targeting System was
used to effectively target Roll-on and Roll-off traffic and unaccompanied freight.

For the first time engagement and communication with the public was part of
HMRC’s anti-illicit tobacco strategy. This consisted of increasing awareness of
HMRC'’s enforcement action and to undermine the appeal of smuggled product to
current and potential consumers. The goal was to undermine smokers’ confidence in
‘cheap cigarettes’ by highlighting the dangers of smoking counterfeit cigarettes and
alienate the public from those who sell them. HMRC’s presence was advertisement

at UK airports and seaports to ensure warnings to businesses and the general public
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of the risks of smuggling remained high profile. In addition, HMRC’s confidential
hotline was advertised for members of the public with knowledge or suspicions of

smuggling to report it.

The implementation of HMRC’s new responses to illicit tobacco trade outlined
above appeared to have little impact on their seizure rates. Between 2005-6 and
2008-9, the number of reported seizures of cigarettes decreased from 2 billion in
2005-6 to 1.8 billion in 2008-9 (HMRC, 2009). However, the targeted measures on
hand rolled tobacco appeared to pay off, with 228 tonnes of seized in 2007-7, an
increase from 160 tonnes in 2005-6 (HMRC, 2009). Similarly, the number of people
successfully prosecuted increased from 262 in 2005-6 to 299 in 2006-7 and 290 in
2007-8. The amount of Confiscation Orders issued increased from £3.18 million in
2007-7 to £6.78 million in 2007-8, but decreased to £2.4 million in 2008-9 (HMRC,
2009). Nonetheless, the illicit cigarette market share decreased from 16% in 2005-6
to 13% in 2008-09 and the illicit hand rolled market from 60% to 50% (HMRC,

2011).

In November 2009 as part of the continued fight against illicit tobacco trade, HMRC
announced their collaboration with the UK Border Agency (UKBA) in the report -
Tackling tobacco smuggling together. This integrated strategy was focused mainly
on the combining of the strengths of the UKBA and HMRC in intensifying the
measures already in place, in order to deal with existing and emerging threats such
as counterfeit tobacco and ‘cheap whites’ (HMRC, 2009). In addition, this strategy
placed more emphasis on the need to also address demand for illicit tobacco through
media campaigns (HMRC, 2009). These campaigns were aimed at increasing
awareness of enforcement action and penalties, undermining the attractiveness of

illicit tobacco to consumers and encouraging the public and business to report
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information on the illicit market (HMRC, 2009). Although similar to that outlined in
their previous strategy, this strategy announced a Department of Health (DH)/

HMRC illicit tobacco marketing strategy (HMRC, 2009).

In April 2011, HMRC announced its renewed strategy to combating the illicit trade
of tobacco products in response to the changing nature of the illicit tobacco market
in the UK (HMRC, 2011a). This strategy benefited from the additional £917 million
investment in tackling organised crime, tax evasion and avoidance (HMRC, 2011a).
This latest strategy consisted of:

a. Targeting and disrupting the organised criminal organisations behind illicit
tobacco trade by expanding tobacco criminal intelligence and investigation
capacity by 20%.

b. Greater volumes of illicit tobacco seizures in order to undermine the economic
benefits of this trade.

c. Increased hard-hitting action against offenders to act as a deterrent against
getting involved in this illegal trade. It is proposed that this will be achieved by
increasing the likelihood that perpetrators are caught and prosecuted.

d. Reducing the availability of genuine tobacco products in the illicit market by
supply chain controls through (but not restricted to) building on the EU anti-
smuggling agreements with the tobacco industry and refreshing the memoranda
of understanding.

e. Decreasing demand for illicit tobacco products by developing comprehensive
marketing strategies through collaboration with the Department of Health,
Action on Smoking and Health and the North of England illicit tobacco
programme.

f. Collaborating with overseas partners and international organisations through the

signing of the WHO FCTC illicit trade protocol.
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g. Working with the tobacco industry to better understand the illicit market in the
UK and improve consumers’ awareness and knowledge of illicit tobacco

products.

The impact of the above renewed strategy is not yet known as presently, figures on
HMRC’s seizures and the illicit tobacco market share for the year 2011-12 have not
become available. However, it is hoped that this renewed strategy would achieve
sustainable downward pressure on the illicit market in cigarettes and hand-rolling

tobacco up to 2015 (HMRC, 2011a).

3.4 Regional policy responses

As part of the UK tackling illicit tobacco strategy, joined-up marketing and multi-
agency enforcement is viewed as essential to tackling this issue (HMRC, 2011). The
"North of England Tackling Illicit Tobacco for Better Health Programme™ is a
unique initiative combining the use of marketing and enforcement across different
agencies to tackle the illicit tobacco market. Agencies partnering in this programme
include the Police, Trading Standards, Licensing Officers and HMRC. The North of
England programme initiated a comprehensive approach to tackle the demand for
and supply of illicit tobacco in communities through the development of partnerships
between health and enforcement professionals. The programme consists of
groundbreaking social marketing campaigns aimed at changing social norms around
illicit tobacco purchase, generating and sharing intelligence and delivering enhanced
enforcement against the illicit tobacco trade. The North of England Illicit Tobacco

Programme is explored in more detail in Chapter Five of this thesis.

3.5 Local community responses

Addressing illicit tobacco trade at the local level is just as important as tackling it at
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the international level, if its use is to be curbed successfully. This would require
clear leadership by health and enforcement partners, as well as local authorities. A
study of the sale of counterfeit cigarettes in Islington, London discovered that the
local council, police and the Primary Care Trust (PCT) were well aware of the issue
and had concerns which lead to the development of a joint strategy (McEwen and
Strauss, 2009). This was in the form of an awareness campaign (through the local
press) aimed at informing the public of illicit tobacco trade, followed by a week of
high enforcement and prosecutions (McEwen and Strauss, 2009). There is no
evidence of the exact impact this short-lived intervention. However, it is likely that it
may have had a short term effect of removing illicit traders, who in fear of

persecution would have relocated to other areas of London to continue their trade.

The tackling of illicit tobacco trade at the local level would require a longer term
commitment by stakeholders (Trading standards, local authority, local police and

PCTs) in order to have a discernible impact on illicit tobacco trade.

3.6 Conclusion

There is clear evidence from certain countries that the illicit tobacco trade can be
tackled successfully (Joossens et al., 2010). In the last decade illicit tobacco market
share fell from about 21% to 9% in the UK, and from about 15% to 1-2% in Italy
and Spain (Joossens et al., 2010; HMRC, 2011). In all three instances smuggling was
reduced by interrupting the supply chain from the manufacturers to the illicit market.
In addition, international cooperation was also critical to tackling the illicit market.
Thus, it is the opinion of experts that enforceable measures to control the supply
chain, international cooperative measures including information sharing and
cooperation in the investigation and prosecution of offences continue to be an

essential part of any strategy to tackle the illicit trade of tobacco products (Joossens
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et al., 2010). In addition, any part played by the tobacco industry in controlling the

supply chain should continuously be monitored (Joossens et al., 2010).

In the UK, although HMRC continues to see some success in their efforts, a recent
audit of their anti-illicit tobacco trade strategies raised some concerns regarding its
measures that it is important that this is addressed. The National Audit Office (NAO)
in their report on the progress in tackling smuggling, branded HMRC’s renewed
strategy as ‘having made progress in meeting its objectives, but that performance fell
short of internal targets in 2012-13 (NAO, 2013). It was also the opinion of the NAO
that HMRC’s approach to deterring and disrupting the illicit market within the UK
was not effectively integrated (NAO, 2013). This audit’s findings brings to the
forefront the importance of reviewing HMRC’s measures on tackling illicit tobacco
trade, how it assesses the effectiveness of its strategies and whether there is need for

a revised approach.

Although the WHO FCTC illicit trade protocol and the UK illicit tobacco strategies
focus mainly on the supply side of the illicit tobacco trade, it is important that
policies to tackle this complex issue are multi-faceted. Addressing demand for as
well as supply of illicit tobacco is likely to be crucial in guaranteeing a lasting
impact on tackling illicit tobacco use. This may be particularly important in deprived
communities where smoking is ingrained in their culture and smokers are more
addicted to tobacco. Experts believe ‘the key to curbing illicit tobacco trade is
cutting off the supply — ‘turning off the tap’ (Joossens and Raw, 2003; Joossens and
Raw, 2008). It is important that this strategy is wedded with tackling the demand for
cheap tobacco products. Therefore, a protocol that targets supply and demand
(promotion of stop smoking services, especially in deprived communities and

changing behaviour), and media campaigns encouraging smokers to quit could have
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more success in tackling the illicit tobacco trade. There are others who share this
sentiment that the most effective means of reducing illicit trade is to reduce the

demand for cigarettes itself (Blecher, 2010).
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CHAPTER 4

MIXED METHODOLOGY APPROACH TO RESEARCHING ILLICIT

TOBACCO TRADE

4.1 Introduction

This PhD studentship was designed as a piece of applied health policy research and
involved the use of mixed methods (qualitative and quantitative). The illicit trade in
tobacco products by its nature is complex, involving health, tax revenue and
criminality. For that reason, a mixed methods research approach was deemed most
appropriate to ensure a comprehensive investigation of illicit tobacco use, which one
research approach alone could not have accomplished. This chapter outlines the
strengths and limitations of employing a mixed methodology in assessing illicit
tobacco use. In addition, the qualitative and quantitative methods used in this

research are discussed.

4.2 Mixed methods approach

Mixed-methods research (also known as the third methodological movement) is
when both qualitative and quantitative methods are combined in a single programme
of inquiry (Creswell and Clark, 2011). The use of mixed methodologies has been
discussed and applied in a wide range of disciplines and topic areas, such as Health
Services Research (HSR), Social and Behavioural research, Psychotherapy, Medical
Education, Palliative Medicine and Clinical Psychology (O’Cathain et al., 2007,
Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010; Bishop et al., 2010; Bindiganavile et al., 2013;
Phillips and Lazenby, 2013; Kellett and Hardy, 2013). However there is little
information about how commonly it is used, and why and how it is used in practice

(O’Cathain et al., 2007). The field of mixed methodology has evolved as a result of
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discussions and controversies surrounding quantitative and qualitative methods
hence it is viewed as a pragmatic way of using the strengths of both approaches
(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003). Justifications for using a mixed methods approach
have usually been related to the need for comprehensiveness (O’Cathain et al.,
2007). Researchers have pointed to the complexity of health care and the need for a
range of methodologies to understand and evaluate these complexities (Pope and
Mays, 1995; McDowell and MacLean, 1998; Bradley et al., 1999; Campbell et al.,
2000). However, there are many other justifications for using mixed methods
research, apart from comprehensiveness, such as: increased confidence in findings
and developing or facilitating one method by guiding the sampling, data collection

or analysis of the other (O’Cathain and Thomas, 2006; O’Cathain et al., 2007).

The use of mixed methods has been criticised by paradigm ‘purists’ who believe that
compatibility between guantitative and qualitative methods is impossible due to the
incompatibility of the paradigms underlying these methods (Teddlie and Tashakkori,
2003). However, research using mixed methods can uncover novel causal factors,
can open new areas of research, and can result in more flexible and holistic thinking
about health (Curry et al., 2013). In recent years the use of mixed methods have
become increasingly common and is viewed as valuable in health service research
when the complementary strengths of qualitative and quantitative approaches can
characterize complex phenomena more fully than either approach alone (O’Cathain
et al., 2007; Wisdom et al., 2012). Moreover, interest in mixed-methods studies is
growing among funders, as evident in recent calls for proposals using this

methodology (Curry et al., 2013).

The illicit tobacco trade is a complex phenomenon and to research this effectively, a

mixed method approach appeared warranted. This would allow for a comprehensive
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understanding of this illegal activity, gain insights into potential new developments
in the trade and develop complete quantitative measurement processes (Curry et al.,
2009). In addition, this approach would generate more extensive estimates as well as
insight into the illicit tobacco trade in England. In the current PhD research one of
the qualitative components sought to build on the quantitative findings and further
explore and better understand smokers’ use of illicit tobacco. In addition, a
sequential exploratory strategy was applied in which the qualitative component was

followed by a further quantitative component (Creswell, 2008; Curry et al., 2013).

4.3 Quantitative method: Cross-sectional study

Cross sectional studies are commonly adopted to measure the prevalence of a
particular outcome in a population at a point in time or over a short period (Bailey et
al., 2005). In addition, they are useful for investigating associations between an
outcome and other factors (Bailey et al., 2005). Cross-sectional studies have a
number of advantages over other study designs including being relatively
inexpensive to conduct; allowing for many outcomes to be assessed, useful for
public health planning and evaluation, understanding risk factors and for the
generation of hypotheses (Levin, 2006). A major limitation of cross-sectional studies
is the inability to make causal inference (Levin, 2006). In addition, cross-sectional
studies only give a snapshot of the outcome at a particular time and so may provide
differing results if another time-frame is used (Levin, 2006); events may also be

subject to recall bias of the study participants (Oleske, 2009).

The Smoking Toolkit Study (STS) — A national survey of smoking characteristics
was the cross-sectional survey used in the current research. The STS allows for the
monitoring of the effect of the implementation of certain tobacco control policies

implementations. In addition, it provides regular, detailed up-to-date information on
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smoking patterns (such as prevalence, cessation, motivation to quit and harm

reduction) which other major national surveys such as the General Lifestyle Survey

(GLS), the Health Survey for England (HSE) and Office for National Statistics

(ONS) currently fail to do (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1 Comparison of national tobacco control surveys in England

Frequency of data

Tobacco control parameters

Survey Sampling collection measured
Nationally Annual, smoking
representative data collected since
household 1974,
surveys across the  From 2005,
General UK. respondents Smoking prevalence; cigarette
lifestyle N =~ 14,500 followed-up for 4 consumption; cigarette type; cigarette
Survey adult smokers and  years, with ~25% dependence; tar yield; age started
(GLS) non-smokers. replaced each year. smoking; desire to quit; demographics.
Nationally
representative
household Smoking prevalence; cigarette
surveys across consumption; cigarette type; cigarette
Health England. dependence; salivary cotinine
Survey for N =5000-15000 (biochemical indicator of cigarette
England adults smokers Annual, since 1991.  smoke intake); focus in 2007 on
(HSE) and non-smokers.  No follow-up. Smokefree legislation.
Nationally Monthly, since 1990. Varies month-to-month and year-to-
representative Basic smoking year: smoking prevalence,
household guestions asked dependence, behaviour, and habits.
surveys across the  routinely in 2 Previous questions covered: attitudes
Office for UK. months each year. towards smoking, quitting, and
National N =~1,800adult  Additional smoking  smoking restrictions; awareness of
Statistics ~ smokers and non-  questions included health-risks; attempts to quit;
(ONS) smokers. when requested. demographics.
Smoking prevalence; nicotine
dependence; cigarette consumption;
Computer — route to quit (including motivation to
assisted nationally Monthly, since 2006. quit, triggers of quit attempts, barriers
representative Three and six to quitting, attempts to quit, methods
household monthly follow-up of quitting - pharmacological and
surveys across until 2010 when the  behavioural aids and success at
Smoking  England. three month follow-  quitting); motivation to smoke, harm
Toolkit N =~1,800 adult  up was discontinued  reduction; socio-demographics; other
Study smokers in due to budget potential moderators. Possible to add
(STS) England. constraints. specific questions to address particular
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issues (e.g. to assess the impact of
smokefree legislation)

Information on participant recruitment and data collection procedures in the STS are

detailed overleaf.

4.3.1 STS study design and sampling

The STS collects detailed information on a wide range of smoking related
parameters at monthly intervals. The STS involves monthly cross-sectional
household computer-assisted interviews, conducted by the British Market Research
Bureau as part of their monthly omnibus survey, of approximately 1,800 adults aged
16 and over in England (Fidler et al., 2011). Survey participants are drawn from
aggregated output areas (containing 300 households). These areas are stratified by
ACORN (A Classification of Residential Neighbourhoods) characteristics (an
established geo-demographic analysis of the population (http://www.caci.co.uk
/acorn/acornmap.asp) and the geographic neighbourhood is then randomly selected
to be included in an interviewer’s list) and region. ACORN is a geo-demographic
information system categorising all UK postcodes into various types based upon
census data and other information such as lifestyle surveys. This approach to
profiling ensures an appropriate mix of areas by socio-economic group. Individuals’
houses are approached at various times (during mid-afternoon and late evening) to
maximize participation. One person per household over the age of 16 is interviewed
using computer-assisted questionnaires until quotas based on the 2001 census (i.e.
age, sex, social grade, region, working status and presence of children in the
population) were fulfilled. Between November 2006 and December 2010 a total of
90,568 participants completed the baseline survey (monthly range = 1,634-2,642)

(Fidler et al., 2011).
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4.3.2 Measures

The key assessments for each participant at each household survey include questions
on the following: smoking status, serious quit attempts in the last 12 months, amount
smoked (cigarettes or other tobacco products per day, week or month), current or
past nicotine dependence (Fagerstrom test for Nicotine Dependence; Heatherton et
al., 1991), motivation to smoke, motivation to quit smoking (desires, intentions, and
reasons to quit), whether currently trying to cut down but not in an attempt to stop
completely, NRT use while smoking (when cutting down; when prohibited from
smoking), cost of smoking (average spend on licit and illicit tobacco), sources of
tobacco purchase, and demographic characteristics (gender; age; socio-economic

group; marital status; employment status; geographic region).

In each STS survey there is the capacity to add questions on specifics when funding
permits. Such additional questions include: source of tobacco purchase; price paid
for illicit tobacco; views on banning tobacco; support for a nominal duty on tobacco
products to fund tobacco control; perception of national smoking prevalence; factors
surrounding the introduction of England’s smokefree policy. Additionally, questions
are frequently adapted in light of discussions regarding the need to assess different

aspects of a certain parameter.

4.3.3 Summary of the strengths and limitations of the STS

The STS is a novel research program which provides ongoing, nationally
representative data on key indicators of smoking behavior, cessation, and tobacco
control initiatives. The main strengths of the STS include a large nationally
representative sample, stratified random sampling to ensure that members of each

socio-economic group are represented in the overall sample, careful wording of
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questions to maximize the number of individuals who respond and the option of
adding new questions in response to new policies, campaigns, events, and shifts in
smoking trends (Fidler et al., 2011). However, there are certain limitations that the
STS suffers from in regards to investigating illicit tobacco use. First, the STS may
not fully reflect true prevalence of illicit tobacco use and those who engage in this
activity may be reluctant to participate in such surveys or answer truthfully to
questions about illegal behaviour. Secondly, unlike observational methods that
include examining tobacco product packs and the comparison of tax paid sales and
individually reported consumption measures, use of self-report is subject to recall
bias and so likely result in an over or underestimation of illicit tobacco use.
However, the STS is robust and reliable, and the only national survey to ask
questions on source of tobacco and cigarette purchase. Lastly, the STS does not
collect data on ethnicity, a factor which could possibly have revealed an association
to illicit tobacco use. Nonetheless, the STS provides up to date data, allowing for
month to month analysis of illicit tobacco purchase. Therefore, this data set
adequately allowed for the assessment of illicit tobacco use and price paid for illicit

tobacco products in England.

Key findings from the STS are published on a dedicated website:

http://www.smokinginengland.info.

4.4 Qualitative method: Interviews

Quialitative research can be useful in understanding complex social processes and
capturing essential aspects of a phenomenon from the perspective of the participants
(Curry et al., 2009). When analysing complex issues such as the report of an illegal

activity, in this case illicit tobacco purchase, a qualitative methodology can be useful
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in exploring the beliefs, values and motivations that underlie this purchasing

behavior (Berkwits and Inui, 1998; Crabtree and Miller, 1999).

4.4.1 Semi-structured interviews

Semi structured interviews are the most commonly used interview type in qualitative
research (Kitchin and Tate, 2000). A semi-structured rather than structured interview
approach to qualitative data collection was employed because it offered sufficient
flexibility to approach different participants differently while still covering the same
areas of illicit tobacco use. In semi-structured interviews although the interviewer
prepares a list of predetermined questions (interview schedule or guide), the
interview unfolds in a conversational manner offering participants the chance to
explore issues they feel are important (Longhurst, 2010). Furthermore, semi-
structured interviews can help structure data collection while keeping the focus
sufficiently broad to allow for hidden or emerging themes (Varvasovszky and
Brugha, 2000). This approach to qualitative data collection was favoured over other
formats such as focus groups because this research was interested in investigating
the individuals’ personal beliefs and experiences of illicit tobacco trade and not on
gathering information on collective views. In addition, a group interview may not
have been suited to gathering information on illicit tobacco use as some individuals
may have been reluctant to discuss this in a group. In addition, certain individuals
may not be confident communicators or very articulate in a group setting, causing
others to dominate the discussions, thus making the findings biased. Furthermore,
the method of focus group discussions may discourage some people from trusting
others with sensitive or personal information and in the studies it was important that
each participant’s views were expressed and heard. Finally, focus groups are not

fully confidential or anonymous, because the material is shared with the others in the

group.
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4.4.2 Framework approach to interview data analysis

Framework analysis was developed by social policy researchers in the context of
conducting applied qualitative research as a pragmatic approach for real-world
investigations (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994; Ritchie and Lewis, 2003). It is considered
a straightforward approach which provides transparent results and offers conclusions
that can be related back to original data (Johnston et al. 2011). Framework analysis
is widely used in applied policy research (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003) and in healthcare
research settings such as midwifery (Furber, 2010), nursing (Swallow et al., 2011),

and health psychology (Tierney et al., 2011).

Framework analysis was adopted for this research because it is aptly suited for
answering specific questions, a limited time frame, pre-designed sample (e.g. current
smokers reporting purchasing cheap tobacco) and a priori issues that need to be
addressed (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994; Srivastava and Thomson, 2009). It consists of
a systematic, matrix based approach to qualitative data analysis which classifies and
organises data according to key themes, concepts and emergent categories (Ritchie et
al., 2003). Framework analysis allows themes to develop from the research questions
as well as from the narratives of research participants and so provides a rich set of
data. To achieve this, data is put through five stages of analysis, outlined below:

Familiarization: this is the first stage in framework analysis and allows the
researcher to become familiar with the range and diversity of the data collected.
Primarily, familiarisation involves an immersion in the data which results in the
researcher gaining an overview of the richness and depth of the data. This can be
achieved by listening to the interview tapes, reading the transcripts in their entirety

several times and studying any observational or summary notes taken during and
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immediately after the interview. During the process of familiarisation the researcher
lists key ideas and any major themes that begin to emerge.

Identifying a Thematic Framework: this involves identifying a thematic
framework, by identifying the key issues, concepts and themes by which the overall
data can be examined and referenced. This usually draws upon the a priori themes
(which would have been introduced through the interview schedule), emergent
themes raised by the interviewees and analytical themes arising from the recurrence
of certain views or experiences. This is an important stage in the data analysis
process as it involves both logical and intuitive thinking about the relevance and
importance of issues and connections between ideas.

Indexing: The third stage, indexing, comprises of sifting and sorting the data and
making comparisons both within and between cases. Indexes provide a process for
labelling the data and breaking it down to manageable bits for later retrieval and
exploration. A priori and emergent themes are sorted and grouped and placed within
an overall framework with numbers assigned to differentiate the individual
categories.

Charting: This stage in the analysis process refers to the summarising of the key
points of each piece of data but still retaining its context and original language and
placing it in the thematic matrix. It involves lifting the quotes from their original
context and re-arranging them under the newly-developed appropriate thematic
content. One of the most important aspects of charting is managing and reducing the
data by comparing and contrasting data and cutting and pasting similar quotes
together.

Mapping and Interpretation: This final stage involves the mapping of the thematic
framework onto all the interviews conducted. This provides an overall picture of the
information gathered and allows the researcher interpret all the themes and sub-

themes from the interviews.
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The strengths of the framework approach to qualitative data analysis is that it is
systematic as it allows for methodical treatment of the data; it is comprehensive
(allowing a full rather than partial or selective review of the data collected), it allows
for within-case and between-case comparisons and it allows for easy access and

retrieval of the original material (Srivastava and Thomson, 2009).

4.4.3 Summary of the strengths and limitations of semi-structured interviews

The strengths of semi-structured interviews are that they produce in depth
information; interviewees can influence the discussion so unexpected issues can
emerge and the researcher is able to probe to better understand the interviewee’s
perspectives and experiences. Additionally, due to the flexible nature of semi-
structured interviews and the order of questions not fixed, flow and sharing of views
are more natural. Unlike other qualitative designs such as focus groups, individual
semi-structured interviews allow interviewees to present their personal experiences.
This works best for the nature of the investigation into the views of stakeholders in a
multi-agency partnership programme aimed at tackling illicit tobacco trade and

smokers’ personal beliefs, experiences and views on illicit tobacco.

There are some difficulties in using semi-structured qualitative interviews as there is
some concern about possible lack of trust, as the interviewer may be previously
unknown to the interviewee and thus choose not to divulge information that he or
she considers to be “sensitive” (Myers and Newman, 2007). This was the case in this
research and is particularly relevant when asking interviewees to discuss their
involvement in a potentially criminal activity. This was overcome by developing a
rapport with the interviewees to put them at ease, as well as guaranteeing them that

all discussions during the interview were confidential and would be anonymised.
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Due to the criminal nature of illicit tobacco trade, interviewees who were wary of
discussing this issue were assured that it was purely an academic exercise and that

no law enforcement agencies were involved.

Some questions asked in interviews could be seen as ambiguous and thus not always
clear to interviewees (Fontana and Frey, 2000). In the current research interviewees
were able to ask that questions be elaborated on if unclear to them and this was done.
Another limitation of semi-structured interview studies is that they are time
consuming to analyse and analysis is difficult and has to be done by the interviewer
and by another qualified researcher for accurate results. Finally, findings from
qualitative research are difficult to generalise due to the small sample size.
Nonetheless, it is a powerful data gathering technique and allows for an in-depth
exploration and understanding of participants beliefs and views on the subject

matter.

To conclude, directly asking smokers about their tobacco and cigarette purchasing
behaviour is perhaps the simplest and most direct approach to obtaining estimates of
illicit tobacco trade (Merriman et al., 2002). This method of data collection has the
potential to increase knowledge and understanding of the illicit tobacco market. A
mixed method approach combining both qualitative and quantitative methods can
potentially make available a more complete picture and understanding of the illicit
tobacco trade, which other methods such as the observation of discarded packs and

use of tax paid sales cannot solely provide.
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CHAPTER 5

VIEWS OF KEY STAKEHOLDERS IN A MULTI - AGENCY
PROGRAMME TACKLING ILLICIT TOBACCO TRADE IN THE NORTH

OF ENGLAND: AN INTERVIEW STUDY

5.1 Introduction

Tackling the illicit tobacco trade effectively not only requires international
collaboration but also joined up national working across multi-agencies (Her
Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC), 2008). That is, reducing the availability
and use of illicit tobacco cannot be effectively undertaken by any individual agency
working alone. Indeed UK health policy systematically identifies partnership
working as cardinal to tackling complex, multi-faceted causes of health inequalities
(Department of Health (DH), 2000; 2001a; 2003; 2004; 2006, cited by Jackson et al.
(2009)). Moreover, national and local policies increasingly call for enhanced and
more effective partnership working as a solution to complex health issues (Glasby
and Dickinson, 2008). In public health, partnerships aim to improve conditions and
outcomes related to the health and well-being of the population (Himmelman, 1992).
It is believed that multi-disciplinary and multi-agency working is needed to
guarantee the health of the public (Gilmore, 2001) and with most new funding and
policy initiatives, there is usually a prerequisite that local agencies work in
partnership to bid for resources (Glasby and Dickinson, 2008). In Public Health,
partnerships take many forms and their structure can vary and may include formal
organisations with a financial stake or interest, or grassroots organisations that form
around a recent event or a local concern (Roussos and Fawcett, 2000). Similarly, the

vision and mission of the partnership may focus on a number of outcomes.
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5.2 Defining partnership

There are various definitions of ‘partnership’ in existing literature, and these
represent different views of what a partnership should be, should comprise of and
should achieve. According to Sullivan and Skelcher (2002) the key features of
partnerships:

a. Involve negotiation between people from different agencies committed to
working together over more than the short term;

b. Aim to secure the delivery of benefits or added value that could not have
been provided by any single agency acting alone or through the employment
of others (that is, shared goals); and

c. Include a formal articulation of a purpose and a plan to bind partners

together.

In contrast, The Audit Commission (2002), offer the following definition of
partnership:
a. Services organised around the needs of the service user;
b. Services recognising that they are interdependent and that action in one part
of the system will have a ‘knock-on effect’ somewhere else;
c. Agencies developing shared vision, objectives, action, resources and risks;

d. Users experiencing services as seamless.

Partnership working has also been defined as “the involvement of at least two agents
or agencies with at least some sort of common interests or interdependencies; and
would probably also require a relationship between them that involves a degree of
trust, equality or reciprocity” (Glendinning et al., 2002). Tuckman (1965) outlined
various stages in the development of a partnership. At the early stage of partnership

forming according to the Tuckman model (1965) there is the need for stakeholders to
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establish tentative relationships and networks amongst individuals and make a
determination of whether or how much to commit to the partnership. This rolls on to
the next stage of storming when tension and conflict begin to form as factions arise
and start to take hold and issues of control and competition threaten the partnership

(Tuckman, 1965).

5.3 Requirements for a successful partnership

Although partnerships can be inherently advantageous, many partnerships struggle to
make the most of the collaborative process and become successful (Weiss et al,
2002). There is limited evidence on what makes partnership working effective, as the
results of partnership working may take several years to observe and are, because of
the complex nature of the issues being addressed, often difficult to evaluate.
Moreover, partnerships face numerous obstacles usually resulting from the inherent
difficulties of getting agencies with distinctly separate purposes, structures and ways
of doing things to work together (Audit Commission, 1998). Other obstacles
highlighted included: keeping partners involved, getting partners to agree on
priorities, monitoring the partnership’s effectiveness, and deciding who will provide
the resources needed to achieve the partnership’s objectives (Audit Commission,
1998). The Audit Commission report goes on to outline what is needed to make a
partnership successful such as: maintaining partners’ commitment and involvement
in getting things done, building trust between partners, linking the partnerships work
to partners’ mainstream activities and focusing on outcomes (Audit Commission,

1998).

Tackling the illicit tobacco trade is a complex feat that requires joint action at
national (e.g. joint enforcement work between HMRC and UKBA), regional and

local levels; nonetheless, the difficulty in doing so needs to be acknowledged.
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Although HMRC and UKBA have seen some success in their collaboration
(Department and Health (DH), 2010), the partnerships in the North of England
Programme are more complex (involving agencies with very different cultures and
priorities) and will need to work successfully together in order to achieve the

Programme’s goals.

5.4 The North of England ‘Tackling Illicit Tobacco for Better Health’
Programme

The North of England tackling Illicit Tobacco for Better Health Programme
(hereafter referred to simply as the Programme) is a world-first project which,
through the collaboration and joint working of various agencies, hopes to improve
the health of the population by reducing smoking prevalence through a reduction in
the availability (supply) and demand for illicit tobacco. The Programme was initiated
in 2007; followed by a National Think Tank meeting on tackling cheap and illicit
tobacco in April 2008. A business case was submitted in November 2008 to access
funding from the DH. Implementation of the Programme commenced in 2009 with a
Work Planning meeting taking place in January 2009 and a Programme stakeholders
meeting in February 2009. The Programme brought together the regional offices for
tobacco control in the North West and North East (Smokefree North West and Fresh
Smokefree North East) and Smokefree Yorkshire and the Humber, to form a
partnership across the North of England region with key intelligence and
enforcement agencies (Trading Standards (TS) and their Scambuster teams, HMRC
and the UK Border Agency (UKBA), Police forces, the Serious and Organised
Crime Agency and the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPQO)). The
Programme proposed to achieve its aim through the implementation of various
activities which form the eight key objectives of the Programme:

1. Developing partnerships
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2. Engaging health care and community workers

3. Generating and sharing intelligence

4. ldentifying informal markets and planning preventive action
5. Delivering enforcements

6. Marketing and communications

7. Working with businesses

8. Assessing progress

The UK Centre for Tobacco Control Studies (UKCTCS) was commissioned by the
Programme to conduct its evaluation. This study formed part of the evaluation and
also allowed for an understanding of policy responses to the illicit tobacco trade.
This study adds a valuable piece of information to illicit tobacco literature as it
highlights significant work being undertaken to tackle illicit tobacco in the North of
England and explores the dynamics of a world-first multi-agency partnership to

tackle illicit tobacco and the difficulties faced in doing so.

5.5 Study aims
The evaluation of the Programme took a Theory of Change approach, defined as a
‘systematic and cumulative study of the links between activities, outcomes and
contexts of an initiative’ (Connell and Kubisch, 1998). Theory of Change places
great importance in stakeholders’ assumptions; therefore in-depth, semi-structured
interviews of key stakeholders in the Programme were carried out to get an overview
of their expectations and understanding of the Programme. Specifically, the
objectives of this study were to determine:

1. Stakeholders’ prior involvement with, and amount of time currently spent on,

illicit tobacco
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2. Expected impact, and anticipated problems, of the Programme at the
beginning of stakeholder involvement

3. The reasons for stakeholders becoming involved and expectations of the
Programme

4. Current knowledge of the Programme and its objectives and the role
stakeholders play within it

5. Stakeholders views on progress to date and how they think the Programme

should develop

5.6 Methods
The stakeholder interviews took place between November 17th and December 4th

2009.

5.6.1 Participants

It was recognised that the Programme had a large and varied number of stakeholders,
but that members of the Programme Governance Board (16 stakeholders) were
considered to be key and were therefore the focus of this evaluation. A list of
members of the Programme Governance Board was obtained from the North East

Regional Tobacco Policy Manager (RTPM) (Table 7.1).

Table 5.1: Details of key stakeholders and codes assigned to obtain anonymity

Stakeholders Assigned code
Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs National Enforcement Agencyl
Representative
Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs National Enforcement Agency?2
Representative
Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs National Enforcement Agency 3
Representative
Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs National Enforcement Agency 4
Representative
Regional Tobacco Policy Manager Healthl
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Regional Tobacco Policy Manager Health2

Regional Tobacco Policy Manager Health3

Trading Standards Lead Local Enforcement Agencyl
Trading Standards Lead Local Enforcement Agency2
Trading Standards Lead Local Enforcement Agency3
Trading Standards Lead Local Enforcement Agency4
Trading Standards Lead Local Enforcement Agency5
Interim North of England Programme Manager IPM

Marketing and Communication Consultant MCC1

Marketing and Communication Consultant MCC2

Marketing and Communication Consultant MCC3

Members of the Programme’s Governance Board (hereafter collectively referred to
as ‘key stakeholders’) were informed by the Programme evaluation team of the need
to interview them. Emails were sent to all key stakeholders to set dates for the
interviews and these were followed up by telephone contact if no reply to the email
was received. Between three and five days before the interview date, a reminder
email was sent to confirm dates and times of interviews. Four interviews were
carried out by Professor Ann McNeill (heading up the programme evaluation for the
UKCTCS and second supervisor for this PhD) and the remainder by the author of
this thesis. Eleven interviews were conducted face-to-face at the workplaces of the
stakeholders, four were conducted before and after a steering group meeting at

another venue; one of the interviews was conducted over the telephone.

5.6.2 Procedure

Semi-structured interviews were considered to be the best means of getting a rich
narrative of the key stakeholders’ understanding of the Programme and the factors
they see as important to the Programme’s success. Open-ended questions were
asked, with the aim of exploring the views, opinions and concerns of the key
stakeholders. These were followed by probe questions to get an in-depth
understanding of a particular subject matter (Ritchie and Lewis, 2005). Semi-

structured interviews such as these enable interviewees to talk about a particular area
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in detail and depth, allowing for more complex issues to be discussed and clarified
as the interviewer is able to probe areas suggested by the respondent’s answers and
to pick up on information that the interviewer had no prior knowledge of (Britten et

al., 1995).

All interviews were recorded using a standard digital audio recording device. On
average the interviews were 45 minutes long (range: 30-74 minutes). In some
instances the interview had to be prematurely curtailed because the interviewee had
other engagements. In one case the audio recorder stopped working half way through
the interview and so the interview was carried out again on the phone from where

the recording of the previous interview stopped.

5.6.3 Interview topic guide

The interview schedule (Appendix 6.1) was decided upon with the input of an expert
panel of academics from the UKCTCS who also contributed to the write-up of this
study. Their opinions were sought on the focus and length of the interview schedule
and the wording and layout of questions. The interview schedule focused on key
stakeholders’ perceptions of the programme at early involvement in the programme,
their knowledge and understanding of the programme, their roles within the
programme, and thoughts on the programme’s progress and finally stakeholders’
views on the future of the programme. One of the key stakeholders was leaving the
Programme prior to the development of the interview schedule and so had to be
interviewed without one. However, this unplanned interview covered most of the
key areas to be explored. This interview was not recorded; instead the interviewer
(McNeill) made notes of the discussions. Other interviews did not always follow the
set order of questions as shown in the interview schedule, nor were the wording of

questions the same for all interviewees. Some additional questions that occurred to
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the interviewer during the interview were asked and, if a topic was raised that was

previously unknown, this was explored further.

5.6.4 Data analysis

All interviews were transcribed and analysed using ‘Framework Analysis’ (Ritchie
and Spencer, 1994) by the author, without any assistance of qualitative analysis
software. First, the transcripts were examined to determine important core themes
based on a priori issues and emergent themes. These themes were then applied to
further transcripts in order to refine them and to pull together the key characteristics
of the data set as a whole. This was done by lifting data from their original context
and arranging them under the appropriate thematic reference (Indexing and
Charting). The various themes and issues observed from the interview data were
then mapped and interpreted according to issues raised by the interview schedule (a
priori issues) and those discovered from the interview process. This provided an
overall picture of the information gathered from the interviews. Analysis of the data
was primarily conducted by the author of this thesis and then second coded by
another researcher to enhance validity. The author of this thesis also went through
the coding of transcripts a second time in order to improve reliability. To maintain
anonymity, each participant was assigned a code according to the category of their

organisation. Quotes are placed were relevant in this thesis.

5.7 Findings

The analysis revealed five super-ordinate themes, partially influenced by the content
of the interview schedule, around which the perspectives of stakeholders were
arranged: general views on the Programme, partnership working, intelligence
generating and sharing; resourcing the Programme, the Programme’s evaluation and

concerns about the Programme. Each super-ordinate theme served as an umbrella for
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20 sub-themes and each sub-theme is elaborated further and clear illustrations from

the transcripts are presented.

5.7.1 General views on the Programme

Stakeholders were asked general questions about their thoughts and concerns about
the Programme, the Programme objectives and any perceived barriers to achieving
these. In addition, questions were asked regarding stakeholders feelings about the
programme aims, progress and the overall management of the Programme. Figure
5.1 outlines the 20 sub-themes that emerged from the interviews. These were

arranged over five super-ordinate themes.

5.7.1.1 Initial thoughts on the Programme
Stakeholders’ initial thoughts appeared to be divided into two distinct groups
(although both views were not mutually exclusive): that the Programme was exciting
and/or challenging. Illicit tobacco was viewed as a complex issue which needed to
be attended to and the Programme as an excellent opportunity to do this. This was an
important and new development as research carried out a few years ago in the North
East of England had previously shown that this wasn’t a priority (Heckler and
Russell, 2008).

‘Well, my early thoughts about doing something around illicit tobacco

was, it's about time, we need to tackle this issue’ (Healthl)

There was also excitement expressed about what multi-agency work could achieve
and what it could offer participating agencies and stakeholders.
‘Closer working was the big thing for me, I wanted to see how as

agencies we could share intelligence and see if we could benefit each
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other, that was what | was hoping | would get out of it really’ (National

Enforcement Agencyl)

Stakeholders also reported that their initial thoughts about the Programme included
concerns over the complexity of the issue and how challenging this made it.
‘My initial thoughts were that this was a very complex issue and that it
was a multi-agency and a multi-discipline approach that will be required
to resolve it. So a very complex problem that needed relatively complex
solutions which were driven by research and intelligence so that we are

all heading in the right direction’ (Local Enforcement Agency5)

There was evidence from stakeholders of far from complete engagement to the
Programme’s objectives at the outset (although later comments illustrated that
subsequently (i.e. as the Programme progressed) and they became aware of illicit
tobacco undermining the effect of an important policy lever (high tobacco price),
they did support the Programme in its entirety.
‘Very much on a personal level I used to have the view that why are
trading standards investing scarce resources in protecting the brands of
tobacco when the genuine products actually kill people. That was my
personal thought on the issue. It wasn't something that particularly got

me excited’ (Local Enforcement Agencyl)

5.7.1.2 Rationale for the Programme

The reasons for the development of the North of England illicit tobacco Programme
were cited as: the need to reduce smoking prevalence overall, the high prevalence of
illicit tobacco use amongst smokers in the region, illicit tobacco being an

international problem, a lack of information on illicit tobacco at the time and the
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need for a partnership in order to tackle illicit tobacco. Other reasons given were:

that no one in the health aspect was taking responsibility for illicit tobacco. It was

also not a priority and this needed to be addressed. Furthermore, previous attempts at

developing a partnership to tackle illicit tobacco had been unsuccessful.

‘So actually there has been some collaborative work done then but it was

collaborative without any joined up enforcement, without any

infrastructure behind it. In hindsight when | look back on it, it was

actually quite naive really’ (Health2)

Figure 5.2: Thematic framework

1. GENERAL VIEWS ON THE PROGRAMME

1.1 Initial thoughts on the Programme

1.2 Rationale for the Programme

1.3 Aims of the Programme and its potential
benefits

1.4 Relevance of the Programme’s objectives
to stakeholders

1.5 Thoughts on the overall management of the
Programme

1.6 Thoughts on the progress of the Programme
1.7 The Programme’s achievements thus far
1.8 Learning from the Programme

2. PARTNERSHIP WORKING

2.1 Effectiveness of the Programme’s partnership
2.2 Areas of difficulty in partnership working

2.3 Difficulty engaging other key stakeholders

3. INTELLIGENCE GENERATING AND
SHARING

3.1 Difficulties with intelligence sharing

3.2 Secure systems needed for intelligence sharing
3.3 Issues with the telephone reporting line

4. THE PROGRAMME’S RESOURCES
4.1 Resources for individual agencies in the
Programme

4.2 Limited resources a challenge to the
Programme

4.3 Beliefs on why illicit tobacco is cheap
4.4 Negative views on tobacco taxation

5. THE PROGRAMME’S EVALUATION
5.1 Measurement of Success
5.2 Key Performance Indicators
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5.7.1.3 Aims of the Programme and its potential benefits

Unsurprisingly, many stakeholders stated the Programme’s aim as reducing smoking
prevalence by causing a reduction in supply and demand of illicit tobacco, in line
with the specified aim of the Programme; however a few stakeholders geared this
towards young people and disadvantaged communities. This is significant as it
highlights the lack of clarity amongst stakeholders about what the Programme is

aiming to achieve and where their focus should lie.

Many stakeholders when asked to state the Programme’s aim mentioned both a
reduction in supply and demand of illicit tobacco, a few referred solely to supply,
although it’s possible that this was in the context of ongoing complex discussions at
the time of the interviews, on intelligence sharing in relation to sources of supply (an
issue discussed further below), which may therefore have been more top of mind.
This suggests a lack of consensus as to where the efforts of the Programme should
be focused whether supply, demand or both and an absence of good communication
within the members of the governance board.

‘Well the Programme aim is to reduce the supply of illicit tobacco so thus

reducing tobacco prevalence and tobacco consumption’ (MCC1)

Other Programme aims mentioned were: making illicit tobacco a priority (in key
organisations) and increasing awareness of illicit tobacco in the community. In
addition to increasing awareness of illicit other stakeholders thought the
Programme’s aim to be to make illicit tobacco less of a social norm and less
acceptable in the community. One stakeholder had a slightly different perspective in
suggesting that the key goal was to switch consumers’ use of illicit tobacco to licit
tobacco so that other tobacco control policies such as increasing price could then

have maximum effectiveness. This in all likelihood might be the main thrust of the
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programme, however only one stakeholder mentioned this when asked about the aim
of the programme. This suggests that although stakeholders are engaged with the
written statement of the programme’s aim each has their own personal understanding
of what the programme wants to achieve. There was also mention of the need for one
of the aims of the Programme to be long term sustainability through the laying down

now of an infrastructure that could see through the next decade.

Developing partnerships in terms of enforcement was stated as the aim of the
Programme by one stakeholder and again here the predominance of supply as a
focus is noticeable.
‘And I think it’s to build up an effective system whereby the 3 key
agencies Police, trading standards and HMRC in terms of enforcement
can be much more efficient and effective in how they share, analyse

intelligence and how they then do their enforcement activity’ (Health2)

One stakeholder stated the aim of the Programme as developing a mainstream
approach within local authorities in the tackling of illicit tobacco. Stakeholders also
highlighted some potential benefits of the Programme which included: changing
perceptions and priorities within agencies, keeping tobacco on the agenda, increasing
research in illicit tobacco, test of a marketing campaign and control of how law

enforcements works.

5.7.1.4 Relevance of the Programme’s objectives to stakeholders

The widespread acknowledgment of the importance of the Programme was
accompanied by an expressed view that all of the Programme’s objectives were
relevant to all of the partner organisations to some degree. However, there was also

evidence that some partner organisations had a particular focus which made some of
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the objectives more relevant to them than others. Moreover, as comments elsewhere
in this report indicate, and reflecting the discussion above about the balance between
supply and demand measures, there was some vagueness about what the key
priorities of the Programme should be. Therefore, although stakeholders were
engaged to the aims of the Programme, a few were unaware of their individual
objectives and were only engaged to the objectives specific to their agency’s roles.
The objective of working with businesses seemed low on the Programme agenda.

“If there is any one area that is perhaps less of a priority at the moment it

could be said to be the working with business one, because that is almost

like a sub priority” (Local Enforcement Agencyb)

There were a few stakeholders who found it difficult to remember the Programme’s

key objectives.

5.7.1.5 Thoughts on the overall management of the Programme
Stakeholders were asked to comment on the overall management of the Programme.
Most felt the Programme was professional and managed excellently. Stakeholders
attributed the good management of the Programme to the RTPMs’ dedication and
commitment, in terms of personal input and driving the Programme along.

“I think without their (RTPMS) personal input into this we wouldn’t be as

advanced as we currently are” (National Enforcement Agency3)

Stakeholders felt the Programme management became successful after the
Programme Governance Board was properly set up. At the time of the interviews,
the Interim Programme Manager (IPM) had just left and a new one yet to be
appointed. A few stakeholders highlighted the importance of a Programme manager

and the need to appoint one to oversee the Programme and be a single point of
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contact. The lack of an IPM might also have contributed to the view by a minority of
stakeholders at the time of the interviews that the Programme was demanding on
their time.
‘I think probably that | hoped that by this stage | would be able to step
back a little bit more and be less involved in day to day. Not that I will
step back completely, but just it wouldn’t be taking up so much of my

time’ (Health3)

Another solution to the demands of Programme management might lie in improving
administrative support, a weakness highlighted by one of the stakeholders. There
was recognition that engaging stakeholders on the ground (at an operational level)

was an important need in terms of managing the Programme’s work.

5.7.1.6 Thoughts on the progress of the Programme

Stakeholders felt the Programme was progressing well and on track, with a few

commenting on the progress already made.
‘[ think it’s going really well, as I said it’s now a number one priority on
trading standards agenda. On the enforcement side there is now more
than enough work at the moment so now we are having to prioritize’

(Local Enforcement Agency?2)

Stakeholders expressed the belief that the Programme was now at a critical
implementation stage. A few stakeholders, however, perceived that the Programme
was not progressing well due to various reasons, but a key stumbling block appeared
to be in relation to intelligence sharing (an issue discussed further in the findings)
and awaiting the Department of Health’s national marketing and communications

strategy.
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‘[...] and the issues of intelligence sharing, the progress has been
painfully slow and there’s still work to do with that. I think it’s too early
to say whether the Programme is on track to be honest’ (Local

Enforcement Agencyl)

This implies that stakeholders had differing expectations of success or progress and
slightly different views and emphasis on aspects of the Programme with a majority
focusing on supply and a few on demand. The Programme had tried to overcome
these differences between agencies in the planning of the Programme through the
identification of common ground and shared goals; however differences of
perception still emerged. Furthermore, each region appeared to be at different levels
of Programme development which suggests that maybe the Programme was too

ambitious to think it could be implemented across three regions.

5.7.1.7 The Programme’s achievements thus far
Stakeholders believed that the Programme had achieved some of its objectives at the
time of the interviews. In particular, stakeholders believed that the profile of illicit
tobacco had been raised amongst key stakeholders and was now a priority in some
organisations. As mentioned above, this is an important finding and demonstrates an
early success of the Programme. Stakeholders also believed that the Programme had
resulted in an increased awareness of illicit tobacco. Despite the perceived
difficulties in partnership working, many stakeholders believed that significant
strides forward had been made in this respect. Joint enforcement work was
specifically pointed out as a tangible result of developing these partnerships.
‘It has enabled quite a lot of joint working to take place in terms of
enforcement activities, now that’s really good’ (Local Enforcement

Agency3)
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One stakeholder stated that the Programme had achieved the development of an
information sharing protocol between the two agencies responsible for carrying out
enforcement activities. Another achievement mentioned was the fact that the
Programme had given a real direction on how to tackle illicit tobacco, which prior to
the Programme’s initiation was nonexistent.
‘Before illicit tobacco wasn’t really thought — well it was key within
people’s tobacco control strategies but nobody knew how to deliver on it.
So this is given us a real chance and guidance on how we can deliver on
that aspect around reducing tobacco consumption by reducing the supply
of illicit tobacco which undermines all the pricing that we push forward

with tobacco products’ (MCC1)

Getting resources into the enforcement agencies was mentioned as another

achievement of the Programme.

5.7.1.8 Learning from the Programme

Stakeholders were asked to discuss any lessons learnt from their involvement in the
Programme. Not surprisingly, stakeholders indicated that their knowledge on illicit
tobacco and the issues surrounding it had increased since being involved in the
Programme. Again, aspects of partnership working, in terms of increased awareness
and knowledge of other agencies and how they operate, were highlighted as learning
points. Stakeholders also mentioned other learning around partnership working in
terms of its benefits and how to work together when the organisations involved have
different cultures and goals to achieve. One stakeholder mentioned learning about
how good organisation and management of a Programme can impact on a very

complex issue.
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‘I think what | have learnt is that through good organisation and
managing the process in the way this process has been managed that we
can start to impact on an issue that is very complex. And so the way this
has been managed has been a good learning point for me’ (Local

Enforcement Agency5)

Other learning was around the complexity of the Programme, about engaging
central, regional and local governments and insight into the Programme’s target

audience.

5.7.2 Partnership working

One of the main themes of discussion was partnership working and some of the
findings relating to this have already been discussed. From the outset, partnership
working was identified as one of the key objectives through which the work of the
Programme would be delivered, but it was also raised as a potential barrier should
partners fail to work together effectively. Although key improvements were
perceived to have been made in how partners were working together and there was a
much greater understanding of the other agencies making up the partnerships, there
were ongoing concerns about the different priorities and approaches within the

agencies. These issues are explored further below.

5.7.2.1 Effectiveness of the Programme’s partnership

When asked directly whether they believed the multi-agency partnerships were
working, stakeholders’ views were mixed. A few stakeholders stated that the multi-
agency partnership was working well, but for others, this was only at the operational
level. Partnerships appeared to be built on existing personal relationships and

stakeholders voiced concerns about the sustainability of these in the absence of more
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formal structures.
‘But in order for me to be able to say the partnerships are working well
that needs to be happening in a fully officially sanctioned way, not just in
an ad hoc way. It needs to be systematised, it needs to be routine and
whoever steps in those shoes, it will carry on. Whereas I think it’s relying
to some extent on existing relationships at the moment and that will

change I'm sure’ (Health3)

Stakeholders expressed that partnerships worked well within the local areas and
regions, rather than perhaps across the North of England in general, indicating that
maybe the cross-regional approach to the partnership had not been successful.
However, one stakeholder did highlight the important fact that the strength of the
Programme was as much in the coordination across regions as it was in the

coordination between agencies within regions.

5.7.2.2 Areas of difficulty in partnership working
From early on in the Programme, stakeholders had concerns about partnership
working in terms of engaging stakeholders and encouraging different agencies with
different cultures, ways of working and priorities, to work together. This was also
difficult given there were three distinct regions involved, and the fact that at least
one agency had a national focus only.
‘Concerns of how we will get everybody committed to it, concerns of how
we will get it working across 3 regions, where each region is quite
different and may have different priorities and approaches things in

different ways’ (Health2)

Stakeholders from the start of the programme were aware of the challenges to be
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faced when forming a partnership between very different agencies. Whilst
acknowledging the importance of partnership working, the difficulties in doing this
were perceived as potential barriers to achieving the Programme’s objectives.
Different cultures and bureaucracies (including the need to consult within partner
organisations before committing to a particular course of action) were perceived as
possibly hindering intelligence sharing and prolonging decision making; although it
was recognised that these are complex partnerships working on complex issues.
There was also some concern about the partnership not necessarily being made up of
equal partners.

‘And yeah because HMRC, trading standards, health etc have a different

perspective sometimes it takes an awfully long time to reconcile or get an

agreement or as much content as you can on specific issues because it’s a

complex partnership and there are complex issues (MCC3)

Lack of trust was cited as a contributory factor but fundamental differences in
philosophies and ways of working were also highlighted. Within this recognition of
the roles and cultures of different organizations, the national enforcement agency in
particular was referred to as an organization with a very different structure and way
of working. Stakeholders from this organisation also recognized this but
nevertheless, expressed a commitment to making the partnership work.
‘Honestly, I've been in law enforcement 30 years, 35 years and you do
tend to, what we’ve done in the past is deal with our own priorities. You
do your own thing; you've got your own management silo if you like. We
really need to engage and talk to one another, because at the end of the
day we are all here for the same objective. Yeah it’s got to be the way
forward really. A single track approach doesn’t work. We couldn’t do it

on our own; we can’t do it on our own’ (National Enforcement Agencyl)
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Avoiding overlap (such as more than one agency responding to the same
intelligence) was identified as important in effective partnership working. It was also
apparent that the different agencies were striving to identify where their skills and
duties were, or could be, complementary.
‘I mean weve kind of agreed that our work is to deal very much with the
local work because that doesn’t tread on customs toes’. ‘So I think we 've
kind of agreed that trading standards can do that because we’ve got the
skills and we won’t be treading on their toes’ (Local Enforcement

Agency4)

5.7.2.3 Difficulty engaging other key stakeholders
Another aspect of partnership working was the need to engage other key
stakeholders in the Programme and a few stakeholders commented on the difficulties
faced in getting some of these key stakeholders on board. Stakeholders believed the
Police were not as involved in the Programme as they should be and highlighted the
need to engage them in the Programme’s implementation and governance structure.
The difficulty in engaging the Police was attributed to the autonomy of individual
Police forces and the lack of any appropriate regional structure. There was also the
belief that illicit tobacco was not a priority for the Police and whilst unlikely ever to
be a priority, there was still the need to engage them in the Programme’s work.
‘I think one of the things that has come out, which is something | knew,
but | think it’s probably that perhaps other partners i.e. non trading
standards in the Programme probably have too, is the fact that you are
never going to get the likes of Police to take illicit tobacco as a main role,
but what you can do is say to them there is someone out there who will

deal with it if you just tell them where it is’ (Local Enforcement Agency4)
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Nonetheless, the Police were viewed as a key stakeholder that needed to be engaged
with and there seems to be commitment to achieving this even though it has proved
difficult. The absence of such a key agency could mean that the chances of the

programme being successful are hampered.

Stakeholders also expressed some difficulty in getting some PCTs and Local
Authorities (LAS) to engage in the Programme, and this was very dependent on their
engagement with tobacco control in general; although some PCTs were perceived to
believe illicit tobacco did not fall within their remit. This is therefore a key role for
the local alliances involved in the Programme. The lack of local representation in
terms of local alliance partners on the Governance Board may mean that the local
voice and concerns are likely to have less weight or not be clearly understood. The
sheer number of PCTs and LAs within regions was also identified as a problem, and
the personal interest and commitment of individuals in these organisations were
often felt to be the key factor as to whether they became involved or not.

‘The biggest challenge is getting the chief execs of the PCTs to commit to

this initiative because they do not see illicit tobacco as a remit of health,

they say it is just a local authority problem’ (Health1)

Although most references to partnership working alluded to the relationship between
individual agencies and how they worked together, most also engaged with other
existing partnerships; most notably the tobacco control alliances, which were seen as
important allies and partners in the Programme. One stakeholder however, stated
that their organisation did not have the resources to be represented at the tobacco
control alliance meetings.

‘I made it clear that we could not possibly resource the tobacco
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Smokefree alliances. It’s completely unmanageable for us to take part in

all of the smoking alliances’ (National Enforcement Agency3)

5.7.3 Intelligence generating and sharing
Another key theme, related to partnership working, which permeated the interviews
was that of intelligence sharing, and this was felt by many to be a stumbling block

hindering greater progress being made.

5.7.3.1 Difficulties with intelligence sharing
There were various concerns with regards to intelligence sharing and it being a
potential challenge to accomplishing the objectives of the Programme. Stakeholders
expressed a willingness to share some intelligence, although the rules and
frameworks within individual agencies often precluded the sharing of all
intelligence. In general, the national enforcement agency was perceived to be
unwilling to share intelligence generated by the Programme, a point which was
acknowledged by this agency; however there also seemed to be a perception of a
lack of willingness at a senior level to resolve the problem.
‘We are not going to share all the intelligence, because as with my
previous answer we can’t. But the low level stuff I have no problem

whatsoever’ (National Enforcement Agency4)

The difficulties with intelligence sharing within the national enforcement agency
were reported to be largely historical as previously any information sharing had been
done only in a very controlled fashion. There was a recognition that not all
intelligence was currently being acted on but new measures had been put in place to
deal with this. There were also concerns about the dangers of the same piece of

intelligence being acted on by two different agencies in different ways, a problem
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alluded to earlier.
‘[...] because actually they get a lot of information about a lot of
premises. | can think of at least 2 premises in [...] that we’ve dealt with
where someone has come back to us and said | passed this information to
customs 3/6 months ago and the bloke is still selling the stuff can you do

something about it?’ (Local Enforcement Agency4)

In recognition of some of the difficulties with intelligence sharing and subsequent
actions, it was suggested that local issues could be dealt with by the local
enforcement agency, and the national enforcement agency can then look further
upstream. If implemented this would be useful learning from a failed process in

order to achieve the desired outcome.

5.7.3.2 Secure systems needed for intelligence sharing
The sensitivity and security of intelligence being generated was believed to be of
paramount importance, particularly by the national enforcement agency. It was
therefore perceived that new secure legal mechanisms would be needed to allow
intelligence to be shared effectively. Stakeholders alluded to the initiation of an
intelligence sharing pilot in the North of England and it was hoped that if successful
this would result in future effective information sharing.
‘We are going to initiate a trial in the North, which is all hotline calls
going into a national coordination unit and the hotline, they will try to
disseminate all the tobacco stuff out. And that will then be routed through
to our trading standards opposite numbers and our law enforcement

coordinators’ (National Enforcement Agencyl)
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5.7.3.3 Issues with the telephone reporting line

At the time of the interviews, the role of a telephone reporting line was being

discussed and this was reflected in the stakeholder interviewers. Stakeholders

expressed concerns about the appropriateness of this reporting line for capturing

intelligence generated by the Programme.
‘One of the primary aims has been driving traffic to the hotline and
getting people to report. And I do think that in terms of raising awareness
and changing attitudes, that what we need to do is not necessarily about
calling the hotline. It might be about speaking out within your
community. It might be about changing, obviously people beginning to
change their buying behaviour. So I don’t think that reporting to the

hotline is necessarily the best measure of success’ (Health3)

There was the notion that the reporting line was not user friendly and so there might
be barriers for people reporting illicit tobacco sales. There was also concern amongst
stakeholders that intelligence generated via the reporting line may not be fed back to
the other agencies involved in the Programme. It would then be hard for partners in
the Programme to encourage their colleagues to promote this hotline, if there was no
guarantee that the intelligence generated will be shared.
‘If we go down the route of actively publicising this issue and actively
seeking information, if that information then goes into the revenue and
customs system and then doesn’t find its way to us then we will lose the
confidence of the people that are supplying that information. And if we
lose their confidence that would have impacts in a number of other ways

as well’ (Local Enforcement Agency5)

One stakeholder indicated the need for a contingency plan in case the intelligence
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sharing way of working was not successful.
‘The intelligence sharing, that really does need..., | think there needs to
be a plan B in operation because as we've already mentioned that is
going to make or break the Programme. There’s been a huge emphasis
on going down one route and trying to make that work which is good and
| admire the commitment of those that are doing that. But ultimately if
that doesn’t deliver I feel that there needs to be a contingency plan in

place to address that’ (Local Enforcement Agencyl)

There was the acknowledgement amongst stakeholders that the success of the

Programme hinged on intelligence sharing taking place efficaciously.

5.7.4 The Programme’s resources
Another key theme which emerged from the interviews was around the resourcing of

the Programme.

5.7.4.1 Resources for individual agencies in the Programme

Stakeholders expressed concerns, and some confusion, about how the funding had

been allocated and then apportioned and the outputs emanating from this provision

of funding. This was particularly a concern of the national enforcement agency.
‘A lot of funding for example has gone into trading standards. And
therefore there are a lot more resources put into things like marketing
and putting more bums on seats basically and getting more staff engaged
in tobacco whereas me for example again I've only got 20 people.
There’s been no extra funding for us in terms of what intelligence we put
in. More resources would take the squeeze out of everything because at

the moment I'm squeezed and it would certainly help me if | had more
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resources as always I could direct more time to it, yes’ (National

Enforcement Agencyl)

5.7.4.2 Limited resources a challenge to the Programme
When asked to indicate any barriers or challenges to the Programme achieving its
objectives, stakeholders cited issues around resources. In particular, there were
concerns around insufficient funding being made available to certain aspects of the
Programme; for instance dealing with the increased volume of intelligence generated
from the telephone reporting line. This was supported by a concern expressed by one
stakeholder of the need for more resources to fund more staff if enforcement efforts
were successful.
‘Some of the barriers could well be that enforcement goes well with this
team and they actually say we actually need 2 more people and where are

we going to find the money for that’ (Health2)

Stakeholders expressed concern about the limited budget of the Programme and
whether the Programme’s funding could cover its cost, in particular the budget
needed to raise the profile of illicit tobacco across the region, and what would
happen when funds ran out.

‘I suppose my biggest concern is about sustainability and what is going

to happen with funding streams for next year’ (Health3)

Time was seen as another limited resource. The draws on stakeholers’ time,
particularly in relation to managing the Programme, were highlighted. Other
stakeholders also pointed out that there were not enough dedicated staff and
therefore they had needed to put their own personal time into the Programme.

‘To be honest I..., the long and tall of it is that | do other work at home
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and in my own time which kind of compensates for spending a day at the

governance board and things like that’ (Local Enforcement Agencyl)

Another key factor raised was ensuring that individual agencies involved in the
partnership benefited from the Programme; particularly in the absence of new
resources as otherwise it would be difficult to justify their continued involvement. In
2009, the new coalition government announced cuts to the NHS and a disbandment
of regional tobacco offices. This undoubtedly would result in further challenges to

be faced by the Programme in terms of resources monetary terms and otherwise.

5.7.5 The Programme’s evaluation

Evaluation of the Programme was another theme that emerged in discussions with
key stakeholders. The Programme’s evaluation focuses on process measures
(identification of projects or sub-projects that worked well and those that did not as
part of learning for future development of the programme) as well as long term
outcome measures. The issues uncovered from the interviews under evaluation could
be divided into two main points; how the success of the Programme would be

measured and the key performance indicators (KPIs).

5.7.5.1 Measurement of Success
Issues discussed included how any reduction in smoking prevalence would be
measured and could be attributed to the North of England Programme as well as
what measures, demand and/or supply, best constitutes success. Despite some of the
predominance of comments on supply issues, here stakeholders commented on the
importance of reducing demand and smoking behaviour.

‘People tend to focus very much on sort of the quantitative type

indicators; you want more intelligence, more seizures, more
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prosecutions’. No we don’t. We want more people to stop buying illicit
tobacco. You cannot continue to invest huge amounts in enforcement
activities, that’s why your performance indicators cannot all be quantity
ones, you have to look for a shift in public behaviour’ (National

Enforcement Agency3)

Stakeholders reported that other external factors that may affect the Programme’s
success but were not under the control of the Programme needed to be taken into
account. There was also the view that success could also mean diverting resources
away from illicit tobacco.
‘And one of the obstacles will be, if we are performing very well on
tobacco, not as well on alcohol and oils, then they will prioritize alcohol

and oils ahead of tobacco’ (National Enforcement Agencyl)

5.7.5.2 Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)
At the time of the interviews, the Governance Board had developed draft KPIs which
were being discussed with the evaluation team. Stakeholders discussed the
difficulties in developing the KPlIs.

‘I think some of the tricky things we are going to have to bottom out are

the KPIs, because we are not all on the same page on that, that’s quite

clear’ (Health2)

There was the mention of delays in developing the KPIs as it was believed that these
should have been decided upon at an earlier stage in the Programme. Additionally,
there was some concern expressed over the KPIs being focused on outputs rather
than outcomes. Evaluation of the extent to which the Programme achieves its aims is

rather difficult to determine. A complex issue such as illicit tobacco requires
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complex and varying methods to stand a chance of success and these methods can be
difficult to measure when evaluating the Programme. In addition, consideration has
to be given to other activities taking place at the same time as the implementation of

the Programme.

5.8 Discussion

The North of England Illicit Tobacco Programme is the first of its kind aimed at
limiting the supply of and demand for illicit tobacco in the region by developing a
partnership between health, law enforcement agencies and marketing and
communications professionals. These interviews, with key stakeholders were carried
out at a relatively early stage in the Programme’s implementation. Although we have
reported different perspectives of stakeholders which in itself are not outcome
measures, it does highlight some process issues that need to be addressed and be

learnt from.

Overall, the Programme was seen as exciting and challenging, and as an important
vehicle for addressing illicit tobacco. Stakeholders understood the Programme’s
aims and objectives, although a majority focused more on the supply issues rather
than both supply and demand as outlined in the Programme’s aim. This might have
reflected the stage of development of the Programme at that time, as complex
discussions were ongoing around intelligence sharing in relation to sources of
supply. The multi-agency partnership behind the Programme was seen as having
great potential to tackle the issues raised by illicit tobacco. Some achievements of
the programme mentioned by stakeholders included: increased awareness around
illicit tobacco trade, joint enforcement work, development of an information sharing

protocol and getting resources into some agencies.
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Partnership studies indicate that building effective partnerships is time-consuming,
resource intensive and very difficult (Wandersman et al., 1997; Cheadle et al.,1997;
Fawcett et al., 1997). The success of the Programme hinges on this partnership being
successful and unsurprisingly partnership working was a recurring theme in the
interviews. Stakeholders acknowledged that significant strides had been made in
relation to working with partners, and in particular there was greater understanding
of the roles of the different agencies involved in the Programme. The Programme
appeared to be progressing well in developing a shared vision and objectives, an
understanding of the added value of working in partnership and a commitment to do
so. However, concerns were raised about the lack of trust between the different
agencies, their different philosophies and ways of working, which could hinder
further progress. . Lack of trust could be a barrier to effective partnership and may
lead to difficulties in the partnership (Powell et al., 1996; Boddy et al., 1998; Ring
and Van De Ven, 1994). Nevertheless, stakeholders expressed a strong commitment
to making the partnership work and were striving to identify areas where their skills
were complementary to enhance working relationships. There were concerns that
partnerships appeared to be built on existing personal relationships and might not be
sustainable in the absence of more formal structures. According to stakeholders,
there had been difficulty engaging a few stakeholders who were not represented on
the Governance Board, such as the police forces. Efforts were currently focused on

engaging these agencies as well as involving local partnerships in the Programme.

The nature of illicit tobacco poses particular challenges for this multi-agency
partnership due to its connections with organized criminal activities. In order to
tackle the supply of illicit tobacco, individuals in the communities need to be aware
that the sale of illicit tobacco is illegal and therefore encouraged to report such

activity to the local or national law enforcement agencies. However, how do you
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develop a user friendly reporting system and how do you appropriately anonymise
this information but enable local geographical information to be obtained?
Furthermore, how do you share this intelligence with partner organisations securely
and in a way that doesn’t alert criminals? These were a few of the challenges faced
with sharing of intelligence generated by the programme, with most of the concerns
expressed by stakeholders being about the unwillingness of the national enforcement
agency to share intelligence generated by the programme with other enforcement
partners. At the time of the interviews the key mechanism for this was being
negotiated and this may have therefore had an undue influence on key stakeholders’
views and perhaps also explained why comments focused on controlling supply,
rather than demand. Nevertheless, appropriate and efficient intelligence sharing was
seen to be essential to the success of the Programme and therefore a fundamental

issue needing to be resolved in the immediate future.

Concerns were expressed about limited resources, in terms of money, time and
people. In addition, there were concerns with regards to how the Programme was to
be evaluated in the future and how any reduction in smoking prevalence could be
attributed to the Programme. This is warranted as the difficulty in evaluating a
programme aimed at reducing smoking prevalence has been highlighted (Wakefield
and Chaloupka, 2000). As the Programme could not be expected to have an impact
on smoking prevalence during the evaluation period due to the delays in publication
of prevalence data; indicators to assess supply and demand factors needed were the

focus of the Programme’s evaluation.

There were some limitations in this study. Firstly, like all qualitative studies the
findings of this study cannot be generalised. Secondly, stakeholders may have been

aware that the interview findings will be presented to the programme committee and
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so may have perceived the interviews as a vehicle to verbalize their particular views
or agenda. Thirdly, stakeholders may not have been representative of their particular
organisation and the views of their colleagues may have differed but this is a
common limitation with all qualitative research involving professionals. Lastly, this
study only measures stakeholder perspectives on the Programme and not outcomes

of the Programme.

5.9 Conclusion

In the tackling of illicit tobacco it is evident that success cannot be achieved by one
agency working alone (HMRC, 2008) but rather by the combining of expertise and
resources of various agencies and so the partnership to tackle illicit tobacco in the
North of England is paving the way and setting an example for other regions to
follow suit. Finally, the North of England programme may have a high likelihood of
success, seeing significant effects on the illicit tobacco trade if trust between partners
is built resulting in shared knowledge and greater community involvement in the

Programme’s work.

151

——
| —



CHAPTER 6

THE USE OF ILLICIT TOBACCO IN ENGLAND: A NATIONAL SURVEY

OF ENGLISH SMOKERS IN 2007-8 AND 2010-11

6.1 Introduction

Between 2007-8 and 2011, cigarette smoking prevalence in England decreased from
24.1% to 20.6% (West and Brown, 2011). This decrease was potentially due to the
various tobacco control initiatives implemented during the same period of time
which were intended to influence smokers’ purchasing behaviour. In so doing, these
initiatives may have affected the demand (driven by fewer purchases) and supply
(driven by fewer sources) of illicit tobacco. These initiatives included the ban on
smoking in indoor public places and workplaces, implemented in July 2007 (UK
Parliament, 2011). In addition, in 2009 Her Majesty’s Revenue and Customs
(HMRC) announced the beginning of a partnership with the UK Border Agency
(UKBA) to implement a joint strategic approach to tackling the trade in illicit
tobacco products (HMRC, 2009). HMRC and UKBA renewed this strategy in April
2011 to include stronger supply chain controls, increased seizures and the tackling

demand for illicit tobacco products (HMRC, 2011a).

In the UK, the only routinely collected data on illicit tobacco use are collated by
HMRC. During the period of data collection for the current study (2007-8 to 2010-
11), HMRC data collection reported a reduction in illicit tobacco use from 21% to
10% of cigarettes and 73% to 46% of ‘hand rolled’ (RYO) tobacco since 2000
(HMRC, 2011c). These estimates are derived indirectly by using total tobacco
consumption (adapted from the national survey self-reported consumption figures)

and subtracting legitimate consumption (adapted from returns to HMRC on volume
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sold and monies received from tobacco sales); leaving a residual that is assumed to
be the illicit market share (HMRC, 2011b). This data is limited in that it does not
provide a breakdown of illicit tobacco market share estimates for England. In
addition, HMRC estimates are not current as they rely on the General Lifestyle

Survey (GLS) which only becomes available a year after the survey period.

This study aimed to address the lack of information on England specifically. The
data collection methodology applied takes a different approach and directly asks
smokers to state their sources of tobacco or cigarette purchase. This method of
surveying English smokers provides more timely estimates as data are collected and

available on a monthly basis, rather than yearly.

Ilicit tobacco trade is driven by supply and demand, but policies implemented to
tackle this trade are mainly focused on reducing the supply of illicit tobacco (see
Chapter 3). Based on the data described above, this study aimed to determine
whether smokers have multiple sources through which they access cheap tobacco.
This will give an indication of how readily available cheap illicit tobacco is in

smokers’ communities, a contributor to/indicator of the extent of illicit tobacco use.

Although the supply of tobacco is the main focus for policies, it is important to
address both drivers of the market in order to combat this illegal market effectively.
As the demand for illicit tobacco is also of great significance, this study aimed to
determine which smokers are most likely to purchase illicit tobacco. A better
understanding of which socio-demographic and smoking factors are associated with
reports of illicit tobacco use will not only allow for a better understanding of who is
purchasing illicit tobacco products, but can also inform targeted policies and

campaigns aimed at deterring illicit tobacco purchase. Several studies have reported
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that socio-economic factors such as being male, under age 35, poorly educated, in
receipt of low income, from a deprived background and having higher levels of
addiction were all significantly associated with illicit tobacco purchase (Lee and
Chen, 2006; Lee et al., 2009; Taylor et al., 2005; Tsai et al., 2003; Heydari et al.,
2010; Callaghan et al., 2010). It has also been reported that young smokers,
particularly the student population, are more likely to smoke smuggled cigarettes

(Chen et al., 2010).

In addition to estimating illicit tobacco prevalence and assessing the determining
factors for illicit tobacco purchase, this study also measured the proportion of
smokers’ total tobacco consumption that was illicit. This is of particular interest as it
contributes to the accurate estimation of illicit tobacco use. For instance, a survey of
smokers in the North of England reported that, although the prevalence of illicit
tobacco use declined from 20% to 18% between 2009 and 2011, the proportion of
tobacco product purchases which were illicit remained at similar levels (36% in
2009, 35% in 2011) (NEMS, 2011). This indicates that although fewer people
reported illicit tobacco purchase in 2011, the proportion of their tobacco
consumption that is illicit remained largely unchanged or increased. This suggests
that policies may have impacted upon demand (reducing the number of people
purchasing illicit tobacco, although not consumption) but not supply (access to illicit

tobacco).

Smokers who engage in illicit tobacco purchase may not be fully knowledgeable
about the illicit tobacco trade. This lack of knowledge is also assessed in this study
as it may negatively impact on the effectiveness of policies aimed at reducing the
demand for illicit tobacco, and determine whether there is a need for greater

awareness raising with regards to the illicit tobacco trade.
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6.2 Study aims

The aim of this study was to explore the self-reported purchasing behaviour of

smokers who reported illicit tobacco use in England in 2007-08 and 2010-11. This

study had the following objectives:

1. Determine the prevalence of illicit tobacco use in 2007-8 and 2010-11 in
England.

2. Determine the characteristics associated with self-reported illicit tobacco use
among current smokers in England and whether these changed between 2007-8
and 2010-11.

3. Determine the proportion of illicit tobacco users’ total tobacco consumption that
was reported as illicit and whether this change over time.

4. Determine many illicit sources were reportedly used by smokers’ and whether
this changed between 2007-8 and 2010-11.

5. Determine why smokers believed the cigarettes or tobacco they purchased was so

cheap.

6.3 Methods
6.3.1 Study design and sampling

Data for this study were collected in the Smoking Toolkit Study (STS)

(www.smokingineng land.info) in December and March to May 2008 and from
December 2010 to May 2011 (see Chapter 4 for detailed methodology). There is a
cost to adding questions to the STS. In 2008 questions on sources of tobacco and
cigarette purchase were funded by the charity Action on Smoking and Health (ASH);
however funding constraints prevented the same questions from being included in
the STS in January and February 2008. In 2010-11 data collection was funded by
Cancer Research UK and these budget constraints were not present. It was therefore

important that we collected data during these months in order to capture any effects
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of New Year and the lead up to annual budget on smokers’ purchasing behaviour.

Survey participants were drawn from aggregated output areas (containing 300
households) across all nine regions of England. These areas were stratified by
ACORN (A Classification of Residential Neighbourhoods) characteristics (an
established geo-demographic analysis of the population

(http://www.caci.co.uk/acorn/acornmap.asp)) and region, and then randomly

selected to be included in an interviewer’s list. This approach to profiling ensures an

appropriate mix of areas by socio-economic group.

6.3.2 Measures

Participants were eligible for inclusion in the current study if classified as current
smokers. This was assessed by asking participants: ‘Which of the following best
applies to you? — | smoke cigarettes (including hand-rolled) every day; | smoke
cigarettes (including hand-rolled), but not every day; | do not smoke cigarettes at all,
but 1 do smoke tobacco of some kind (for example:- pipe or cigar); | have stopped
smoking completely in the last year; | stopped smoking completely more than a year
ago; I have never been a smoker (i.e. smoked for a year or more); Don’t Know.
Those who reported smoking cigarettes (including hand-rolled) every day or smoked
but not every day were categorised as current smokers and included in the current

study.

The STS questionnaire (Appendix 6.1) collected data on socio-demographic
characteristics including gender, age and socio-economic status. Social status was
categorised as follows: AB = higher and intermediate professional/managerial, C1 =
supervisory, clerical, junior managerial administrative/ professional, C2 = skilled

manual workers, D = semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers and E = on state
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benefit, unemployed, lowest grade workers. The Heaviness of Smoking Index (HSI)
which combines scores on cigarette consumption per day and time to first cigarette

of the day was used as a measure of tobacco dependence (Kozlowski et al., 1994).

Ilicit tobacco purchase was the primary outcome measure and was assessed by
asking participants - ‘In the last 6 months, have you bought any cigarettes or hand
rolled tobacco from any of the following?: newsagent\off licence\corner-shop, petrol
garage shop, supermarket, cash and carry, internet, pub (behind the bar), pub
(vending machine), pub (somebody who comes round selling cigarettes cheap),
people who sell cheap cigarettes on the street, people in the local area who are a
ready supply of cheap cigarettes, buy them cheap from friends, buy them from
abroad and bring them back with me, other, have not bought any in the last 6 months
and don’t know. Illicit tobacco purchases from pubs, personal foreign holidays,
family or friends, cross border shopping and individuals selling cigarettes and
tobacco at local market, door to door or just in the streets; have been documented in
other studies as sources of illicit tobacco (Wiltshire et al. 2001; Joossens et al.,
2012). Therefore participants who reported purchasing cheap tobacco from
individuals that sell cheap cigarettes in the pubs, those that sell cheap cigarettes on
the street, persons that are trusted sources of cheap cigarettes in the local area and
buying cheap cigarettes from friends were classified as purchasing illicit tobacco.
The purchase of cheap tobacco from friends could be viewed as ambiguous as
participants could have obtained duty-paid cigarettes off friends for less than full
price. However, users of illicit tobacco often source this cheap tobacco through
social networks that may include work colleagues or neighbours who can be viewed

as friends therefore this category was assumed to be illicit (NEMS, 2009).

Participants’ purchasing behaviours were classified into 3 groups (duty-paid (DP)
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only, DP and illicit tobacco and illicit tobacco only) to get a true measure of
smokers’ type of tobacco purchase. All participants were asked ‘Thinking of all the
cigarettes or hand rolled tobacco you have bought in the last 6 months, apart from
what you bought abroad yourself, roughly how much of it would you say you got
cheap? That is, how much of it did you pay less than standard shop prices for?
Participants were able to respond with “up to a quarter’, “‘more than a quarter - up to
a half’, ‘more than a half - up to three quarters’, ‘more than three quarters’, ‘don’t
know’ or none. Finally the questionnaire asked participants to state the reason they

believed this tobacco was much cheaper than that sold in shops.

6.3.3 Statistical analysis

Data were analysed using SPSS 21.0. Prevalence data were analysed using
descriptive statistics. To make prevalence data estimates representative of the
English population these data were weighted using the rim (marginal) weighting
technique. This is an iterative sequence of weighting adjustments whereby separate
nationally representative target profiles were set based on the 2001 census (for
gender, working status, prevalence of children in the household, age, social status
and region) and the process repeated until all variables match the specified targets

(Fidler et al., 2011).

The assumption of ‘normality’ required for ANOVA analysis was assessed using the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistic. Cigarette consumption was found to be
statistically non — normal among those reporting purchases from DP sources only,
illicit sources only and DP and illicit sources. Kruskal-Wallis tests were therefore
applied to assess differences in cigarette consumption. Chi-squared analysis was
used to test group differences for categorical variables. Finally, to assess associations

between socio-demographic variables, smoking characteristics and illicit tobacco
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purchase, forced entry logistic regression analyses were conducted. Statistical

significance was set at p<0.05.

6.3.4 Ethical approval
Ethical approval was granted by the University College London Research Ethics

Committee.

6.4 Results

A total of 6,895 participants were surveyed in December 2007 and March to May
2008, of which 1,595 (23%) were current smokers. From December 2010 to May
2011, 12,302 participants were surveyed and 2,774 (22.5%) were current smokers.
Participants classified as current smokers who responded ‘none’, ‘don’t know’ or
‘other’ (mostly repetitions of answers already given or answers were not legible) to
the question on the source of tobacco purchase were excluded (n=43 in 2007-8;
n=120 in 2010-11). Table 6.1 shows the socio-demographic and smoking

characteristics of participants split according to sources of tobacco purchases.

6.4.1 Prevalence of illicit tobacco use

Twenty per cent (n=290, 95%Confidence Interval (Cl) 17.6-21.7) of current
smokers in 2007-8 reported purchasing tobacco from illicit sources. This decreased
to four percent in 2010-11 (n=98, CI 3.2-4.8). More males than females reported
exclusive illicit tobacco use in 2007-8 (y2 = 19.23 (df (degrees of freedom) 1,

p<0.001) and 2010-11 (x2= 15.50 (df 1), p<0.001).

Exclusive illicit tobacco users smoked on average 15.8 (Standard deviation (SD) =
9.67) cigarettes per day in 2007-8, whereas exclusive duty-paid tobacco users

smoked 12.7 (SD = 8.6) per day (F (df 2, 1440) = 14.87, p<0.001). Similarly, in
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2010-11 the mean (SD) daily cigarette consumption for exclusive illicit tobacco
users was 16.1(9.8) and 12.2 (8.1) for exclusive duty-paid tobacco users (F (df 2,
2350) = 6.89, p=0.001). The majority of smokers reporting exclusive illicit tobacco
purchase smoked RYO tobacco exclusively in 2007-8 (75%, n = 39) (y2 = 125.39 (df
4), p<0.001) and 2010-11 (80.6%, n = 29) (y2 = 72.45 (df 4), p<0.001). Exclusive
illicit tobacco purchase was also mostly reported by smokers from lower socio-
economic groups in 2007-8 (x2 = 33.65 (df 8), p<0.001) and 2010-11 (32 = 23.60 (df

8), p=0.003).

There were regional variations in reports of illicit tobacco purchase at both time
points (Table 6.2). Illicit tobacco trade appeared to be more concentrated in the
North West of England in 2007-8, with 24.5% (n=13; CI 22.3 — 26.7) of exclusive
illicit tobacco use and 18.2% (n=36; Cl 16.2 — 20.2) of non-exclusive use made up of
smokers in this region. In 2010-11, the East of England had the highest
concentration of exclusive illicit tobacco users (25.0%; n=10, Cl 23.3 — 26.7);
whereas the South West (18.6%; n=11, ClI 17.1 — 20.2) and North West (16.9%, n =
10, Cl 15.4 — 18.4) accounted for the highest proportion of non-exclusive illicit
tobacco purchase (Table 6.2). These regional differences in reported illicit tobacco
use although significant in 2007-8 (x2 = 28. 97 (df16); p = 0.024) were not in 2010-
11 (2 = 21. 14 (df 16); p = 0.173). Although these regional differences are of
interest, the numbers reported here are small and the STS is not powered to detect

regional differences.
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Table 6.1: Socio-demographic and smoking characteristics as a function of type of

tobacco
2007-8 2010-11

Total Ilicit tobacco DP tobacco DP and illicit p value Total Ilicit tobacco DP tobacco DP and illicit  p value

(n=1470) only (n=55) only (n=1180) (n=235) (n=2424) only (n=40) only (n=2326) (n=58)
Age, (years) % (n) p<0.001 p=0.018
16-24 21.2(311) 10.9(6) 19.5(230) 32.1(75) 19.4(470) 10.9(4) 19.1(444) 37.9(22)
25-34 18.4(271) 14.5(8) 18.6(219) 18.8(44) 20.4(495) 15.0(6) 20.7(481) 13.8(8)
35-44 22.3(328) 14.5(8) 22.4(264) 23.9(56) 19.3(467) 22.5(9) 19.4(452) 10.3(6)
45-54 17.0(249) 25.5(14) 16.9(199) 15.4(36) 17.8(431) 20.0(8) 17.8(414) 15.5(9)
55-64 11.8(174) 23.6(13) 12.4(146) 6.4(15) 13.8(334) 15.0(6) 13.7(318) 17.2(10)
65+ 9.3 (136) 10.9(6) 10.3(122) 3.4(8) 9.3(226) 17.5(7) 9.3(216) 5.2(3)
Gender, % (n) p<0.001 p<0.001
Male 50.9 (748) 61.8 (34) 48.1(567) 62.6(147) 54.0(1309) 65.0(26) 53.2(1238) 77.6(45)
Female 49.1 (722) 38.2(21) 51.9(613) 37.4(88) 46.0(1115) 35.0(14) 46.8(1088) 22.4(13)
Social status, % (n) p<0.001 p=0.003
AB 15.4(227) 10.9(6) 17.2(203) 7.7(18) 15.4(374) 0(0) 15.8(367) 12.3(7)
C1 24.1(354) 5.5(3) 25.1(297) 23.1(54) 26.5(643) 10.3(4) 26.8(623) 28.1(16)
c2 25.5(375) 27.3(15) 24.2(286) 31.6(74) 24.1(583) 30.8(12) 24.2(563) 14.0(8)
D 21.6(317) 35.4(19) 20.5(242) 23.9(56) 20.0(485) 35.9(14) 19.6(456) 26.3(15)
E 13.4(197) 21.8(12) 13.0(153) 13.7(32) 13.9(337) 23.1(9) 13.6(317) 19.3(11)
Type of Tobacco smoked, % (n) p<0.001 p<0.001
Cigarettes 65.2(883) 21.2(11) 70.8(762) 48.7(110) 60.2(1191) 16.7(6) 61.9(1172) 26.5(13)
Cigarettes & RYO 9.6(130) 3.8(2) 7.5(81) 20.8(47) 6.2(123) 2.8(1) 5.9(111) 22.4(11)
RYO only 25.2(341) 75.0(39) 21.7(233) 30.5(69) 33.6(664) 80.6(29) 32.2(610) 51.0(25)
Cigarettes per day (CPD), mean (sd) 13.4(8.75) 15.8(9.67) 12.7(8.6) 15.9(8.8) p<0.001 12.3(8.2) 16.1(9.8) 12.2(8.1) 14.7(9.9) p=0.001
Time to first cigarette,% (n) p=0.002 p=0.225
>61 minutes 19.0(280) 7.3(4) 19.7(233) 18.3(43) 28.7(696) 20.0(8) 28.9(672) 27.6(16)
31-60 minutes 29.1(428) 20.0(11) 31.2(368) 20.9(49) 19.6(475) 12.5(5) 19.8(461) 15.5(9)
6-30 minutes 31.4(462) 40.0(22) 30.1(355) 36.2(85) 31.4(762) 32.5(13) 31.5(732) 29.3(17)
<5 minutes 20.3(299) 32.7(18) 18.9(223) 24.7(58) 19.6 (474) 32.5(13) 19.1(445) 27.6(16)

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; n = Number, sd = Standard Deviation; RYO = ‘roll your
own’ tobacco; DP = Duty paid; Social Status categories: AB =

higher and intermediate

professional/managerial, C1 = supervisory, clerical, junior managerial administrative/ professional, C2
= skilled manual workers, D = semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers and E = on state benefit,
unemployed, lowest grade worker
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Table 6.2: Reported purchase of illicit and duty-paid tobacco and cigarettes by

English region in 2007-8 and 2010-11

2007-8 %(n)

2010-11 %(n)

Ilicit tobacco DP and illicit DP only Ilicit DP and illicit DP only
only tobacco tobacco only tobacco
North East 3.8 (2) 6.8 (16) 5.2 (62) 7.5 (3) 10.2 (6) 6.0 (139)
North West 24.5 (13) 18.2 (43) 15.2 (179) 5.0(2) 16.9 (10) 14.3 (333)
Yorkshire and 18.9 (10) 15.3 (36) 12.9 (152) 15.0 (6) 10.2 (6) 10.8 (252)
the Humber
East Midlands 7.5 (4) 11.0 (26) 7.8 (92) 7.5 (3) 10.2 (6) 8.8 (204)
West Midlands 7.5 (4) 9.3 (22) 12.3 (145) 10.0 (4) 13.6 (8) 13.2 (306)
East of England  15.1 (8) 15.3 (36) 11.0 (130) 25.0 (10) 6.8 (4) 11.3 (262)
London 5.7 (3) 3.8(9) 10.3(122) 5.0(2) 3.4 (2) 9.3 (217)
South East 7.5 (4) 12.3 (29) 15.7 (185) 15.0 (6) 10.2 (6) 15.9 (369)
South West 9.4 (5) 8.1(19) 9.7 (114) 10.0 (4) 18.6 (11) 10.5 (243)

6.4.2 Sources of cigarette and tobacco purchase

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; n = Number; DP = Duty-paid

Table 6.3 shows the proportion of participants who reported tobacco or cigarette

purchase from duty-paid and illicit sources. The majority (70.4% in 2007-8 and 67%

in 2010-11) of smokers in this sample reported tobacco and cigarette purchases from

newsagents/off licence/corner-shop at both time points (Table 6.3). Most smokers

sources of cheap tobacco in the area at both time points.
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Table 6.3: Sources of smokers’ duty-paid and illicit tobacco and cigarette purchases

in England in 2007-08 and 2010-11

2007-8 2010-11

% (n) 95% CI % (n) 95% ClI
Sources of duty-paid
tobacco
Newsagent/ Off 70.4 (1036) 68.1-72.7 67.0 (1624) 65.1-68.9
licence/Corner-shop
Petrol garage 39.0(573) 36.5-41.5 26.8(649) 25.0-28.6
Supermarket 67.0(985) 64.6—69.4 57.9 (1403) 55.9-59.9
Cash and carry 2.9(43) 2.0-3.8 2.5(61) 19-31
Internet 0.7(10) 03-11 0.5(11) 0.2-0.8
Pub (behind the bar) 5.7(84) 45-6.9 1.7(41) 1.2-22
Pub (vending machine) 7.0 (102) 57-8.3 2.8(68) 2.1-35
Buy them from abroad 17.5(258) 15.6-19.4 5.5 (134) 4.6-6.4
and bring them back with
me

Sources of illicit tobacco

Pub (someone who comes 3.4(51) 25-43 0.8(19) 05-1.2
round selling cheap

cigarettes)

People who sell cheap 5.3(78) 41-6.5 0.6(14) 0.3-0.9
cigarettes in the street
People in the local area 6.6(97) 53-7.9 0.9(23) 05-13

who are trusted sources of

cheap cigarettes

Buy them cheap from 12.7(187) 11.0-14.4 2.4(59) 1.8-3.0
friends

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; Responses were not mutually exclusive

Smokers who reported both duty-paid and illicit tobacco purchase in 2007-8 used
multiple illicit sources at both time points (Table 6.4). In 2010-11, 78.1% (n = 45) of
smokers who purchased both illicit and duty-paid tobacco reported using only one
source, 17.4% (n = 10) used two sources and 4.5% (n = 2) used more than two
sources. The majority of smokers who reported exclusive illicit tobacco reported
using either one or two sources in 2007-8 and 2010-11 (Table 6.4). Overall, the

percentage of smokers who reported using more than one illicit source for their
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tobacco purchase decreased from 27.4% (n=86) in 2007-8 to 10.9% (n=12) in 2010-

11 (2 = 18.14; (df 2), p<0.001).

Table 6.4: Number of sources reportedly used by smokers to purchase illicit tobacco

in 2007-8 and 2010-11

2007-08 % (n) 2010-11 % (n)
Number of
sources used Ilicit Both licitand  Illicit tobacco  Both licit and
tobacco only illicit only illicit
1 89.8 (49) 66.0 (155) 100.0 (40) 78.1(45)
2 10.2 (6) 20.1(47) 0 (0) 17.4(10)
3 0 (0) 11.9(28) 0 (0) 2.4(1)
4 0 (0) 2.1(5) 0 (0) 2.1(1)

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; n = Number

6.4.3 Characteristics associated with illicit tobacco purchase

Determining the characteristics associated with exclusive illicit tobacco purchase or
dual use of duty-paid and illicit sources resulted in unstable logistic regression
models due to the small sample sizes in these sub-groups at both time points.
Therefore, the associated characteristics with any illicit tobacco use were assessed
instead. In 2007-8 the odds of reporting any illicit tobacco purchase was higher in
young smokers ( aged 16 — 24) (OR=2.57, p=0.001); males (OR=1.52, p=0.003);
those who smoke RYO tobacco (OR=2.81, p<0.001); those with low socio-economic
status (C2 (OR=2.24, p=0.013); D (OR=2.19, p=0.019); E (OR=2.00, p=0.036) and

with high tobacco dependence (OR=1.21, p<0.001; Table 6.5).
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Table 6.5: Associations between socio-demographic characteristics and tobacco

dependence with report of illicit tobacco purchase in England in 2007-8 and 2010-11

2007-8 2010-11
OR 95% ClI pvalue OR 95% ClI p value
Sex
Men 1.52 1.15-1.99 0.003 1.77 1.15-2.73 0.010
Women Reference Reference
Age
16-24 2.57 1.46 -4.52 0.001 1.15 0.54-2.41 0.721
25-34 1.76 1.00-3.10 0.051 0.65 0.30-1.43 0.288
35-44 1.52 0.87 -2.65 0.145 0.80 0.37-1.72 0.568
45-54 1.45 0.82-2.58 0.204 0.67 0.30-1.49 0.322
55-64 1.20 0.65-2.22 0.566 1.09 0.50 - 2.36 0.830
65+ Reference Reference
Social status
AB Reference Reference
C1 1.56 0.80-3.05 0.190 1.31 0.47 - 3.69 0.609
C2 2.24 1.18-4.26 0.013 0.97 0.34 -2.78 0.954
D 2.19 1.14-424 0.019 2.00 0.74 - 5.40 0.170
E 2.00 1.05-3.80 0.036 1.87 0.71-4.93 0.207
Tobacco
dependence
HSI 1.21 1.11-1.33 p<0.001 1.13 0.99-1.29 0.074
Smokes RYO 2.81 2.13-3.69 p<0.001 5.07 3.08 -8.37 p<0.001

Note: OR = Odds ratio, Cl = Confidence interval, Social status categories: AB = higher and
intermediate professional/managerial, C1 = supervisory, clerical, junior managerial
administrative/ professional, C2 = skilled manual workers, D = semi-skilled and unskilled
manual workers and E = on state benefit, unemployed, lowest grade workers; HSI =
Heaviness of Smoking Index; RYO = ‘roll your own’ tobacco

Notably, in 2010-11 only gender and RYO use significantly predicted illicit tobacco
purchase (Table 6.5). Men had greater odds of reporting illicit tobacco use
(OR=1.77, p=0.010) compared with women, and increased odds in 2010-11
compared to 2007-8. Use of RYO tobacco also strongly predicted illicit tobacco use
in 2010-11 (OR=5.07, p<0.001). There was no evidence of an association between
illicit tobacco use and age, social status and tobacco dependence in 2010-11. This
shift in the socio-demographic characteristics of those reporting illicit tobacco use
could account for the apparent change in prevalence observed in this study. To
assess this and examine the change in the relationship between demographics and

illicit use, time by demographic interaction terms were included in the logistic
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model. This revealed strong interactions with time (Table 6.6).

Table 6.6: Interaction effects of time and socio-demographic factors and tobacco

dependence

Unadjusted ° Adjusted

OR 95% CI pvalue OR 95%ClI p value
Time 1 (2007-8) 2.88 2.49 -3.33 p<0.001 2.84 2.45-3.29 p<0.001
Time 2 (2010-11) 0.55 0.45—0.68 p<0.001 0.50 0.41-0.62 p<0.001
Interactions
Time*Age 991 0.98-1.00 p<0.001 0.99 0.99-1.00 p=0.547
Time*Sex 1.14 1.06 -1.23 p=0.001 0.98 0.89-1.09 p=0.800
Time*SS 0.99 0.94 -1.06 p=0.889 0.96 0.89-1.04 p=0.373
Time*Tobacco 1.11 1.08-1.14 p<0.001 1.01 0.97-1.04 p=0.607

dependence

Note: OR = Odds ratio, Cl = Confidence interval; SS = Social status; aAdjusted for age, sex, social
status and tobacco dependence

Although there were strong interactions with time and socio-demographic factors
and tobacco dependence, after adjusting for possible confounders these interactions
were not significant. This indicates that the difference in prevalence observed
between 2007-8 and 2010-11 was not dependent on demographic sub groups or
tobacco dependence. Furthermore, the reduction in illicit tobacco use observed
between the two time points was statistically significant, even after controlling for

socio-demographic and tobacco dependence variables (Table 6.6).

6.4.4 Proportion of smokers’ consumption consisting of illicit tobacco

In 2007-8, 31.5% (n = 91) of illicit tobacco users reported that up to a quarter of
their total tobacco consumption was made up of cheap illicit cigarettes or tobacco.
Twenty one percent (n = 60) indicated that the proportion of illicit cigarettes of
tobacco was more than a quarter and up to a half, 16.7% (n = 48) reported more than
a half and up to three quarters and 26.6% (n = 77) reported more than three quarters.
In 2010-11, 24.3% (n = 24) reported that up to a quarter of their total tobacco

consumption was made up of illicit tobacco. Twenty per cent (n = 19) responded that
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this was more than a quarter and up to a half, 11.6% (n = 11) stated more than a half

— up to three quarters and 39.2% (n = 38) indicated more than three quarters.

Figure 6.1: The proportion of illicit tobacco users’ total tobacco consumption made

up of illicit tobacco
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Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census

6.4.5 Smokers’ beliefs on the provenance of illicit tobacco

Over half of the smokers in 2007-8 and 2010-11 (63.1% (n = 174) and 51.5% (n =
48) respectively) believed that the tobacco or cigarettes that they purchased from
illicit sources was much cheaper than legally sold tobacco products because
individuals resold duty free cigarettes purchased abroad (Figure 6.2). Whereas,
29.6% (n = 82) in 2007-8 and 24.5% (n = 23) in 2010-11 supposed the tobacco or
cigarettes purchased was cheaper because it was smuggled and resold. A further
21.9% (n = 61) in 2007-8 and 16.7% (n = 15) in 2010-11 believed it was because the
tobacco or cigarettes were bought in bulk and resold. Only 7.6% (n = 21) in 2007-8
and 3.4% (n = 3) in 2010-11 considered the tobacco or cigarettes they purchased as

cheap because it was counterfeit.
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Figure 6.2: Smokers’ beliefs on the provenance of illicit tobacco purchased in 2007-

8 and 2010-11
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Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; Responses were not mutually exclusive

6.5 Discussion

Twenty per cent of current smokers in England reported purchasing illicit tobacco in
2007-8. This decreased to 4% in 2010-11. Reports of exclusive illicit tobacco
purchase also declined between 2007-8 and 2010-11. The most commonly used
source for illicit tobacco purchase at both time points was friends. Moreover,
smokers who reported exclusive and non-exclusive illicit tobacco purchase appeared
to do this through multiple sources in 2007-8. However, in 2010-11 there appeared
to be a shift towards the use of single sources by exclusive and non-exclusive
buyers. Those reporting any illicit tobacco purchase were more likely to be young,
male, smokers of RYO tobacco, from low socio-economic groups and with high
tobacco dependence in 2007-8. In 2010-11 being male and a RYO smoker were the
only factors significantly associated with illicit tobacco purchase. Most smokers

reported illicit tobacco making up at least a quarter of their total tobacco
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consumption in 2007-8 and 2010-11. However, the number of illicit tobacco users
reporting it making up more than three quarters of their total tobacco consumption
increased between 2007-8 and 2010-11. At both time points, most smokers believed

the cheap tobacco they purchased was cheap because it was duty free or smuggled.

There appeared to be a marked decline in self-reported illicit tobacco use between
2007-8 and 2010-11, by approximately 80%. This fall in illicit tobacco use could be
attributed to a number of factors. Firstly, between 2007-8 and 2012, cigarette
smoking prevalence in England decreased from 24.1% to 20.3% (West and Brown,
2011). Moreover, tobacco policies such as the ban on smoking in indoor public
places and workplaces implemented in July 2007 (UK Parliament, 2011), raising the
legal age for purchasing tobacco from 16 to 18 in October 2007 and the ban on sale
of tobacco products from vending machines in October 2011 (UK Parliament, 2010)
may have impacted on participants’ smoking behaviour as well as their purchasing
behaviour. However, the scale of decline reported by this study is not consistent with
other estimates of the illicit tobacco trade at these time points (HMRC, 2011c;
Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler (KPMG) 2011; HMRC, 2012). These figures
however are for the UK and not England and so it may be that England has shown a
greater decline in illicit tobacco use than elsewhere. Additionally, the illicit trade by
its very nature being a hidden activity with considerable methodological restrictions
and difficulties in determining estimates may account for the disparities in measures
of its use. For instance, there is the possibility that the launch of the HMRC and
Department of Health illicit tobacco marketing strategy in September/October 2010
(HMRC, 2011a) may have resulted in under-reporting by participants reluctant to
admit illicit tobacco purchase; perceiving it to be socially unacceptable. However,
presently in the UK the purchase of illicit tobacco is not illegal but its sale is.

Moreover, new illicit sources may have emerged which were unknown of at the time
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of data collection and so were not accounted for. Nonetheless, this study’s finding
illustrates the need for routine transparent and robust data on illicit tobacco trade
(Sweeting et al., 2009). There is a call for more evidence-based responses to the
tobacco industry’ claims about the illicit tobacco trade, that build on high-quality
and independent research and provide more accurate estimates of the illicit trade

(Fooks et al., 2013).

The majority of smokers who purchased illicit tobacco reported doing so through
friends. This finding mirrors that of a survey carried out in the North of England in
2011, which reported 50% of illicit tobacco buyers doing so through friends in
comparison to 13% from family members (NEMS, 2011). However, smokers’
relationship with these so called ‘friends’ is unclear. Rather than being genuine
friendships, it is possible that these include no more than mutually beneficial
relationships between a buyer and illicit seller. Alternatively, it is likely that smokers
build friendships with people known to sell cheap illicit tobacco in their community.
There is evidence that social networks play an important role in the dissemination of
information regarding the illicit cigarette trade (Ketchoo et al., 2011) and so friends
may not be the sellers but the conduit through which the purchase of illicit tobacco
takes place. Nonetheless, this finding does imply that illicit tobacco is easily
accessible within smokers’ social networks, with ready supplies in their
communities. This is further supported by the evidence in this study of smokers
citing multiple sources of illicit tobacco. This study shows evidence of a move
towards the use of single illicit sources from multiple sources between 2007-8 and
2010-11. This could possibly be as a result of the elimination of some sources
through government interventions making it more difficult to access illicit tobacco,
which could also explain the decline in reported illicit tobacco use during this time

period. Alternatively, smokers may decide to stick to their preferred source of illicit
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tobacco due to factors such as price, convenience and quality of the product. More
research into illicit tobacco sources could offer up a better understanding of

smokers’ use of illicit sources.

Overall, smokers who purchased illicit tobacco were more likely to be young, male,
from low socio-economic groups and with high tobacco dependence. Firstly, this
finding is congruent with that of studies elsewhere which found that being young,
male, from a deprived background and high tobacco dependence were significant
indicators of increased likelihood of illicit tobacco purchase (Lee and Chen, 2006;
Lee et al., 2009; Taylor et al., 2005; Tsai et al., 2003, Heydari et al., 2010, Callaghan
et al., 2009; Chen et al., 2010). Secondly, this finding points to the motivation for
engaging in this price-minimising behaviour as young smokers (Chaloupka and
Pacula, 1999; Ross and Chaloupka, 2003) and smokers from low socio-economic
groups (Farrelly et al., 2001) have been found to be more price sensitive. It is
important to note however, that this study identified a trend of older smokers being
exclusive illicit tobacco users while young smokers tended to be non-exclusive users
in 2007-8 and 2010-11. A reason for this may be because older smokers have
established networks, whereas young smokers are more opportunistic buyers. The
strong association observed between illicit tobacco use and tobacco dependence
could be due to more dependent heavy smokers engaging in price minimising
behaviours in response to high tobacco prices. This would suggest that financial

savings are potentially larger and more important for these smokers.

Ilicit tobacco users were also more likely to report RYO tobacco purchase rather
than manufactured cigarettes. This could be due to smokers of RYO also being
mostly male, from poorer backgrounds and being heavier smokers (Young et al.,

2006). Additionally, a study of illicit tobacco use and RYO tobacco found that a
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higher proportion of illicit tobacco use was observed in smokers who reported RYO
use (Joossens et al., 2012). This could be because RYO tobacco may be attractive to
smokers looking to minimise the price paid for their tobacco dependence, as RYO
tobacco can be rolled more thinly and with less tobacco so they pay less overall than
for manufactured cigarettes and can make the money paid go further. Another
contributor could be that general RYO tobacco use increased over this period; as
indicated by HMRC figures which reported duty-paid RYO purchases increased
from 5% in 2007-8 to 8% in 2010-11 (HMRC, 2012a). Furthermore, illicit RYO
makes up a much larger proportion of the overall RYO market share (38%)

compared with illicit cigarettes (9%) (HMRC, 2012b).

Although an overall reduction in illicit tobacco use was observed in this study, there
was a notable change in the factors associated with illicit tobacco use over time. This
observation clearly illustrates the changing nature of smokers’ purchasing behaviour;
with men and smokers of RYO tobacco being the only sub-population statistically
associated with reports of illicit tobacco purchases in 2010-11 compared with 2007-
8. A possible reason for this could be that male and RYO smokers are more
established illicit tobacco users and less influenced by strategies aimed at deterring
illicit tobacco use. Continuous monitoring of the purchasing behaviour of smokers is

required if effective interventions to counter illicit tobacco trade are to be developed.

Interestingly, the number of illicit tobacco users’ reporting that illicit tobacco made
up more than three quarters of their total tobacco consumption appeared to increase
between 2007-8 and 2010-11. On the other hand, those smokers reporting that it
made up a quarter or less of their total tobacco consumption decreased between the
two time points. This suggests that although there has been a reduction in the

prevalence of illicit tobacco use, those who continue to purchase illicit tobacco are
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becoming more reliant on this illicit market. This may be as a result of the onset of
the economic recession in 2008/2009 creating more economic hardship, particularly
for those in deprived groups who are more likely to partake in and report illicit
tobacco purchase, and in turn making caused them even more dependent on the illicit

market.

Both in 2007-8 and 2010-11 most smokers in this study concluded that the illicit
tobacco or cigarettes they purchased were cheap due to their being duty free
purchases from abroad or smuggled products being resold. This is an important
finding which illustrates smokers’ knowledge and understanding of the illicit
tobacco market. There appeared to be the belief that the tobacco products purchased
were legally manufactured and not counterfeit. This is significant and suggests that
messages aimed at shifting smokers purchasing beliefs would have little effect if
focused on counterfeit tobacco and the dangers and possible health risks attached to
its use. In addition, it could be the case that smokers associate counterfeit tobacco
products to criminality but not bootlegged or smuggled tobacco products as these
maybe viewed as ‘white van’ trade and harmless. Therefore, greater focus on
increasing smokers’ awareness of tobacco smuggling/bootlegging and its
connections to other criminal activities, as in interventions such as the North of
England Programme (see Chapter 5), may encourage a change in their purchasing

behaviour.

There were a number of limitations in this study as with most survey-based studies.
Firstly, this study relied on retrospective reports on purchasing at any point in the
previous 6 months and so is subject to recall bias. Secondly, it is possible that
various events taking place at the time of data collection could have influenced the

findings, most notably the implementation of the smoking ban in public places in
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2007, budget day (when the government officially announces its plans for spending
over the coming year in compliance with policies), plus the implementation of new
strategies by HMRC and UKBA to combat illicit tobacco trade. Thirdly, some
smokers may not have been willing to report purchase of cheap ‘illicit’ cigarettes in
a face-to-face survey; however this is unlikely as the purchase of illicit tobacco is not
illegal in the UK. Fourthly, there is a lack of data on ethnicity in the STS, a factor
which may have revealed a significant association to illicit tobacco purchase. Most
of these factors however, would be unlikely to have affected the two surveys
differentially and hence the main finding of a decline in use of illicit tobacco

between 2007-8 and 2010-11 in this sample is likely to be robust.

Further research into the beliefs and views of those who purchase illicit tobacco is
necessary to better understand the motivations behind their illicit tobacco purchasing
behaviour. This could inform the development of targeted social marketing messages
aimed at changing their tobacco purchasing behaviour. In addition, more research
into exploring the findings observed in this study such as sources of illicit tobacco
purchase, how often illicit tobacco is purchased and quantity of illicit tobacco
purchased at a particular time and illicit tobacco traders is needed for evidence-based

policies to combat illicit tobacco trade.

6.6 Conclusion

A significant number of smokers are able to access cheap cigarettes from various
illicit sources. This study’s findings suggest that illicit tobacco use is more prevalent
in young smokers, male, low socio-economic groups, smokers with high tobacco
dependence and smokers of RYO tobacco. It seems that, despite the reduction in
reported illicit tobacco use between 2007-8 and 2010-11, its purchase appears

embedded in certain sub-groups. Having said this, the associated characteristics of
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those who reported illicit tobacco use seem to have changed over time. It is
important that the characteristics of smokers who purchase illicit tobacco are
monitored continuously in order to implement effective targeted interventions to
combat illicit tobacco use. Future policies and campaigns in England need to be
tailored to smokers identified as most likely to purchase illicit tobacco in order to
have an impact on reducing demand for illicit tobacco; thereby complementing

tobacco tax policies to encourage smoking cessation.
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CHAPTER 7

VIEWS AND BELIEFS OF SMOKERS WHO REPORT ILLICIT TOBACCO

USE: AN INTERVIEW STUDY

7.1 Introduction

In March 2011, the Government released a new tobacco control plan for England
(Department of Health (DH), 2011); aimed at reducing smoking prevalence among
adults to 18.5% by 2015 (as of 2011 this was 20% - ONS, 2013). This was
accompanied by a ban on the sale of tobacco products from vending machines in
October 2011. New tobacco control policies (as with old ones) are undermined by
the existence of illicit tobacco trade. In order to intercept this illegal trade, in April
2011 HMRC and the UK Border Agency (UKBA) launched a new strategy to
combat illicit trade in tobacco products which included: regulatory change-
introducing fiscal marks and supply chain legislations, disrupting the supply and
distribution chains, increased sanctions (including strong seizure and restoration
policy) and tackling demand by raising public awareness (HMRC, 2011a). On the
international front, the WHO FCTC Intergovernmental Negotiating Body on the
illicit tobacco trade protocol met four times between 2008 and 2010 to decide on a
supplementary treaty to tackle illicit tobacco trade. Measures implemented by
HMRC/UKBA and proposed by the WHO FCTC focus on controlling the supply
chain, however in order to successfully curb the use of illicit tobacco products it is
vital that demand is addressed also. To do this, there is the need to understand the

views, beliefs and purchasing behaviour of those who report illicit tobacco use.

Currently, there is limited qualitative research investigating the views and beliefs of

those who engage in illicit tobacco trade. One of the first studies to explore the views
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and attitudes of illicit tobacco users in the UK was conducted over a decade ago. It
provided useful insights into illicit tobacco use, such as the finding that smokers in
deprived areas were able to easily access cheap tobacco through networks in the
community (Wiltshire et al.,, 2001). These low-income smokers viewed the
smuggling network positively, as a way of dealing with the high cost of cigarettes
and there was the feeling that the high price of tobacco is the government’s means of
exploiting poorer people (Wiltshire et al., 2001). Although producing relevant
findings on illicit tobacco use in a deprived community, this study did not include
smokers that explicitly reported purchase of illicit tobacco. A study conducted in
Scotland found that smokers viewed counterfeit tobacco and cigarettes as readily
identifiable due to the way it was acquired through chance offerings and its cheap
price (Moodie et al., 2011a). Smokers’ perception of illicit tobacco was also mostly
negative, particularly for counterfeit tobacco as this was seen as poor quality and
causing ill health (Moodie et al., 2011a). This study focused only on the pack
appearance and product performance of illicit tobacco and not on smokers’ overall
beliefs, purchasing behaviour and views on illicit tobacco. An additional study
conducted in Thailand reported that illicit tobacco was easily obtainable by smokers,
and its use was popular and socially acceptable in the community (Ketchoo et al.,
2011). In addition, smokers concluded that illicit cigarettes enabled them maintain
their smoking and saved money (Ketchoo et al., 2011). Moreover, although smokers
in this sample suspected that illicit cigarettes may be more harmful than legitimate
duty-paid cigarettes they were undeterred and purchased them primarily for reducing
their cigarette expenditure (Ketchoo et al., 2011). A study conducted more recently
in a deprived community in England, found that there was widespread use of ‘fag
houses’ (individuals selling cigarettes and tobacco from their own homes) to access
cheap tobacco (Stead et al., under review). In addition, easy access to illicit tobacco

was perceived to facilitate and sustain smoking (Stead et al., under review).
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Although providing useful findings, this study consisted of only males and
opportunistic illicit tobacco users (purchased at least three packets of illicit cigarettes
in the previous six months). The current study was the first of its kind as it is, to our
knowledge, the only recent qualitative study set up specifically to explore and

understand the illicit tobacco market from a consumer perspective in England.

7.2 Study aims
The main aim of the current study was to gain a better understanding of smokers’
use of, beliefs and views on illicit tobacco.
This study had the following objectives:
1. To determine smokers' knowledge and understanding of illicit tobacco.
2. To investigate smokers’ sources of illicit tobacco, including supply and
aCCess.
3. To explore smokers’ purchasing behaviours and reasons for purchasing illicit
tobacco.

4. To explore smokers’ attitudes and views on the illicit tobacco trade.

7.3 Methods

Interviews were conducted between October and December 2011.

7.3.1 Ethical approval
The study was approved by the University College London Research Ethics

Committee in June 2011, ethics number- 2988/001 (Appendix 7.1).

7.3.2 Recruitment
An advertisement was placed in local morning and evening newspapers (Metro and

Evening Standard — see Appendix 7.2). One advert was placed in each newspaper,
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for one day. Smokers who were interested in taking part in the study were asked to
respond by calling the number advertised. The call line was manned during office
hours (9am-6pm) and each call received was logged (Appendix 7.3). Calls made
during out of office hours were directed to an answer machine requesting callers to
leave their name and number (Appendix 7.4). These callers were contacted the
following day. Callers were asked a series of screening questions when they called in
(Appendix 7.5) to ensure that only callers who met the inclusion criteria were invited
to take part in the study. These screening questions enquired about smoking status,
the last time they purchased cheap tobacco and how much was paid for it. The study
inclusion criteria were as follows: current regular smokers (defined by asking callers
if they were a smoker) who regularly purchased some form of illicit tobacco
(validated by determining whether price quoted by the callers was as cheap as
suggested in literature i.e. 50% or 75% less than legitimate tobacco prices) (West et

al., 2008; Financial Action Task Force (FATF), 2012).

7.3.3 Participants

Those who met all the inclusion criteria were invited to take part in the study and an
interview date was set. This was followed up by a reminder text or email sent two
days (or the day before in some instances) before the interview date to confirm dates
and times of interviews. Participants were current smokers who reported regular
use/purchase of illicit tobacco. A total of 77 calls were received, of which 31 met the
criteria and were initially invited to take part in the study. However, the interview
process was curtailed after 25 interviews due to theoretical saturation. To establish
anonymity, each participant was assigned an unidentifiable code. Participants were

reimbursed for their time and travel to the total of £30.
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7.3.4 Measures

The interview topic guide (Appendix 7.6) drew upon findings from previous studies,
directly addressed the study objectives and was reviewed by the research
supervisors. The interview topic guide focused on smokers’ understanding of illicit
tobacco, details of their illicit tobacco purchase and their views, attitudes and illicit
tobacco purchasing behaviour. Interviews did not strictly follow the set order of
questions as shown in the interview guide, nor were the wording of questions the
same for all participants. The interview questions and order of questioning depended
on participants’ responses to initial questions, however all areas of the interview
schedule were covered. Some additional questions that occurred to the interviewer
during the interview were also asked and, if a topic was raised by the participant that

was previously unknown, this was explored further.

7.3.5 Procedure

All interviews were conducted by the main researcher and took place in a private
room, on University College London premises. Prior to the interview commencing,
participants were asked to read the participant information sheet (Appendix 7.7);
given the opportunity to ask questions and if satisfied asked to sign the consent form
(Appendix 7.8). Participants were then asked to complete a short questionnaire
aimed at collecting information on socio-demographic and smoking characteristics
(Appendix 7.9). Semi-structured interviews were conducted with the aim of getting a
rich narrative of the smokers’ knowledge of illicit tobacco and their beliefs and
views on its use. Open-ended questions were asked, in order to explore the views
and beliefs of participants on the main topic areas. These were followed by probe
questions to get an in-depth understanding of a particular subject matter (Ritchie and
Lewis, 2005). All interviews were recorded using a standard digital audio recording

device. On average the interviews were 35 minutes long (range: 20 — 58 minutes).
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7.3.6 Data analysis

All interviews were transcribed verbatim (Appendix 7.10) and analysed using
‘Framework Analysis’ (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994) by the author, without any
assistance of qualitative analysis software. Framework analysis was adopted
because it is suited for research that has specific questions, a limited time frame, pre-
designed sample (e.g. current smokers reporting purchasing cheap tobacco) and a
priori issues that need to be addressed (Ritchie and Spencer (1994), Srivastava and
Thomson (2009)). Framework analysis is a systematic, matrix based approach to
qualitative data analysis used to classify and organise data according to key themes,
concepts and emergent categories (Ritchie et al., 2003). As a result, a series of main
themes, subdivided by a succession of related subtopics is developed. The process
comprised of five connected stages involving: familiarization, identification of a
thematic framework, indexing, charting, mapping (summarising and synthesising of
data) and interpretation (Bryman and Burgess, 2000). First, the transcripts were
examined line-by-line to determine important core themes based on a priori issues
and emergent themes. These themes were then applied to further transcripts in order
to refine them and to pull together the key characteristics of the data set as a whole.
This was achieved by lifting data from their original context and arranging them

under the appropriate thematic reference (Indexing and Charting) (Appendix 7.11).

The themes uncovered from the interview data were then mapped and interpreted
according to issues raised by the interview topic guide (a priori issues) and those
discovered from the interview process. This generated a few super-ordinate and
several subordinate themes, providing an overall picture of the information gathered
from the interviews. Transcription and analysis of the data was primarily conducted

by the student and then second coded by an experienced independent researcher.
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Both researchers discussed the coding and then the main researcher recoded the data
a second time with the aim of pulling out any themes previously missed. After this,

there was 100% agreement between sets of codes.

7.4 Findings

Participants in the current study were mostly White British (52%), male (76%), with

low social status (64%) and an average age of 42 years (see Table 7.1).

Table 7.1: Socio-demographic and smoking characteristics of interview participants

Participants Characteristics

Gender % (n)

Male 76 (19)
Female 24 (6)
Social grade % (n)
ABC1 36 (9)
C2DE 64 (16)
Ethnicity % (n)
White British 52 (13)
Black British 16 (4)
Asian 8(2)
Other: Chinese 4 (1)
Kurdish 4 (1)
Turkish 8(2)
Austrian 4(1)
Prefer not to say 4 (1)
Age (years) mean 42
Daily cigarette consumption mean 17
Type of Tobacco smoked % (n)
Manufactured only 44 (11)
Manufactured & RYO 24 (6)
RYO only 32 (8)

Following the stages of framework analysis, 28 themes on smokers’ beliefs and
views on illicit tobacco emerged. These were organised under eight over-arching
themes as follows: smokers’ definition and use of illicit tobacco, the illicit tobacco

product, price of illicit tobacco, sources of illicit tobacco, views on illicit tobacco
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traders, views on the impact of illicit tobacco, moral stance on illicit tobacco trade

and smokers’ views on tackling the illicit tobacco trade (Figure 7.1).

Figure 7.1: Thematic framework

1. SMOKERS DEFINITION AND USE OF
ILLICIT TOBACCO

1.1 Understanding of the term ‘cheap tobacco’
1.2 Brands of illicit tobacco purchased

1.3 Span of illicit tobacco purchase

1.4 Quantity of illicit tobacco purchased

1.5 Exclusivity of illicit tobacco purchase

2. SOURCES OF ILLICIT TOBACCO

2.1 Sources used by smokers

2.2 Discovery of illicit tobacco source

2.3 Ease of access to illicit tobacco source

2.4 Supply (frequency) of illicit tobacco purchase

3. THE ILLICIT TOBACCO PRODUCT

3.1 Distinguishing between illicit tobacco products

3.2 Negative views on counterfeit tobacco

3.3 Variation in quality of tobacco by illicit source

3.4 Health warnings on illicit tobacco products

4. PRICE OF ILLICIT TOBACCO

4.1 Prices reportedly paid for illicit tobacco

5. ILLICIT TOBACCO TRADERS

5.1 Perceptions of illicit tobacco traders
5.2 Traders’ sales techniques

6. VIEWS ON THE IMPACT OF ILLICIT
TOBACCO TRADE

6.1 Impact on smoking behaviour
6.2 Impact on the local community
6.3 Impact on health

7. MORAL STANCE ON ILLICIT TOBACCO
TRADE

7.1 Views on the illegality of illicit tobacco trade
7.2 Beliefs on illicit tobacco trade’s connection
to organised crime and terrorism

7.3 Views on the sale of illicit tobacco to under-
aged smokers

7.4 Concern over illicit tobacco encouraging
criminality

8. TACKLING ILLICIT TOBACCO TRADE

8.1 Discouraging illicit tobacco purchase

4.2 Price as justification for illicit tobacco purchase 8.2 Possibility of eliminating illicit tobacco

4.3 Beliefs on why illicit tobacco is cheap
4.4 Negative views on tobacco taxation
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7.4.1 Smokers’ definition and purchase of illicit tobacco
7.4.1.1 Understanding of the term ‘cheap tobacco’
Smokers had varying interpretations of the term ‘cheap tobacco’. A few stated that
this term was used to define cigarettes or tobacco that was not purchased from the
shops or cheaper than what is sold in the shops.
‘That you re not buying from a shop, that you're buying off a market or
you 're buying it from like tax free that’s my understanding’ (F2 — 38 year

old female, monthly buyer).

Smokers understood cheap tobacco to mean the purchase of tax or duty free
cigarettes and tobacco. In addition, they assumed ‘cheap tobacco’ to indicate fake,
counterfeit or lower quality tobacco products. Words like ‘smuggled’, ‘bootlegged’,
‘dodgy’ and ‘foreign brands’ were viewed as synonymous to cheap tobacco.
‘Well I just put it down as your looking for a polite phrase of bootleg,
dodgy, import, UK not tax paid so...either imported as in smuggled or
bootleg as in brand copied, lower quality tobacco with...made to look
like it’s the real thing basically. Yeah that’s what I thought so...you know
stuff where the government is losing on taxes basically (M6 — 47 year old

male, weekly buyer)

There was the belief that cheap tobacco was mostly from individuals smuggling in
tobacco from low tax jurisdictions and so called ‘booze cruises’.
‘You only have to wait for a ferry so long from Dover or wherever it is.
There is more than one point to get to France or to Calais and you can
buy stuff there. What they call the ‘booze cruises’ right cos that’s what
it’s called, it’s not really called smuggling. There’s people going there
everyday...they might have a transit van, they are bringing stuff back’

(M16 — 66 year old male, monthly buyer)
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7.4.1.2 Brands of illicit tobacco purchased by smokers

Smokers purchased various brands of illicit cigarettes and tobacco including: Cutters
choice, Benson and Hedges, Drum, Kent, Gold leaf and Old Holborn (Appendix
7.12). However, the most commonly purchased brands were Golden Virginia (RYO
tobacco) and Marlboro Reds (cigarettes). According to smokers, these brands were
the most widely available in the illicit market. Although it appeared that smokers
mostly purchased the brand of illicit tobacco readily available; when asked to state
their reasons for buying a particular brand reasons given were around taste, price and
ease of access. Smokers appeared to display no brand loyalty when purchasing illicit
tobacco, stating that they would purchase whatever was available cheaply at the time

of purchase. However, this was only if their preferred brand was unavailable.

7.4.1.3 Span of illicit tobacco purchase
Smokers’ in the current study appeared to have been purchasing illicit tobacco for
some time. Duration of illicit tobacco purchase ranged from a few months (3-4

months) to 20 years.

7.4.1.4 Quantity of illicit tobacco purchased
Smokers purchased illicit tobacco in bulk and rarely purchased a single pack of
cigarettes or RYO tobacco at a time. Hence when purchasing illicit tobacco, this was
sometimes bought in packs or cartons of 200 cigarettes. This was done for the sake
of convenience and in order to have a ready supply of tobacco.
‘Like when I buy the cigarettes before you just buy like a carton of them
and you get like 200 in there, because its cheap and you're not sure if
they 're gonna be around all the time its best to buy a load of it’ (F4 — 22

year old female, weekly buyer)
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The amount of illicit tobacco purchased at a given time also depended on smokers’
finances and what they could afford at the time. Smokers’ cigarette consumption was
also a determinant in the amount of illicit cigarettes or tobacco purchased at a given

time.

7.4.1.5 Exclusivity of illicit tobacco purchase
Smokers in the current study reported smoking either cigarettes or RYO tobacco
exclusively. There were smokers who had no preference, stating that they would
smoke whatever was available at the time.
‘At the moment just to try and keep the cost down I smoke hand rolled but
I will buy tailor made cigarettes as well (F1 — 50 year old female,

monthly buyer)

Smokers reported switching from cigarettes to RYO as a means of cutting down on
their smoking or cutting down on tobacco expenditure.
‘Well now I mainly just smoke hand rolled tobacco because I wanted to
cut down with the smoking so...because it takes longer to roll the tobacco
and like. I don’t think I really like it as much as the cigarettes, I prefer
the cigarettes but because I only buy the tobacco now it’s better for me I
think. I smoke less, so I smoke tobacco basically’ (F4 — 22 year old

female, weekly buyer)

Ilicit tobacco was not exclusively purchased by smokers in our sample. Smokers
reported purchasing legitimate tobacco or cigarettes when unable to access illicit
tobacco. A few smokers indicated that they purchased legitimate tobacco or
cigarettes when out socially, mainly for keeping up appearances.

If I'm actually going out on a date I'll probably buy a packet of
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cigarettes and if the woman say for instance smokes then obviously I've
got...I guess it’s that brand...it’s like people like their Gucci bags and all
that its like that...what you don’t want to turn up and have a replica pack
of cigarettes and they think you’re cheap’ (M11 — 43 year old male,

weekly buyer)

When purchasing legitimate tobacco, smokers reported buying budget brands such
as Mayfair and VVogues to keep costs low. Smokers also reported buying a reduced
amount of cigarettes or tobacco if buying legitimate products. In contrast, one
smoker preferred sticking to one brand of cheap tobacco. This was due to the belief
that switching between brands had adverse effects on his health.
‘It’s the Gold leaf that I used to smoke so...and then I mean I couldn’t
find it because it was finished in the market so | bought Benson, so just
changing brands like I got infection, sore throat like this so...but I
stopped it was well I didn’t smoke all of the packet, I just stopped it’ (M5

— 33 year old male, daily buyer)

7.4.2 Sources of illicit tobacco
7.4.2.1 Sources used by smokers
The most commonly cited source of cheap illicit tobacco by smokers in the current
study sample was under the counter in shops.
‘Normally I go up the [...] road; just round the corner | know two or three

shops’ (M7 — 57 year old male, weekly or fortnightly buyer)

Smokers reported purchasing cigarettes or tobacco whilst on holiday in other
countries or through friends who regularly travel abroad and bring cigarettes back to

sell on. Other smokers reported buying cheap tobacco from friends but were unsure
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of how the cheap cigarettes or tobacco were obtained.
‘My mate phones me up, I‘ve known him years since I lived in Camden,
he lives in Kings Cross. Where he gets it from I don’t know, I don’t ask

questions’ (M14 — 53 year old male, monthly buyer)

Markets and street corners appeared to be another popular source of cheap cigarettes
and tobacco. Smokers acknowledged that street sellers were easily spotted in places
such as train stations, bus stops, doorways etc. and were well known in the local
area. However, a few smokers indicated observing that street sellers and sellers in
markets were not as visible as they use to be in the past.
‘Yeah I used to go to ...there was a market that used to sell them but |
haven’t seen him in a while so whether he got busted or whether they ‘ve
moved somewhere else I don’t know’ (M10 — 35 year old male, weekly
buyer)

‘It’s got a lot more discrete now’ (M6 — 47 year old male, weekly buyer)

Pubs although less commonly mentioned as an illicit source of tobacco was used by
smokers who recounted purchasing cheap tobacco from sellers in their local pubs.
Many smokers reported using and knowing of multiple sources of cheap tobacco.
Sources used appeared to depend on the price of the cheap tobacco and the distance

to the illicit source.

7.4.2.2 Discovery of illicit tobacco sources

In order to explore access to illicit tobacco, smokers were asked to discuss how they
discovered their sources of illicit tobacco. Smokers reported spotting sellers and then
going on to purchase cheap tobacco from them, whereas others recounted being

approached by sellers.
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‘You tend to pick out people that are actually selling the stuff because
they’ll always look a bit like...’is anyone looking, is anyone looking’ and
you tend to hone in on that. And as you walk past he obviously opens the
bag and you see the cigarettes and that’s when you have the discussion

with him’ (M11 — 43 year old male, weekly buyer)

Smokers thought it was a well known fact in the local community and social circles,
where you could purchase cheap tobacco and this was spread through word of

mouth.

7.4.2.3. Ease of access to illicit tobacco sources
Sources of cheap tobacco appeared to be easily accessible and readily available to
smokers; with some sources in close proximity to smokers’ homes and based in their
local communities. However, smokers indicated travelling some distance to purchase
cheap tobacco.
‘Quite easily really but I do...when I go it’s a bus ride away from where |
live it’s not right near my house and...quite easily’ (F3 — 47 year old

female, weekly buyer)

7.4.2.4 Supply (frequency) of illicit tobacco purchase

The rate of illicit tobacco purchase reported by smokers ranged from every day to
monthly. This depended on a number of factors, one of which was smokers’
finances. In addition, it depended on the availability of illicit tobacco, spotting
sellers and how frequently friends and relatives travelled abroad and brought cheap
tobacco back. Nonetheless, smokers appeared to always have a ready supply of
cheap illicit tobacco as there were multiple sources of cheap tobacco available to

them.
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‘Like if you can’t get off the lady in the pub or like a friend you know that
it’s gonna be at the market or...cos there are so many different sources
like there’s always going to be one around’ (F4 — 22 year old female,

weekly buyer)

However, smokers admitted that there had been occasions in the past when they
were unable to purchase illicit tobacco and had to purchase legitimate duty-paid
tobacco products. These occasions appeared to be few and far between as smokers
reported that if one cheap tobacco source was ever unavailable or smokers were
unable to purchase cheap tobacco from a particular source, they were able to access
others. When smokers were unable to obtain cheap tobacco in the past, they reported
temporarily cutting down on their smoking in order to be able to purchase legitimate
tobacco products.

If I buy say for instance from the shop it’s gonna be dearer but I'm

gonna buy less of them so I've tried that’ (M11 — 43 year old male,

weekly buyer)

7.4.3 The illicit tobacco product

7.4.3.1 Distinguishing between illicit tobacco products

Smokers in the current study appeared to be well aware of the different forms of
illicit tobacco and indicated a number of ways to distinguish bootleg or smuggled
tobacco from counterfeit cigarettes or tobacco. According to smokers in this sample
this was reportedly done through either smell or the inferior packaging of counterfeit
tobacco products, sometimes including spelling errors. Another means of
differentiating between counterfeit and smuggled tobacco according to smokers was
the taste. Counterfeit tobacco products were described as ‘vile’, ‘putrid’ ‘disgusting’

and ‘strong’.
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‘If [ opened that packet and took one draw of the cigarette I would know

if it was wrong’ (M17 — 55 year old male, monthly buyer)

Where illicit tobacco was sold at a very cheap price this was viewed by smokers as a

dead giveaway that the tobacco products being sold were counterfeit.

7.4.3.2 Negative views on counterfeit tobacco
Smokers recounted their experiences of counterfeit tobacco use with negative
connotations, describing counterfeit tobacco as bad and poor quality. Generally,
smokers reported finding them not as enjoyable as legitimate tobacco products.
Smokers appeared to refrain from purchasing counterfeit tobacco after having bad
experiences in the past.
‘You just take a one look of it and you know oh no I can’t smoke that
because it does taste different, it doesn’t taste the same and when you
open the cigarette you can tell the tobacco is really dry, it’s not fine, it

kinda hard and a bit chunky’ (M19 — 42 year old male, monthly buyer).

7.4.3.3 Variation in quality of tobacco by illicit source
There was the widespread view that cheap tobacco/cigarettes purchased under the
counter in shops or from friends and family who travelled abroad was ‘good quality’,
either bootlegged or smuggled but not counterfeit. This view coupled with the
presence of tax discs on these products appeared to contribute to the belief that these
cheap tobacco products were legitimate products purchased tax free from European
hypermarkets.
‘But the ones under...in the shop under the counter are quite...I think
they ‘re quite...they are not as bad as you would get from the people on

the streets’ (M15 — 36 year old male, weekly buyer).
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Cheap tobacco products purchased from street sellers in markets were unanimously
viewed as poor quality and counterfeit. There was the perception among smokers in
this sample that counterfeit tobacco products were more available now than in

previous years.

7.4.3.4 Health warnings on illicit tobacco products
Smokers had mixed accounts of the presence of health warnings on cigarette or
tobacco packs purchased from illicit sources. A majority indicated that packs had
health warnings but these were usually in foreign languages like Polish, German,
Arabic or Spanish. Smokers recounted seeing graphic health warnings on cheap
packs of cigarettes or tobacco purchased, whereas others did not.
‘Well they usually just have the writing ones and sometimes they have the
sort of like pictures but I can’t remember. Usually it’s just written in
another language, the warning but I don’t really know what language it

would be’ (F4 — 31 year old female, fortnightly/monthly buyer)

7.4.4 Price of illicit tobacco

7.4.4.1 Prices reportedly paid for illicit tobacco products

Smokers reported paying considerably less for tobacco products purchased from
illicit sources compared with legitimate sources. Smokers who purchased cigarettes
in cartons reported paying between £25 and £30 for 200 cigarettes. Smokers reported
the price of an illicit pack of 20 cigarettes ranging from £3 (B&H, Marlboro) to
£4.50 (John Player Gold leaf) depending on the brand of cigarettes; with some
counterfeit cigarettes packs reportedly sold for as little as £1.50. Similarly, the prices
reported for a 50g pouch of illicit RYO varied according to brand and ranged from

£4.50 (Golden Virginia) to £9 (Old Holborn). This varies significantly from the price
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of legitimate tobacco sold in supermarkets: £7.66 (B&H), £7.62 (Marlboro), £15.78
(50g Golden Virginia) and £15.91 (Old Holborn) (price quotes from
www.mysupermarket.co.uk, 2011). Source of purchase appeared to factor in the
reported price paid for cigarettes and RYO as some smokers quoted varying prices

for the same brands.

Although smokers reported paying much less for cigarettes and tobacco purchased
from illicit sources compared to legitimate sources, smokers were concerned that the
price of illicit tobacco was on the rise.
‘Nowadays it’s £4.50 but it was ...a month before it was four quid...that’s
what | asked them, that are you guys paying for tax for these cigarettes
why are you increasing it? They said the other people who sell to us they
are increasing it so that’s why we are increasing this price, so I said ok’

(M5 — 33 year old male, daily buyer)

7.4.4.2 Price as justification for illicit tobacco purchase

Unsurprisingly price was indicated as the reason for smokers’ decision to purchase

illicit tobacco as they viewed it as a bargain to be taken advantage of.
‘The price. You're gonna buy it at half price ain’t you. You’ll buy
anything at half price wouldn’t you if somebody says look that’s half
price. And you're getting it regular’ (M9 — 42 year old male, monthly

buyer)

Purchase of illicit tobacco also appeared to be a response to legitimate tobacco price
increases. Smokers concluded that the availability of cheap tobacco was the only
way they could afford to purchase tobacco and again viewed it as a bargain.

‘Well I can’t afford to buy the ones in the shop...it’s better for your
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budget to buy it cheap’ (M9 — 42 year old male, monthly buyer)

7.4.4.3 Beliefs on why illicit tobacco is cheap
Smokers supposed that the illicit tobacco they purchased was much cheaper than
legitimate tobacco because the tax was not paid on these products. In addition, it was
supposed that it could be cheaper because the tobacco and cigarettes were stolen and
resold at a cheaper price. A few smokers indicated that the cheap tobacco and
cigarettes they purchase were cheap because they were bought in bulk from abroad
or that they were smuggled into the country and resold cheaply.
‘[ assume they ‘ve actually gone you know on a ferry...gone across to
France to a hypermarket and stoked up on a load of tobacco and that’s
not an illegal thing in itself but what they are doing obviously is selling it

and that part of it is illegal’ (F1 — 50 year old female, monthly buyer)

7.4.4.4 Negative views on tobacco taxation
Since smokers’ main justification for illicit tobacco purchase was price, they were
asked to express their views on tobacco taxation in the UK. This was met with some
hostility and a lot of criticism with the general belief being that they were targeted
by the tobacco tax increases. A few smokers in this study did not accept that high
tobacco taxation encouraged quitting and insisted that the government did not want
smokers to quit but rather wanted to receive the revenue from tobacco sales.
‘Yeah it annoys me why we pay so much tax, they think that people are
going to stop smoking; they know people are not going to stop smoking so

they take advantage of it’ (F2 — 38 year old female, monthly buyer)

In general, when discussing tobacco taxation smokers expressed anti-government
sentiments. There was the perceived view of the government being self-serving with

no care for the general population.
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7.4.5 Illicit tobacco traders
7.4.5.1 Perceptions of illicit tobacco traders
In general, sellers were viewed quite positively by smokers in this sample. They
were seen as providing a service and heaven sent.
‘They are sent from heaven. Why am | going to pay £13 when | can pay

£7?7 (M17 — 55 year old male, monthly buyer)

Ilicit tobacco traders were also described as friendly as it appeared that there was a
level of trust built between sellers and buyers. A further perception of illicit sellers
was of individuals trying to make a living by responding to the demand for cheap
tobacco and making a significant profit from illicit tobacco sales.
‘Don’t get me wrong they are earning a living I mean they’ve gotta
do...they 've gotta earn a living, a lot of them have got children so they 've

gotta be fed’ (M14 — 53 year old male, monthly buyer)

Although the general view of illicit sellers was positive, market street sellers were
perceived as dubious and untrustworthy. Smokers revealed that they had been
scammed in the past by street sellers. One particular smoker recounted an incident
where he purchased RYO tobacco packs that he later discovered were filled with

tissues and powder but no tobacco.

7.4.5.2 Traders’ sales techniques
In order to make their sales, smokers reported being approached by illicit tobacco
sellers on the street and offered cheap tobacco products.
It’s like they see you smoking and they walk up to you and like open the
bag and say ‘look ['ve got some cigarettes here and they are cheaper

than what you ‘Il buy in the shop and that’s it’ (M12 — 47 year old male,
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daily/weekly/monthly)

Sales of illicit tobacco in shops only appeared to take place after sellers got to know
customers and built a level of trust with them. This suggests that sellers in shops
were well aware of the illegality of these sales and were cautious of getting caught
out.
‘Yeah I know people...I know shops that other people I know have got em
off the shops but I mean they re not gonna sell em to everyone that walks
into the shop and wants them under the counter. I think if you're a local
in the area and you're in the shops all the time and they know your face
so then yeah they’d...I‘ll buy em. But | could walk in like say up the road
and say have you got any cheap tobacco and he’s gonna go who are

you?’ (M15 — 36 year old male, weekly buyer)

In addition, illicit tobacco traders in shops were described as edgy, glancing around
before making a sale and sometimes requiring a signal which involved tapping on
the counter or using a slang term for cheap tobacco.
‘There are several local shops and you just go in and bang on the counter
and if you don’t...even like I've been to shops where someone’s told me
they have them and the shop keeper doesn't know me so I'll just sort of go
‘can I have a packet of Marlboro lights’ bang the counter, so there’s the

sign’ (F5 — 47 year old female, daily buyer)

Some illicit tobacco sellers appeared to encourage purchase of larger amounts of

cheap tobacco by offering a discount when buyers bought in bulk.
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7.4.6 Views on the impact of illicit tobacco trade
7.4.6.1 Impact on smoking behaviour
Smokers indicated that the availability of cheap illicit tobacco sustained their
smoking behaviour.
‘I think I smoke as much as [ want to because I can get it so cheap like I

said (M18 — 35 year old male, monthly buyer)

There were smokers who reported purchase of illicit tobacco having no effect on
their smoking, indicating that they did not smoke more or less and largely stuck to
their daily cigarette consumption. Interestingly, one smoker reported using illicit
tobacco as a means of cutting down, believing that the poor taste discouraged
increased consumption.
‘No its not, no its because | wanted to cut down at the same time then |
started buying cheap stuff because not only do roll-ups cut me down, it’s
also the cheap stuff. Because like | said you get a scratchy throat and you
cough this really dry cough and after the tenth cigarette you say no’ (M1

— 46 year old male, weekly buyer)

7.4.6.2 Impact on the local community

Smokers maintained that the sale of illicit tobacco was beneficial to the community

as it provided cheap affordable tobacco, especially to those in deprived communities.
‘Well I think cheap tobacco has made more benefit to the community than
the Police and the gangsters. They are doing somebody a favour; they are

actually saving people money’ (M9 — 57 year old male, weekly buyer)

Smokers acknowledged that the sale of illicit tobacco encouraged criminality in the
community. Whereas others dismissed this claim insisting that there were more

serious criminal activities taking place in the community other than the sale of illicit
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tobacco. There were some smokers who thought illicit tobacco trade had no negative
impact whatsoever on the community. This belief appeared to stem from the fact that
smokers viewed purchase of illicit tobacco as the norm in their communities,
sometimes likening its sale to the purchase of pirate DVDs or downloading music
illegally.
‘No...I kind of like view it the same as you get people going round going
‘DVD,’ do you know what I mean? In fact ['ve seen people doing both,
selling DVDs and cheap tobacco so...” (M4 — 49 year old male, monthly

buyer)

7.4.6.3 Impact on health
Smokers appeared to have some concern over the health impact of illicit tobacco
purchased from street sellers, believing that these were counterfeit and therefore
relatively more harmful than legitimately manufactured tobacco. However, some
illicit tobacco products purchased from street sellers were deemed ‘safe’ and this
perception depended on the look of the seller and the packaging of the product. In
spite of this concern smokers still indicated that they would continue purchasing
illicit tobacco and justified this by reiterating that these products were obtained at a
much cheaper price.
You don’t really think of the consequences, you think to yourself ok fine
if its got tobacco in it obviously the nicotine and it takes away your
craving then that’s all that matters really’ (M11 — 43 year old male,

weekly buyer)

Concern over the negative health impact of illicit tobacco appeared not to factor in
smokers decision to purchase cigarettes or tobacco under the counter in shops as
these were perceived to be legitimate duty free products. Nonetheless, smokers were

under no illusion that legitimately manufactured tobacco products were much better
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and acknowledged that all cigarettes were harmful. Counterfeit tobacco products
were perceived to have a much more negative health effect than legitimately
manufactured tobacco products, with smokers indicating that when smoked in the
past counterfeit tobacco products had an adverse effect on their health.
‘But you smoke it and after a couple of days it gets very chesty on you,
you know and its all of a sudden you do feel like...its not necessary
straight away that you smoke the cigarette that it tastes wrong but after 2
or 3 days of smoking | can feel it like it gets really chesty and I'm

coughing up a lot more’ (M6 — 47 year old male, weekly buyer)

7.4.7 Moral stance on illicit tobacco trade
7.4.7.1 Views on the illegality of illicit tobacco trade
Generally smokers appeared unperturbed by the illegality or morality of the illicit
tobacco trade, even though there was the awareness that this activity was illegal.
Smokers were not bothered by it, believing that there was nothing wrong with this
trade and even viewed it as harmless.
‘At the end of the day its not my problem, when it starts affecting me
personally then I’ll start thinking about it but when its not affecting me

personally I don’t care’ (M15 — 36 year old male, weekly buyer)

Others merely decided not to invest too much thought into it and appeared closed off
to the illegality of this illicit activity. However, other smokers appeared to be
affected by the illegality of purchasing illicit tobacco, seeing it as worrying,
embarrassing and uncomfortable.
‘Even when I go I've been going for such a long time I still kind of keep
glancing round and you know it’s not something I'm really comfortable
with but then when I come away [’ve got you know I have got them

cheaper’ (F3 — 47 year old female, weekly buyer)
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7.4.7.2 Views on illicit tobacco trade’s connection to organised crime and
terrorism
In order to test some messages used to deter illicit tobacco purchase, smokers in this
sample were asked to consider the statement that the illicit tobacco trade could be
funding terrorism and was connected to organised crime. Smokers supposed this to
be true. There were other smokers who thought this true only for the sale of
counterfeit and not bootlegged or smuggled tobacco.
‘Right the duty free stuff I don’t think is part of organised crime, I just
think that somebody’s trying to make a few quid here and there there’s
nothing organised about it. But all this fake stuff absolutely that’s part of

organised crime’ (M13 — 35 year old male, weekly buyer)

A few smokers regarded this statement with some scepticism and believed it to be a
ploy by the government. Whereas, another group of smokers appeared not to be
bothered by this link to organised crime or terrorism and did not give it much

thought.

7.4.7.3 Views on the sale of illicit tobacco to under-aged smokers
When confronted with the statement that sale of illicit tobacco encouraged youth
smoking, a minority of smokers acknowledged this was unacceptable and others
found this hard to believe. A few smokers supposed that young smokers would get
their tobacco one way or another and not just through the illicit tobacco market.
‘You know those underage smokers, ultimately they get older friends or
older siblings who go out and buy the tobacco or the cigarettes for them
in shops or they steal them from their parents as simple as that. So they

are gonna get it one way or the other if they really want to you know... So
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it’s not that much different really to approaching somebody who'’s

selling... cheap cigarertes’ (F1 — 50 year old female, monthly buyer)

7.4.8 Tackling illicit tobacco trade
7.4.8.1 Discouraging illicit tobacco purchase
In order to determine how to tackle demand for illicit tobacco, smokers were asked
to discuss what would prevent them from its purchase. One scenario given was if the
price of legitimate tobacco was brought down. Other views on preventing illicit
tobacco purchase in this sample included: if the cheap tobacco purchased tasted
horrible, quitting smoking, a complete ban on smoking, earning more money or if
sale of illicit tobacco was linked to drug dealing.
‘If they tasted horrible, if they tasted horrible then I would be like no they
don’t taste the same then I wouldn’t, other than that it wouldn’t stop me’

(F2 — 38 year old female, monthly buyer)

The importance of sustained enforcement work in tackling the illicit tobacco trade
was highlighted with smokers indicating that removing illicit sellers would prevent
them from purchasing cheap tobacco. Some smokers thought a ‘Draconian’ type
enforcement for being caught with illicit tobacco would also prevent purchase.

‘Only if there weren't there, if they weren’t there then obviously I can’t

do it’ (M11 — 43 year old male, weekly buyer)

It was evident that illicit tobacco use was embedded in certain smokers’ tobacco
purchasing behaviour as they saw no feasible reason for not purchasing cheap
tobacco. Nonetheless smokers reported that if unable to access cheap tobacco they
would resort to purchasing legitimate tobacco products; with some indicating they
would purchase budget brands as these are cheapest. Other smokers reported that

absence of cheap tobacco would cause them to cut down on their smoking due to
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budget constraints.
‘If there was no cheap tobacco right, then | would buy something in the
region of 25g (instead of 50g) which is a different packet’ (M16 — 66 year

old male, monthly buyer)

There were smokers who reported that they would be driven to quit or think about
quitting if they were unable to purchase illicit tobacco. There were seemingly highly
tobacco dependent smokers who reported that if unable to purchase illicit tobacco
would scrimp and cut back on other expenses so as to afford legitimate tobacco.
Smokers reported that they would resort to travelling abroad to countries with low

tobacco tax to purchase tobacco or cigarettes at a cheaper price.

7.4.8.2 Possibility of eliminating illicit tobacco trade
There was a widespread belief that it would be impossible to eradicate the illicit
tobacco trade because there was a demand for cheap tobacco and a lot of profit to be
made by those who sold illicit tobacco products.
‘It’ll never happen that there won’t be any more cheap tobacco, there’ll
always be cheap tobacco. You'll never get rid of it’ (M17 — 55 year old

male, monthly buyer)

Whereas others thought enforcement efforts were best spent on curbing drug
trafficking which was viewed as more criminal. Nevertheless, a few smokers
indicated that they would support the tackling of the illicit tobacco trade.
Yeah I would support it cos it’s not really a good thing in the long run.
Like in the short term yeah its cheaper you can get it like but in the long
term not really because its keeping a lot of people still smoking’ (F4 — 22

year old female, weekly buyer)
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7.5 Discussion

This study, using an interview methodology gained some useful insights into
smokers’ current purchasing behaviour, views and beliefs on various aspects of their
illicit tobacco use and attitudes towards tackling illicit tobacco trade. The most
frequently purchased illicit tobacco brands were Marlboro, Benson and Hedges
cigarettes and Golden Virginia and Old Holborn RYO tobacco. Smokers were able
to access illicit tobacco/cigarettes through multiple sources including: ‘under the
counter’ in shops, sellers in pubs, friends and family travelling abroad, markets,
street corners and bus stops. Discovery of illicit sources appeared to be either
through word of mouth, being approached by sellers or spotting sellers. Illicit
tobacco sources were easily accessible and based in smokers’ local communities and
they appeared to have a ready supply. Smokers were able to distinguish counterfeit
tobacco products from other cheap tobacco products through the inferior packaging,
taste and tell tale low price. Smokers viewed counterfeit tobacco products negatively
and found them not as enjoyable and more harmful to their health compared to
legitimately manufactured tobacco. These products were mostly perceived to be sold
by street and market sellers. Illicit tobacco use appeared to be a normal occurrence in
this sample of smokers with the main motivation for purchase being price, although
there was concern expressed over the increasing price of illicit tobacco. lllicit
tobacco traders were viewed favourably as trying to create an income for themselves
as well as providing a welcome service. lllicit tobacco sellers in shops were
described as edgy, glancing around before making a sale and sometimes requiring a
signal which involved tapping on the counter or using a slang term for cheap
tobacco. In addition, market/street sellers were perceived as dubious and
untrustworthy. Smokers presented a number of factors that would prevent illicit
tobacco purchase such as: if illicit tobacco was not available, quitting smoking, if the
price of legitimate tobacco products were reduced, if illicit tobacco purchased was

unpleasant, quitting smoking, a complete ban on smoking, earning more money and
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sales of illicit tobacco were connected to drug dealing. However, smokers either did
not believe the illicit tobacco trade was connected to organised criminality and
terrorism or were not bothered by it. Moreover, most smokers appeared untroubled
by the illegality of illicit tobacco and instead blamed the government for making
tobacco taxes so high. Of great significance was the finding that being unable to
purchase illicit tobacco would drive smokers to quit or cut down on their smoking.
However, smokers admitted that they would continue to buy legitimate tobacco,
even if it meant cutting back on other expenses in order to afford it. There was the
widespread belief that it would be impossible to completely eradicate illicit tobacco

trade.

Generally, smokers in our sample viewed the purchase of illicit tobacco as the norm,
likening this activity to the sale of pirate DVDs or illegal music downloads which
are activities regarded as acceptable and entirely normal (Balestrino, 2008; Rutter
and Bryce, 2008; Casola et al., 2009). This finding has important policy
implications, because in order to tackle demand for illicit tobacco this belief that

buying illicitly is acceptable and a normal practice needs to be addressed.

The most prevalent source of illicit tobacco reported in the current study was ‘under
the counter’ in shops. This is a new finding compared to that of previous studies
which reported purchase of illicit tobacco occurring mostly through friends and
trusted sources of illicit tobacco in the community (see Chapter 6, NEMS, 2009).
This could possibly be due to enforcement activities such as, HMRC’s strengthened
enforcement to disrupt supplies at import and key distribution points, increased
number of seizures and effective penalties to those caught selling illicit tobacco, all
of which could have resulted in changes in sources of illicit tobacco. This adds new
insight into the changing and evolving nature of the illicit tobacco market and

highlights how the illicit market responds to control policies. Moreover, this new
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insight emphasises the need for continuous monitoring of the illicit tobacco market
as recommended by the WHO FCTC. This will enable changes in the illicit tobacco
market to be picked up promptly and addressed; in this case, this new prominent
source of illicit tobacco — ‘under the counter’ in shops warrants urgent attention and
effective enforcement activities as well as further research to assess whether this is a
nation-wide activity, given that our sample was drawn from London. Smokers in this
study reported easy access and supply of illicit tobacco, indicating that the
opportunity for high taxes to drive these smokers to quit is lost when they can easily
obtain tobacco at a cheaper price. This has important implications for smoking
cessation as these smokers maybe less likely then to engage in cessation

interventions.

The most frequently purchased illicit tobacco brands were brands popular to the UK
market such as Marlboro, Benson and Hedges cigarettes and Golden Virginia and
Old Holborn hand rolled tobacco. This finding suggests that although seizures of
cheap ‘illicit’ white brands have recently increased in the UK, the smuggling of
genuine UK brands is still an issue. Limited health warnings written in foreign
languages on cigarettes and tobacco purchased from illicit sources suggest most of
them were smuggled or bootlegged from Europe and Arab countries. In some cases,
these cigarettes and tobacco had duty tax stamps on them prompting smokers in this
sample to suppose that these tobacco products were not counterfeit but rather that
they were legitimate ‘duty-paid’ products (and therefore of good quality) smuggled
into the country and resold cheaply. Therefore, anti-illicit tobacco campaigns
focused on warning smokers about the adverse health effects of counterfeit tobacco
may not have an impact since they consider their purchases to be of legitimate
products. In addition, such campaigns may contribute to beliefs that legitimate

tobacco products although hazardous are not as detrimental as counterfeit products.
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Smokers reported price as the main motivation for their illicit tobacco purchase.
They viewed purchase of illicit tobacco as acquiring their cigarettes and tobacco at
an affordable and bargain price. This finding corresponds with that of a previous
study conducted in the UK which found that the main motivation for illicit purchase
was to reduce the financial burden of smoking (Wiltshire et al., 2001). In addition,
there was the sense of purchasing illicit tobacco as a means of ‘getting one over’ on
the government for putting such high taxes on tobacco products. Smokers
maintained that they were unfairly targeted and punished by high taxes on tobacco
products. Almost all smokers in this study had general anti-government views,
perceiving the governments as criminals only interested in making profits from
heavy taxes levied on tobacco. The fact that historically, HMRC and trading
standards had been the main agencies tackling illicit tobacco trade may have
contributed to this sentiment. This suggests that trying to deter illicit tobacco
purchase by highlighting high revenue losses due to the illicit tobacco trade will
have little impact on these smokers’ purchasing behaviour unless effectively
executed. Multi-agency partnerships including health professionals such as that
implemented in the North of England may have more of an impact on changing
smokers’ purchasing behaviour. This study was conducted at a time of economic
recession and it has been reported that illicit markets may flourish in times of
economic hardship (Arkes, 2011). This was evident in this study with smokers
indicating that they started making illicit tobacco purchases after becoming
unemployed and unable to afford ‘duty-paid’ tobacco products. However, many
smokers in this sample were not necessarily influenced by the recession as they

reported purchasing illicit tobacco prior to the recession.

Like Wiltshire and colleagues (2001) this study found that smokers regarded illicit
tobacco sellers positively seeing them as providing a service and trying to make a

living. This finding also corresponds with that of other studies which established that

206

——
| —



there was support for those involved in the illicit tobacco trade, with illicit tobacco
sellers sometimes found to be trusted and respected within their communities
(Hornsby and Hobbs, 2007; Shelley et al., 2007; Straus and McEwen, 2009).
However, in this study some illicit sellers (particularly those known to sell tobacco
products that were assumed to be counterfeit) were viewed as dubious and dishonest.
This perception was usually down to past experiences of smokers buying tobacco
products from these vendors that they felt were poor quality. This, in addition to
enhanced enforcement efforts, for example, increased seizures and severe penalties
for those caught selling illicit tobacco, could have resulted in street sellers being less
prevalent as they used to be. In addition, this contributes to the finding that smokers

in this sample did not purchase counterfeit tobacco.

Another important finding that may have serious implications for tobacco control
efforts was the report that loss of access to illicit tobacco could drive many smokers
to think about quitting or cutting down on their smoking. This is significant and
again highlights the fact that users of illicit tobacco are mainly driven by price. It
also suggests that these smokers were not opportunistic illicit tobacco purchasers but
rather exclusive users that rely on cheap tobacco to maintain their smoking. This
finding is in line with that of a survey conducted in the North of England that access
to illicit tobacco enabled smokers to continue smoking when they would otherwise
be unable to afford to do so (NEMS, 2009). Furthermore, when smokers in the
current study were asked to discuss what would prevent them from purchasing illicit
tobacco, smokers reported the absence of illicit sellers. This reinforces the need for
continuous enforcement work to not only curb the supply of illicit tobacco but also
introduce severe penalties to discourage sellers. Nonetheless, it is important to
highlight here that although smokers declared that they would change their smoking
behaviour in response to loss of access to cheap tobacco, that in reality this may not

be the case, especially if they are highly tobacco dependent.
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Another significant finding from the current study was that many smokers were
untroubled by the illegality or morality of purchasing illicit tobacco. Smokers were
generally nonchalant about being seen as partaking in or encouraging an illegal
activity in their community when buying cheap tobacco from illicit sources. This
could be because purchase of illicit tobacco is not viewed by smokers as a criminal
activity as there are no penalties attached to its purchase. In fact, smokers judged that
there were more serious crimes taking place in their communities that should be of
concern the government such as the sale of class A drugs. In light of this, when
confronted with the claim that the illicit tobacco trade was connected to organised
crime and had links to terrorism rings, unsurprisingly this was received with some
cynicism and a relaxed attitude by smokers. This finding is important when thinking
of developing effective policies to tackle the demand for illicit tobacco, as this shows

that efforts to appeal to smokers” morality are bound to have little or no effect.

Although tobacco companies argue that counterfeit products are on the rise and
thriving in the illicit market more than legitimately smuggled or bootlegged
products, findings from this study suggest this is not the case. Many smokers in this
sample described their experiences of counterfeit tobacco with negative
connotations. They depicted counterfeit tobacco products as ‘unsmokable’ and stated
that they would not purchase these products. There is some evidence that counterfeit
tobacco products contain more harmful chemicals and substances than legitimately
manufactured products (see Chapter 2, section 2.4.1). Consequently, it was no
surprise that smokers’ expressed some concerns over the contents and health impact
of counterfeit tobacco. Nonetheless, smokers were able to purchase smuggled or

bootlegged legitimate products.

As with all qualitative research, findings from this study cannot be generalised as it
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only describes smokers’ reports on their purchasing behaviour. In addition, this
sample of participants was not representative of smokers in the population as it was
based on a sample drawn from London; rather the aim was to recruit a group of
smokers who reported regular purchase of illicit tobacco to explore their views and
beliefs on illicit tobacco trade. Nonetheless, this study builds on previous studies and
adds some new insights on the beliefs and views of smokers who regularly purchase
illicit tobacco. In addition, findings from this study informed the development of

new illicit tobacco questions to be asked of smokers in a national smoking survey.

7.6 Conclusion

The current study provided an increased understanding of the beliefs and views of
those who purchase illicit tobacco which may contribute to the development of
effective policies and campaigns aimed at reducing demand for illicit tobacco in
England. Smokers appeared to be able to access illicit tobacco and cigarettes through
multiple sources based in smokers’ local communities, however ‘under the counter’
in shops emerged as a prominent source. The main justification for illicit tobacco
purchase was the cheap price of it. Illicit tobacco traders were perceived as providing
a service, although some were seen as dishonest. Smokers appeared not to purchase
counterfeit tobacco products due to its perceived poor quality. Of great significance
was the finding that being unable to purchase illicit tobacco would drive smokers to
quit or cut down on their smoking. Most smokers related absence of illicit tobacco as
the cause that would prevent illicit tobacco purchase. Although, this encourages
continuous enforcement efforts to curb supply, it still remains that the best approach
to tackling the illicit tobacco trade may be to assist smokers to quit, thereby

removing demand.
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CHAPTER 8

FOLLOW-UP ESTIMATION OF ILLICIT TOBACCO USE IN ENGLAND A

NATIONAL SURVEY OF ENGLISH SMOKERS IN 2012

8.1 Introduction

The nature and extent of the illicit tobacco trade has changed in the last two decades.
In the 1990s and the early 2000s, the main type of illicit trade was large-scale
cigarette smuggling with the tobacco industry intimately involved (Joossens and
Raw, 2012). In Europe the large-scale smuggling of well-known brands has
subsequently decreased as a result of a number of strategies: including civil actions
against the tobacco industry (Joossens and Raw, 2012), European Union agreements
with the tobacco industry, memoranda of understanding agreements between
governments and the tobacco industry and anti-smuggling measures including fiscal
marks on packs and container detection (Joossens and Raw, 2008). In its place other
types of illicit trade have emerged, such as illicit manufacturing including
counterfeiting and the development of new cigarette brands. (Joossens and Raw,

2012).

In the UK this change is evident as the proportion of illicit genuine UK brands
decreased from almost a third of all seizures in 2002-3 to 6% in 2009-10 (Her
Majesty’s Revenue and Customs (HMRC), 2011a). This implies that the illicit
tobacco trade has developed other forms of illicit tobacco (counterfeit and cheap
whites) in response to restrictions on smuggling. An important strategy in tackling
the illicit tobacco market is the monitoring of all aspects of the trade, ensuring that
changes in the market are rapidly uncovered and counteracted. Additionally, this will

aid in the evaluation of the effectiveness of policies to tackle the illicit tobacco trade.
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Therefore there is need for more independent monitoring of the illicit trade on a
regular basis using a clearly defined methodology (Joossens et al., 2012) to capture
any changes in the illicit tobacco trade. Moreover, conducting several comparable
surveys at different points in time can provide useful information about whether the

illicit tobacco market share is increasing or decreasing over time.

In relation to monitoring the illicit tobacco market, findings from the qualitative
study on the attitudes and purchasing behaviours of illicit tobacco users drawn from
the London area (Chapter 7) indicated purchases from ‘under the counter’ in
newsagents and off licences as a popular source of illicit tobacco for smokers. This
realisation led to the decision to explore this finding in a national survey of smokers.
This was a focus of the current study, in addition to outlining the trend in illicit
tobacco use in England between the various time points of data collection. If
smokers are able to access illicit tobacco in a legal setting such as a retail shop, it is
possible that this purchasing behaviour is normalised and becomes acceptable. Also
of interest was whether the emergence of this source of illicit tobacco had any
impact on the prevalence of illicit tobacco use, the number of illicit sources used and
the associated characteristics with its use. The proportion of illicit tobacco that made
up smokers’ total tobacco consumption and beliefs on the provenance of cheap
tobacco could have also undergone changes since the previous survey study.
However, due to budget constraints these questions were not included in the follow-
up survey reported in this chapter. There was also the possibility that certain tobacco
control initiatives such as the ban on Point of Sale (POS) displays in large retailers
which came into effect in England in April 2012 (UK Parliament, 2010)
implemented during the period of the current study may have impacted on smokers’

purchasing behaviour.
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8.2 Study aims

This study aimed to investigate the trend in prevalence of illicit tobacco use in
England, by conducting a follow-up survey in 2012. In addition, it sought to explore
‘under the counter’ purchases in newsagents and off licences as a source of illicit
tobacco in a nationally representative study. Of interest also was whether there have
been any changes in the characteristics of those who report illicit tobacco purchase.
The study’s objectives were as follows:

1. Estimate the prevalence of illicit tobacco use in England in 2012 with the
addition of ‘under the counter’ in newsagents and off licences as a source of
illicit tobacco.

2. Estimate the number of illicit sources reportedly used by smokers’ in 2012
with reports in 2007-8 and 2010-11.

3. Determine whether there were any changes in the associated characteristics
of smokers who reported illicit tobacco use in 2012 compared to 2007-8 and

2010-11.

8.3 Methods

8.3.1 Study design and sampling

In May 2012, additional funding was granted by Cancer Research UK to keep the
illicit tobacco questions in the Smoking Toolkit Study (STS) for an unspecified
period of time. Data for this study were collected from May to December 2012. As
in the previous survey, participants were drawn from aggregated output areas
(containing 300 households). These areas were stratified by ACORN (A
Classification of Residential Neighbourhoods) characteristics (an established geo-
demographic analysis of the population

(http://www.caci.co.uk/acorn/acornmap.asp)) and region, and the randomly selected
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to be included in an interviewer’s list. This approach to profiling ensures an

appropriate mix of areas by socio-economic group.

8.3.2 Measures

As in the previous survey waves smoking status was accessed by asking participants
by asking: ‘Which of the following best applies to you? — | smoke cigarettes
(including hand-rolled) every day; | smoke cigarettes (including hand-rolled), but
not every day; | do not smoke cigarettes at all, but I do smoke tobacco of some kind
(for example:- pipe or cigar); | have stopped smoking completely in the last year; I
stopped smoking completely more than a year ago; | have never been a smoker (i.e.
smoked for a year or more); Don’t Know. Those who reported smoking cigarettes
(including hand-rolled) every day or smoked but not every day were categorised as

current smokers and included in the current study.

Smoking and demographic characteristics including gender, age and socio-economic
status were collected. Social status was categorised as previously as follows: AB =
higher and intermediate professional/managerial, C1 = supervisory, clerical, junior
managerial administrative/ professional, C2 = skilled manual workers, D = semi-
skilled and unskilled manual workers and E = on state benefit, unemployed, lowest
grade workers. The Heaviness of Smoking Index (HSI) combining scores on
cigarette consumption per day and time to first cigarette of the day was used as a

measure of tobacco dependence (Kozlowski et al., 1994).

Illicit tobacco purchase as in the previous survey was assessed by asking
participants: ‘In the last 6 months, have you bought any cigarettes or hand rolled
tobacco from any of the following? - newsagent\off license\corner-shop, petrol

garage shop, supermarket, cash and carry, internet, pub (behind the bar), pub
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(vending machine), pub (somebody who comes round selling cigarettes cheap),
people who sell cheap cigarettes on the street, people in the local area who are a
ready supply of cheap cigarettes, buy them cheap from friends, buy them from
abroad and bring them back with me, other, have not bought any in the last 6 months
and don’t know. Participants who reported purchasing tobacco from individuals that
sell cheap cigarettes in the pubs, those that sell cheap cigarettes on the street, persons
that are trusted sources of cheap cigarettes in the local area and buying cheap
cigarettes from friends were classified as purchasing illicit tobacco. In this follow-up
study, ‘newsagent\off licence\corner-shop - under the counter’ was added as a
category of tobacco purchase in the STS questionnaire (Appendix 8.1). This source
was classified as illicit as indicated by findings in the qualitative study (Chapter 7).
It is important to note that due to the addition of this new category in the follow-up
survey, it is not possible to make direct comparisons between the follow-up survey
and the surveys conducted in 2007-8 and 2010-11. Participants’ purchasing
behaviours were classified into 3 groups (duty-paid (DP) only, DP and illicit tobacco

and illicit tobacco only).

8.3.3 Statistical analysis

Data were analysed using SPSS 21.0. Prevalence data were analysed using
descriptive statistics. Prevalence data estimates were weighted using the rim
(marginal) weighting technique, based on the 2001 census (for gender, working
status, prevalence of children in the household, age, social status and region) and the
process repeated until all variables match the specified targets (Fidler et al., 2011). In
order to determine whether the exclusion of ‘under the counter’ purchases in
newsagents\off-licences\corner-shops had any effect on our estimation of illicit
tobacco use in 2010-11, we extrapolated the estimates of ‘under the counter’

purchases in shops to 2010-11. This was achieved by adding the number of reports
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of illicit tobacco use at the same level as in 2012 to the 2010-11 survey data.
Additionally, reports of ‘under the counter’ purchases were excluded in 2012 in
order to determine what effect this would have on the estimation of illicit tobacco

use at this time point.

The assumption of ‘normality’ required for ANOVA analysis was assessed using the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistic. Cigarette consumption and was found to be
statistically non — normal among those reporting purchases from DP sources only,
illicit sources only and DP and illicit sources. Kruskal-Wallis tests were therefore
adopted to assess differences in cigarette consumption. Differences in prevalence of
illicit tobacco use as a function of time (2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012) were assessed
using Kruskal-Wallis tests. Chi-squared analysis was used to test group differences
for categorical variables. Forced entry logistic regression was used to assess
associations between socio-demographic variables, smoking characteristics and

illicit tobacco purchase. Statistical significance was set at p<0.05.

8.3.4 Ethical approval
Ethical approval was granted by the University College London Research Ethics

Committee.

8.4 Results

A total of 14,229 participants were surveyed between May 2012 and December 2012
of which 3,219 (22.6%) were current smokers. Current smokers who responded
‘none’, ‘don’t know’ or other answers (these were either repetitions of answers
already given or were not legible) to the question on source of tobacco purchase

were excluded from the current study (n= 59). Table 8.1 shows the socio-
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demographic and smoking characteristics of participants split according to source of

tobacco purchases in 2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012.

8.4.1 Prevalence of illicit tobacco use

Between May and December 2012, 17.2% (n=497; 95%Confidence Interval (CI)
15.8 — 18.6) of current smokers reported any illicit tobacco purchase. This was
19.7% in 2007-8 and 4% in 2010-11 (x2 = 288.87 (df 2), p<0.001). Exclusive illicit
tobacco purchase was 6.2% (CI 5.3 — 7.1) in 2012; 3.7% in 2007-8 and 1.6% in
2010-11 (x2 = 294.41 (df 2), p<0.001); extrapolation of purchases ‘under the
counter’ in shops to 2010-11 at the same level as 2012, gave an estimated prevalence
of illicit tobacco use of 15.4 % (CI 14.1 — 16.7) in 2010-11. However, excluding
‘under the counter’ purchases in our estimation of illicit tobacco use in 2012,

estimated illicit tobacco use at 6.9% (95%CI 6.0 — 7.8) in 2012.

In this study, exclusive illicit tobacco purchase appeared to be slightly more
prevalent in smokers from lower socio-economic groups, however this difference
was not statistically different (32 = 13.396 (df (degrees of freedom) 8), p=0.099).
This is unlike in 2007-8 and 2010-11 were smokers from lower socio-economic
groups were significantly more likely to report exclusive illicit tobacco purchase
(2007-8: 2 = 33.649 (df 8), p<0.001; 2010-11: 2 = 23.604 (df 8), p=0.003). Similar
to the surveys conducted in 2007-8 and 2010-11 more males (63.5%, n = 113) than
females (36.5%, n = 65) reported exclusive illicit tobacco use in the current study (2
=16.531 (df 1), p<0.001). Also, as in previous surveys, most smokers who reported
purchasing illicit tobacco exclusively were exclusive RYO smokers (55.5%, n = 81)
(x2 = 36.124 (df 4), p<0.001). In addition, exclusive illicit tobacco users smoked on
average more cigarettes per day (12.6 (8.57) compared with exclusive duty-paid

tobacco users (11.9 (8.3) (F (df2, 2800) = 4.523, p=0.011). Similar to previous
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surveys older smokers (35 — 65+) were more likely to report exclusive illicit tobacco

purchase in this study (32 = 33.083 (df10), p<0.001).
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Table 8.1: Socio-demographic and smoking characteristics as a function of type of tobacco and cigarette
purchase in England in 2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012

Note: The survey data presented above by year are not directly comparable due to the addition of a new category

2007-8 2010-11 2012
Total Ilicit DP tobacco DPand Total Ilicit DP tobacco DP and Total Ilicit tobacco | DP tobacco | DP and
(n=1470)  tobacco only illicit (n=2424) tobacco only illicit (n=2882) only (n=178) | only illicit

only (n=55)  (n=1180) (n=235) only (n=40)  (n=2326) (n=58) (n=2385) (n=319)
Age, (years) % (n)
16-24 21.2(311) 10.9(6) 19.5(230) 32.1(75) 19.4(470) 10.9(4) 19.1(444) 37.9(22) 17.6 (506) 15.7(28) 17.2(410) 21.3(68)
25-34 18.4(271)  14.5(8) 18.6(219) 18.8(44) 20.4(495) 15.0(6) 20.7(481) 13.8(8) 19.9 (573) 16.9(30) 20.0(477) 20.7(66)
35-44 22.3(328) 14.5(8) 22.4(264) 23.9(56) 19.3(467) 22.5(9) 19.4(452) 10.3(6) 21.2 (612) 23.6(42) 20.7(494) 23.8(76)
45-54 17.0(249)  25.5(14) 16.9(199) 15.4(36) 17.8(431) 20.0(8) 17.8(414) 15.5(9) 18.2(525) 20.2(36) 17.6(419) 21.9(70)
55-64 11.8(174)  23.6(13) 12.4(146) 6.4(15) 13.8(334) 15.0(6) 13.7(318) 17.2(10) 12.3(354) 12.9 (23) 12.6(301) 9.4(30)
65+ 9.3 (136) 10.9(6) 10.3(122) 3.4(8) 9.3(226) 17.5(7) 9.3(216) 5.2(3) 10.8(312) 10.7(19) 11.9(284) 2.8(9)
Gender, % (n)
Male 50.9 (748) 61.8 (34) 48.1(567) 62.6(147) | 54.0(1309) 65.0(26) 53.2(1238) 77.6(45) 54.1(1558) 63.5(113) 52.3(1249) 61.6(196)
Female 49.1(722) 38.2(21) 51.9(613) 37.4(88) 46.0(1115) 35.0(14) 46.8(1088) 22.4(13) 45.9(1324) 36.5(65) 47.7(1137) 38.4(122)
Social status, % (n)
AB 15.4(227)  10.9(6) 17.2(203) 7.7(18) 15.4(374) 0(0) 15.8(367) 12.3(7) 15.0(431) 10.7(19) 15.6(371) 12.9(41)
C1 24.1(354) 5.5(3) 25.1(297) 23.1(54) 26.5(643) 10.3(4) 26.8(623) 28.1(16) 24.4(702) 19.7(35) 24.8(592) 23.6(75)
c2 25.5(375)  27.3(15) 24.2(286) 31.6(74) 24.1(583) 30.8(12) 24.2(563) 14.0(8) 25.9(745) 27.5(49) 25.2(601) 29.9(95)
D 21.6(317)  35.4(19) 20.5(242) 23.9(56) 20.0(485) 35.9(14) 19.6(456) 26.3(15) 21.1(609) 22.5(40) 21.0(502) 21.1(67)
E 13.4(197) 21.8(12) 13.0(153) 13.7(32) 13.9(337) 23.1(9) 13.6(317) 19.3(11) 13.7(394) 19.7(35) 13.4(319) 12.6(40)
Type of Tobacco smoked, %
()
Cigarettes 65.2(883)  21.2(11) 70.8(762) 48.7(110) | 60.2(1191) 16.7(6) 61.9(1172) 26.5(13) 56.1(1384) 38.8(57) 58.5(1191) 47.9(136)
Cigarettes & RYO 9.6(130) 3.8(2) 7.5(81) 20.8(47) 6.2(123) 2.8(1) 5.9(111) 22.4(11) 6.5(160) 5.8(8) 6.0(123) 10.1(29)
RYO only 25.2(341)  75.0(39) 21.7(233) 30.5(69) 33.6(664) 80.6(29) 32.2(610) 51.0(25) 37.4(924) 55.5(81) 35.5(724) 42.0(119)
Cigarettes per day (CPD), 13.4(8.75) 15.8(9.67) 12.7(8.6) 15.9(8.8) 12.3(8.2) 16.1(9.8) 12.2(8.1) 14.7(9.9) 12.1(8.29) 12.6(8.57) 11.9(8.3) 13.4(7.9)
mean (sd)
Time to first cigarette,% (n) 19.0(280)  7.3(4) 19.7(233) 18.3(43) 28.7(696) 20.0(8) 28.9(672) 27.6(16) 29.8(860) 35.2(63) 30.4(724) 23.0(73)
>61 minutes 29.1(428)  20.0(11) 31.2(368) 20.9(49) 19.6(475) 12.5(5) 19.8(461) 15.5(9) 20.5(591) 11.2(20) 21.5(512) 18.6(59)
31-60 minutes 31.4(462)  40.0(22) 30.1(355) 36.2(85) 31.4(762) 32.5(13) 31.5(732) 29.3(17) 31.7(913) 34.6(62) 31.1(742) 34.3(109)
6-30 minutes 20.3(299) 32.7(18) 18.9(223) 24.7(58) 19.6 (474) 32.5(13) 19.1(445) 27.6(16) 17.6(507) 19.0(34) 16.7(399) 23.3(74)
<5 minutes

of response in 2012. Data weighted to match the 2001 census;, n = Number; sd = Standard Deviation;, RYO = ‘roll
your own’ tobacco;, DP = Duty-paid; Social Status categories: AB = higher and intermediate
professional/managerial, C1 = supervisory, clerical, junior managerial administrative/ professional, C2 = skilled
manual workers, D = semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers and E = on state benefit, unemployed, lowest grade
workers
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The average number of cigarettes per day smoked by exclusive illicit tobacco
users was lowest in 2012 at 13 (SD = 8.14); compared with 16 (SD = 8.97) in
2007-8 and 15 (SD = 9.82) in 2010-11 (2 = 13.57 (df 2), p=0.001). In
addition, more smokers of manufactured cigarettes reported exclusive illicit
tobacco purchase in 2012 (38.8%; n = 57); compared with previous time points

(2007-8: 21.2%; n = 11; 16.7%: n=6) (x2 =14.30 (df 2), p=0.001).

Table 8.2 shows the regional differences in reports of illicit tobacco purchase
in 2012. The South West became the region with the highest concentration of
exclusive illicit tobacco purchase in 2012 (19.7%; n=35, CI 18.1-21.3); unlike
the North West and the East of England in 2007-8 and 2010-11 respectively.
London went from having one of the lowest reports of exclusive illicit tobacco
use in 2007-8 and 2010-11 to having the second highest prevalence in 2012
(15.2%; n = 27; CI 18.7-27.3). The South East had the highest concentration
of duty-paid and illicit tobacco purchase in 2012 (18.6%; n=59, Cl), this was
the North West in 2007-8 (18.2%; n = 43; CI) and the South West in 2010-11
(18.6%; n = 11; CI). This regional variation in reported illicit tobacco use was
statistically significant (y2 = 65.627 (df 8); p<0.001), however the numbers
reported here are small and the STS is not powered to detect regional

differences.

Table 8.2: Reported purchase of illicit and duty-paid tobacco and cigarettes by

English region in 2012

% (n)
Ilicit tobacco DP and illicit DP only
only tobacco
North East 7.3 (13) 5.3 (17) 6.4 (153)
North West 12.9(23) 10.1 (32) 15.9 (378)
Yorkshire and 15.2(27) 6.6 (21) 11.4 (272)
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the Humber

East Midlands 6.2 (11) 7.9 (25) 7.7 (183)
West Midlands 5.6 (10) 8.8 (28) 12.5 (299)
East of England 5.1(9) 11.3 (36) 11.1 (264)
London 15.2(27) 17.6 (56) 11.7 (279)
South East 12.9(23) 18.6 (59) 14.0 (333)
South West 19.7(35) 13.8 (44) 9.4 (223)

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; n = Number; DP = Duty-paid

8.4.2 Sources of cigarette and tobacco purchase

Table 8.3 shows the sources of smokers’ tobacco and cigarette purchases. Once
‘under the counter’ purchases in newsagents, off licences and corner-shops
were introduced as a possible source of illicit tobacco in this study, this source
replaced purchases from friends as the most popular in 2012 (11.3%; 95% CI
10.1 — 12.5). In addition, people who sell cheap cigarettes in the street were a
less popular source of illicit tobacco than people selling them in pubs in 2010-

11 in contrast to 2007-8 and 2012.
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Table 8.3: Sources of smokers’ duty-paid and illicit tobacco and cigarette

purchases in England in 2012

% (N) 95% ClI
Sources of duty paid
tobacco
Newsagent/ Off licence 63.9 (2018) 62.2 — 65.6
Petrol garage 19.5 (615) 18.1-20.9
Supermarket 52.7 (1665) 51.0-54.4
Cash and carry 1.5 (46) 1.1-1.9
Internet 0.3 (11) 0.1-05
Pub (behind the bar) 1.2 (38) 08-1.6
Pub (vending machine) 1.7 (53) 1.3-22
Buy them from abroad and 7.3 (232) 6.4 —8.2
bring them back with me
Sources of illicit tobacco
Pub (someone who comes 0.7 (22) 04-1.0
round selling cheap cigarettes)
People who sell cheap 1.5 (47) 1.1-1.9
cigarettes in the street
People in the local area who 1.7 (55) 1.3-22
are trusted sources of cheap
cigarettes
Buy them cheap from friends 4.7 (149) 40-54
Newsagents/Off licences — 11.3 (356) 10.2-124

“‘under the counter’

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; Responses were not mutually exclusive

Smokers reporting both duty-paid and illicit tobacco purchase accessed more
illicit sources (in some instances all five); whereas exclusive illicit tobacco
users mainly reported us of one illicit source (Table 8.4). Overall, the
percentage of smokers who reported using more than one illicit source for their
tobacco purchase decreased from 27.4% (n=86) in 2007-8 but increased from

10.9% (n=12) in 2010-11 to 15.6% (n=48).
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Table 8.4: Number of sources reportedly used by smokers to purchase illicit

tobacco in 2012

% (n)
Number of sources used Ilicit tobacco only Both licit and illicit -
1 98.9 (177) 85.5(272)
2 1.1(2) 8.8(28)
3 0 (0) 3.8(12)
4 0 (0) 1.3 (4)
5 0 (0) 0.6 (2)

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; n = Number

8.4.3 Characteristics associated with illicit tobacco purchase

Being male (OR=1.33, p=0.007), a RYO smoker (OR=1.49, p<0.001) and
having high tobacco dependence (OR=1.10, p=0.005) were significantly
associated with reporting any illicit tobacco purchase. There was no evidence
of associations between illicit tobacco use and socio-economic status (Table
8.5). Whereas, smokers in age groups 16 — 54 years had significant odds of

reporting illicit tobacco use (Table 8.5).

Table 8.5: Association between socio-demographic characteristics and tobacco

dependence with report of illicit tobacco purchase in 2012

OR 95% ClI p value
Sex
Men 1.33 1.08-1.63 0.007
Women Reference
Age
16-24 1.76 1.16 — 2.65 0.008
25-34 1.64 1.10-2.45 0.015
35-44 1.73 1.15-2.59 0.008
45-54 1.82 1.21-2.74 0.004
55-64 1.34 0.86 — 2.08 0.192
65+ Reference
Social status
AB Reference
C1 1.03 0.66 —1.60 0.894
Cc2 1.09 0.71-1.68 0.687
D 1.02 0.66 —1.59 0.919
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E 1.17 0.77 - 1.78 0.466
Tobacco dependence

HSI 1.10 1.03-1.18 p=0.005

Smokes RYO 1.49 121-184 p<0.001
Note: OR = Odds ratio, Cl = Confidence interval; Social status categories: AB = higher and
intermediate professional/managerial, C1 = supervisory, clerical, junior managerial

administrative/ professional, C2 = skilled manual workers, D = semi-skilled and unskilled
manual workers and E = on state benefit, unemployed, lowest grade workers; HSI =
Heaviness of Smoking Index; RYO = ‘roll your own’ tobacco

A time by demographic and tobacco dependence interaction although
significant in the unadjusted model, was not in the adjusted model (Table 8.6).
Additionally, the change in prevalence of illicit tobacco use between time
points was statistically significant in both adjusted and unadjusted logistic

models (Table 8.6).

Table 8.6: Regression analysis assessing the change in prevalence of illicit

tobacco use between time points

Unadjusted ® Adjusted

OR 95% ClI pvalue OR 95%ClI p value
Time 1 (2007-8) 1.65 1.43-1.90 p<0.001 1.74 1.50-2.02 p<0.001
Time 2 (2010-11) 0.31 0.25-0.37 p<0.001 0.30 0.24-0.37 p<0.001
Time 3 (2012) 1.37 1.22 -1.53 p<0.001 1.30 1.15-1.48 p<0.001
Interactions
Time*Age 991 0.98-1.00 p<0.001 0.99 0.99-1.00 p=0.547
Time*Sex 1.14 1.06 - 1.23 p=0.001 0.98 0.89-1.09 p=0.800
Time*SS 0.99 0.94-1.06 p=0.889 0.96 0.89-1.04 p=0.373
Time*Tobacco 1.11 1.08 -1.14 p<0.001 1.01 0.97-1.04 p=0.607
dependence

Note: OR = Odds ratio, Cl = Confidence interval; aAdjusted for age, sex, social status and
tobacco dependence; SS = Social status
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8.5 Discussion

Seventeen percent of smokers reported purchase of illicit tobacco use in 2012,
an increase from 2010-11. When ‘under the counter’ purchase of cheap
tobacco in shops was added as an illicit source in 2012, this became the most
commonly cited source of cheap tobacco. In line with the previous surveys in
2007-8 and 2010-11, exclusive illicit tobacco users reported using either 1 or 2
sources to access cheap illicit tobacco; whereas non-exclusive illicit tobacco
users accessed multiple sources. Those reporting illicit tobacco purchase in
2012 were more tobacco dependent, more likely to be male and a RYO smoker
compared with those purchasing duty-paid tobacco. Interestingly, both young

and old smokers had significant odds of reporting illicit tobacco use in 2012.

The most likely reason for the significant increase in prevalence of illicit
tobacco use observed in the current study compared with 2010-11 is the
addition of ‘under the counter’ purchases as an illicit tobacco source. This may
have resulted in an under-estimation of illicit tobacco use in the 2010-11
survey. This finding reinforces the need for qualitative research exploring
smokers’ views as well as routine and robust measures of illicit tobacco trade,
to pick up on and explore changes in sources of illicit tobacco. Although, it is
evident that the inclusion of ‘under the counter’ as an illicit tobacco source
impacted on estimates of illicit tobacco use, when its figures were excluded in
the 2012 study, there appeared to be a slight increase in illicit tobacco use
between 2010-11 and 2012. There are two possible explanations for this
increase. Firstly, due to the criminal nature of the illicit trade, it is possible that
the market has evolved to combat the policy measures implemented by
HMRC. Possibly, cigarette and tobacco smugglers may have invented new

means of eluding customs officials and getting tobacco products through the
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distribution chain. This possibility is affirmed by the first hand report from a
cigarette smuggler that he changed his transportation methods as a direct
response to law enforcement tactics (L’Hoiry 2013). Secondly, the increasing
share of ‘cheap whites’ (factory made tobacco products manufactured for the
sole purpose of being smuggled and sold illegally) in the UK tobacco market
(HMRC, 2011a) may have encouraged illicit tobacco purchase as smokers' use
of illicit tobacco is related to availability as well as price (Moodie et al.,
2011a). This in turn may Nonetheless, there appeared to be an overall decline
in illicit tobacco use between 2007-8 and 2012 and this is consistent with
HMRC estimates covering these time points (13% of cigarette market share in
2007-8 to 9% in 2010-11) (HMRC 2011c; HMRC, 2012); and reports from
other sources (NEMS, 2011; Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler (KPMG),

2011).

With the elimination of some sources of illicit tobacco, it is possible that new
sources will emerge to replace lost ones, due to the demand for cheap tobacco
products in a country such as the UK which has one of the most expensive
tobacco products in Europe. Shop retailers appear to be a newly identified
prominent source of illicit tobacco, as the study reported in this chapter and the
previous one, as well as reports from other sources (Trafford Council press
release, August 2012; Convenience store news, October 2012) suggests. This
is the first national survey to show ‘under the counter’ sales in shops as a
common source of illicit tobacco. The driver for this source could possibly be
that shopkeepers can make more profit from illicit tobacco sales than duty-paid
sales. This finding however is of particular concern for tobacco control efforts
in light of tobacco industry arguments that ban on POS displays will promote

an ‘under the counter culture’ that will blur the line between legitimate and

( ]
L225j



illicit tobacco (British American Tobacco (BAT), 2013). The ban on POS
displays is set to come into effect for small retailers in England in April 2015
so this is unlikely to explain the emergence of this category currently (UK
Parliament, 2010). Prior to the implementation of this policy, there is the need
to introduce more enforcement strategies by Trading Standards and HMRC,
with severe penalties attached to deter retailers from engaging in illicit tobacco

trade.

Interestingly, although it appeared that a new illicit tobacco source emerged in
this study, the majority of exclusive illicit tobacco users continued to report
use of a single source. A possible explanation for this could be that these
smokers are dedicated illicit tobacco users with established illicit sources
where they are sure of the products purchased. Future research into illicit
sources may provide a better understanding of the accessibility and availability

of illicit tobacco.

Similar to the findings in the previous surveys (Chapter 7), illicit tobacco use
was associated with high tobacco dependence, RYO tobacco use and being
male in this study. In contrast to the previous surveys, there was no significant
associated between illicit tobacco use and socio-economic status in the current
study. This is of interest and suggests that illicit tobacco use may have become
more widespread in socio-economic groups. The recent recession in
conjunction with the escalating cost of tobacco products in the UK may have
driven more smokers to engage in price-minimising behaviours which could
have included purchase of illicit tobacco. Of interest is the finding that, unlike
the previous surveys, this study found significant odds of reporting illicit

tobacco use in both younger and older smokers (with the 45-54 age groups
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having the highest odds). This suggests that more recently, purchase of illicit
tobacco has become a common practice in older smokers as well as younger
smokers. This highlights the changing nature of the illicit tobacco use in terms
of demand. This finding holds particular importance for the development of
targeted anti-illicit tobacco trade campaigns aimed at deterring this purchasing

behaviour.

This study was subject to the same limitations as in the previous survey
studies. Firstly, this study relied on participants’ reports of tobacco purchasing
in the previous 6 months and so is subject to recall bias. Secondly, some
smokers may have been reluctant to report purchase of cheap ‘illicit’ cigarettes
in a face-to-face survey; however as already mentioned this is improbable as
the purchase of illicit tobacco is currently not illegal in the UK and there is
nothing to suggest that perceptions of it have changed over the five years.
Other limitations include the lack of data on ethnicity in the STS and its data
collection being restricted to England and so not a representation of the whole
of the UK. Nonetheless, this study provided important new developments in
the nature of the illicit tobacco market in England which may have potential

policy implications.

8.6 Conclusion

The prevalence of illicit tobacco use appeared to increase between 2010-11 and
2012, however there was an overall decrease compared to 2007-8 estimates.
The characteristics of those reporting illicit tobacco purchases varied between
2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012. Moreover, it appears that this illegal purchasing
behaviour is becoming more widespread across different age groups and social

grades. In order for illicit tobacco trade to be effectively tackled it is important
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that policy makers acknowledge its evolving nature both in demand and
supply. This will consist of continuous monitoring and investigating of the
illicit tobacco trade, as those involved adapt to policy responses. lllicit tobacco
use is still posing a serious threat to tobacco control and if the full potential
effect of tobacco tax increases is to be realised, then combating this illegal

trade needs to stay a priority.
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CHAPTER 9

PRICE ESTIMATES FOR CIGARETTES AND TOBACCO
PURCHASED FROM DUTY-PAID AND ILLICIT SOURCES: A
NATIONAL SURVEY OF ENGLISH SMOKERS

9.1 Introduction

The price elasticity for tobacco — that is, the effect of price on demand for
cigarettes - has been estimated at -0.4 and -0.8 for developed and developing
countries respectively (Jha and Chaloupka, 1999). Based on these estimates, a
10% increase in tobacco prices would result in an estimated overall fall in
consumption of 4% in developed countries and 8% in developing countries.
Price elasticity is reportedly greater among younger and poorer smokers
making them more responsive to tobacco price increases (Chaloupka and

Pacula, 1999; Ross and Chaloupka, 2003; Farrelly et al., 2001).

It has been established that higher tobacco prices are associated with lower
levels of consumption, reduced prevalence, increased cessation and reduced
initiation (Chaloupka et al., 2000; Levy et al., 2000; Frieden et al., 2005). The
UK Government applies the higher end price elasticity estimate of -0.72 when
determining tax rates and cigarette prices (Cullum and Pissarides, 2004). In the
UK, the average recommended retail price of a pack of 20 cigarettes (in the
most popular price category) was £5.33 in 2007; £6.13 in 2010 and £7.47 in
2012 (Tobacco Manufacturers Association, 2013). As of 2012, the UK had one
of the highest prices for tobacco products in Europe, with overall tax
accounting for 78% and excise tax for 62% of the retail price for a packet of
cigarettes in the premium category (HMRC, 2012a). Tax increases (above the

rate of inflation) are the single most effective population level policy to
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encourage smokers to quit (Jha and Chaloupka, 1999) and despite the high tax
rates already applied in the UK, some experts believe that there is scope for
further tax increases on tobacco products (Guindon et al., 2002; Blecher et al.,

2012).

Measures of tobacco price elasticity rarely take into consideration the impact
of the illicit tobacco market. However, two studies which attempted to adjust
for the effects of smuggling yielded similar price elasticity between the range
of -0.45 to -0.62 (Yurekli and Zhang, 2000; Gruber and Stabile, 2003). This
price elasticity does not differ greatly from previous estimates not accounting
for illicit tobacco trade and a reason for this could be the difficulties in
accurately estimating the size of the illicit market. There is also some evidence
that higher cigarette prices are associated with an increased motivation to quit
smoking, an effect which was not mitigated by cheaper cigarette sources (Ross

etal., 2010).

Although higher taxes on tobacco significantly reduce tobacco consumption
while providing a major source of government revenue, tobacco taxation is
perceived as controversial (Gruber and Kdszegi, 2008). This is because
tobacco taxes could be viewed as regressive since lower-income groups spend
a higher share of their income on tobacco (Gruber and Kdszegi, 2008) and
those who do not quit or reduce consumption in response to price rises face
greater financial burden. Lower income smokers are on average more tobacco
dependent (Siahpush et al., 2006) and this results in greater consumption and

thus greater expenditure on tobacco.

Over the last two decades, the price of cigarettes has increased steadily above
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the rate of inflation in the UK. When cigarette prices go up, some smokers may
resort to price minimizing behaviours whilst others pay the high price (Choi et
al., 2012; Xu et al., 2013). Besides quitting and consumption reduction, some
smokers may switch to less expensive brands or engage in tax avoidance
behaviours (purchase of tobacco products in lower tax jurisdictions by those in
high tax jurisdictions) (Hyland et al., 2005; White et al., 2013). The tobacco
industry encourages the latter by providing a range of premium, mid-priced
and economy brands to cater for individuals’ budget constraints (Anderson et
al., 2002); thus the price paid for legitimate duty-paid tobacco could vary
according to brand purchased. It has been suggested that the tobacco industry
uses these compensating pricing strategies such as the development of lower
price branded generics and the introduction of multipack discounts to offset
increases in taxes (Chaloupka et al., 2002). This is debatable, because it has
also been purported that increases in taxes can be accompanied by increases in
prices (Gilmore, 2011). In addition, tobacco companies appear to have kept the
lowest cigarette prices down by absorbing tax increases, and cross-subsidising
these with real price increases on higher price cigarettes at the time of tax
increases (Gilmore et al., 2013), thereby keeping cigarettes affordable for

poorer smokers.

Associations have been found between the purchase of discount or generic
cigarette brands and tax avoidance, and being white, of an older age (45 — 55+
years), having high tobacco dependence, low income, lower education and
lower socio-economic groups (Cummings et al., 1997; Li et al., 2010). Poorer
and heavier smokers were found to be more sensitive to changes in cigarette
prices and more likely to engage in tax avoidance behaviours (Hyland et al.,

2005). Unsurprisingly smokers who engage in price minimising behaviour
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have similar characteristics to those who report the purchase of illicit tobacco
(Taylor et al., 2004; Lee and Chen, 2006; McEwen and Strauss, 2009; Chen et

al., 2010).

In the UK cigarette market there is an increasing number of smokers switching
to lower priced discount brands seemingly because they are unable to afford or
are unwilling to pay for premium brands (Devlin et al., 2003). There is
evidence that when faced with a tobacco tax increase only a small proportion
of smokers reported quitting smoking (9.7%); whereas nearly half (48%)
reported reducing the amount they smoked and/or changing the brand
purchased, as well as switching from manufactured to hand-rolled cigarettes
(Kengganpanich et al., 2009). Considering the variations in cigarette prices,
some smokers are therefore able to mitigate the effect of tax increases, thereby
undermining policies aimed at reducing smoking prevalence through increased
prices. It is therefore possible that, although some smokers do not report illicit
tobacco purchase, they may still be able to obtain tobacco products at a
reduced price, therefore the current study sought to estimate the price of duty-
paid cigarettes and roll your own (RYQ) tobacco to determine whether this
was the case. In addition, this study sought to determine which socio-
demographic factors were associated with reduced price estimates for
purchases from duty-paid sources. This could indicate which smokers are most

likely to engage in price minimising strategies in England.

An issue with estimating the extent of illicit tobacco trade using self-reported
data is that some smokers may be reluctant to report its use due to its illegal
nature (see Chapter 2); thereby resulting in a possible underestimation of the

illicit tobacco market. Another means of estimating illicit tobacco trade is by
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determining the price paid for tobacco products purchased from certain
sources. The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) handbooks
on methods for evaluating tobacco control policies (IARC, 2008) and on
tobacco taxation for the Pricing Policies and Control of Tobacco in Europe
(PPACTE) project (IARC, 2011) describe collecting self-reported data on
purchase source and price as a measure of illicit tobacco trade. It is believed
that this can help assess the extent of various forms of individual tax
avoidance, including cross-border shopping, direct purchases and duty-free
purchases (Gallus et al., 2009). Therefore, it is important to distinguish the
price of duty-paid tobacco products from the price of illicit tobacco products.
One would expect that tobacco products purchased from illicit sources would
be much cheaper than those obtained from duty-paid sources. Moreover, there
is limited research to suggest exactly how much cheaper illicit tobacco is
compared with duty-paid. Some suggest this to be almost half the price of
duty-paid tobacco (West et al., 2008), whereas others estimate it to be 75% less

than duty-paid products (Financial Action Task Force Report, 2012).

It is important to acknowledge that tobacco control policies such as raising the
legal age for purchasing tobacco in October 2007, the ban on sale of tobacco
products from vending machines in October 2011 and the ban on Point of Sale
(POS) displays in 2012; implemented during the period of data collection for
the current study may have impacted on tobacco purchasing sources and thus

price paid for tobacco products.

9.2 Study aims
The aim of this current study was to estimate and compare how much smokers

in England paid for cigarettes and RYO tobacco purchased from duty-paid and
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illicit sources in 2007/08, 2010-11 and 2012. In addition, it sought to
investigate the socio-demographic and smoking characteristics associated with
price estimates for purchases from duty-paid sources.

This study had the following research objectives:

1. Estimate how much smokers paid for cigarettes and RYO tobacco in 2007-

8, 2010-11 and 2012.

2. Determine how price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco purchased

from duty-paid and illicit sources differed over time.

3. Determine how price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco differed

according to purchase source.

4. Determine how price estimates for duty-paid cigarettes and RYO
tobacco

compared with illicit cigarettes and RY O tobacco.
5. Determine whether there were significant associations between duty-paid
price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco and socio-demographic

factors and tobacco dependence.

9.3 Methods

9.3.1 Study design and sampling

Data for this study were collected in December and March to May 2008,
December 2010 to May 2011 and May to December 2012 through the

Smoking Toolkit Study (STS, www.smokingineng land.info). There is a cost to

adding questions to the STS and in 2008 this was funded by the charity Action
on Smoking and Health (ASH), however budget constraints prevented data
collection in January and February 2008. In 2010-11 and 2012 data collection

was funded by Cancer Research UK.

Survey participants for this study were randomly recruited as in the previous
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studies (see Chapter 4 for detailed methodology).

9.3.2 Measures

Smoking status was assessed by asking: ‘Which of the following best applies
to you? - | smoke cigarettes (including hand-rolled) every day; | smoke
cigarettes (including hand-rolled), but not every day; I do not smoke cigarettes
at all, but 1 do smoke tobacco of some kind (e.g. pipe or cigar); | have stopped
smoking completely in the last year; | stopped smoking completely more than
a year ago; | have never been a smoker (i.e. smoked for a year or more); Don't
Know’. Participants were eligible for inclusion in the current study if classified
as current smokers; this was accessed by asking participants to state their
smoking status. Unit values for cigarette consumption were measured using the

following question ‘How many cigarettes per day do/did you usually smoke’.

Those who did not smoke every day could give a figure per week or per month
and this was converted into weekly consumption. Unit values for cigarette
expenditure were measured using the question - ‘On average about how much
per week do you think you spend on cigarettes or tobacco’. Participants were
asked to answer this if they were fairly confident they knew. Weekly
expenditure and consumption were used to calculate the unit values for a 20
pack of cigarettes and roll ups. In 2007-8 and 2010-11 smokers who responded
that they had purchased illicit tobacco in the last six months were also asked
explicitly: ‘On average, when you buy these cheap cigarettes in this country,
how much did you pay for a packet of 10 cigarettes, 20 cigarettes and 50g
pouch? Due to budget constraints, this question was not included in the

Smoking toolkit study in 2012.

Current smokers were asked questions to determine their socio-demographic
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characteristics (i.e. age, gender and socio-economic status). Social status was
classified as follows: AB=higher and intermediate professional/managerial;
Cl=supervisory, clerical, junior managerial/administrative/professional;
C2=skilled manual workers; D=semiskilled and unskilled manual workers;
E=on state benefit, unemployed, lowest grade workers. The Heaviness of
Smoking Index (HSI) which combines scores on cigarette consumption per day
and time to first cigarette of the day was used as a measure of tobacco

dependence (Kozlowski et al., 1994).

Illicit tobacco purchase was assessed by asking participants, ‘In the last 6
months, have you bought any cigarettes or hand rolled tobacco from any of the
following? — newsagent\off licence\corner-shop, petrol garage shop,
supermarket, cash and carry, internet, pub (behind the bar), pub (vending
machine), pub (somebody who comes round selling cigarettes cheap), people
who sell cheap cigarettes on the street, people in the local area who are a ready
supply of cheap cigarettes, buy them cheap from friends, buy them from
abroad and bring them back with me, other, have not bought any in the last 6
months and don’t know. Participants who reported purchasing cheap tobacco
from individuals that sell cheap cigarettes in the pubs, those that sell cheap
cigarettes on the street, persons that are trusted sources of cheap cigarettes in
the local area and buying cheap cigarettes from friends were classified as
purchasing illicit tobacco. In 2012 this included the category ‘newsagents\off-
licences\corner shop - under the counter’. It is important to note that due to the
addition of this new category in 2012, it is not possible to make direct
comparisons (in terms of key findings such as illicit tobacco prevalence)
between the follow-up survey and the surveys conducted in 2007-8 and 2010-
11. Participants’ purchasing behaviours were classified into 3 groups (duty-

paid (DP) only, DP and illicit tobacco and illicit tobacco only) in order to get a
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true measure of smokers’ type of tobacco purchase.

9.3.3 Statistical analysis

Data were analysed using SPSS version 21.0. Price estimates for cigarettes and
tobacco were derived using the following equation: Price paid per packet of 20
cigarettes = (weekly cigarette expenditure / weekly cigarette consumption)*20.
In order to account for inflation, unit values for expenditure and illicit tobacco
users’ reports on price paid for tobacco products were converted into real
prices using the Retail Price Index (RPI) as a deflator. This was calculated
using the following equation: (Real price for current year) = (RPI for base
year/RPI for current year)*nominal price in current year) (UK House of
Commons, 2009). RPI values for both years were obtained from the UK Office
for National Statistics (ONS) website. Price estimates that fell above the most
expensive premium brand cigarettes and tobacco (according to supermarket
prices) and below the cheapest illicit tobacco price (estimated at 75% less than
duty-paid products (Financial Action Task Force (FATF), 2012) at all time
points were excluded (n = 602 in 2007-8; n = 837 in 2010-11 and n = 1108 in
2012). This was done under the assumption that these price estimates were
‘implausible’ and due to miss-recording of weekly tobacco consumption or

expenditure.

Normality was assessed using histograms, normal probability plots and the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistic. Price estimates were statistically non-
normal; thus Kruskal-Wallis and Mann Whitney U tests were applied to assess
between-group differences in prices of duty-paid and illicit cigarettes and RYO
tobacco at the three time points. Regression analyses were used to determine
the associations between duty-paid price estimates for cigarettes and RYO

tobacco and socio-demographic factors and tobacco dependence. The
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assumption of ‘non-multicollinearity’ was assessed by calculating Tolerance
Values and Variance Inflation Factors (Menard, 1995; Myers, 1990). In
addition, the test of independence of residuals was conducted using the
Durbin-Watson test (Durbin & Watson, 1951). None of these assumptions

were violated. Statistical significance was set at p<0.05.

9.3.4 Ethical approval
Ethical approval was granted by the University College London Research

Ethics Committee.

9.4 Results

Between December 2007 and March to May 2008, 6,895 participants were
surveyed, of which 1,595 (23%) were current smokers. From December 2010
to May 2011, 12,302 participants were surveyed and 2,774 (22.5%) were
current smokers. Between May and December 2012, 14,229 were surveyed and

3,219 (22.6%) were current smokers.

Participants classified as current smokers who responded ‘none’, ‘don’t know’
or ‘other’ (mostly repetitions of answers already given or answers were not
legible) to the question on the source of tobacco purchase were excluded (n =

43 in 2007-8; n =120 in 2010-11 and n =59 in 2012).

Overall price estimates for cigarettes across the three time points were: £4.10
(Standard Deviation (SD) = 1.45 in 2007-8, £4.73 (SD = 1.72) in 2010-11 and
£4.76 (SD = 1.77). For RYO tobacco these were: £1.96 (SD = 0.69) in 2007-8,
£2.49 (SD = 0.85) in 2010-11 and £2.50 (SD = 0.88) in 2012. There was a
difference in price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco according to

source of purchase in 2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012 (Table 9.1), with all figures
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being statistically significant (p<0.001).

Table 9.1: Average price estimates for cigarettes and tobacco according to

smokers’ reported sources of purchase in 2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012

2007-8 (n=1358)"

2010-11 (n=2244)"

2012 (n=2843)"

Cigarettes RYO" Cigarettes " RYO" Cigarettes RYO"
Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
(£) (£) (£) (£) (£) (£)
Duty-paid 4.22 (1.43) 1.99 (0.68) 4.76 (1.71) 2.51(0.85) 4.80(1.78) 2.53(0.87)
tobacco only
Duty-paid and  3.88 (1.46) 1.92 (0.69) 4.27 (1.81) 2.43(0.87) 454 (1.73) 2.46 (0.89)
illicit tobacco
[licittobacco ~ 2.90 (1.18) 1.90 (0.78) 3.26 (1.63) 2.11(0.66) 4.48(1.71) 2.28(0.90)
only
Total 4.10 (1.45) 1.96 (0.69) 4.73 (1.72) 2.49 (0.85) 4.76 (1.77)  2.50 (0.88)
2=209.74 y2=10641 y2=16527 y2=2588 y2=71.64 y2=118.26
(df 2), (df 2), (df 2), (df 2), (df 2), (df 2),
p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001 p<0.001

Note: ®n = the combined number of price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco; b -
represents price estimates for 20 cigarettes and ‘roll-ups’; SD = Standard deviation; RYO =
‘roll your own tobacco’; df = degrees of freedom

9.4.1 Price estimates for duty-paid cigarettes and tobacco

Smokers who exclusively purchased duty-paid products consistently reported
paying the most for cigarettes and RYO tobacco in 2007-8; 2010-11 and 2012
(Table 9.1). There was some variation in the average price paid for cigarettes
and RYO tobacco depending on the source of duty-paid purchase (Figures 9.1
and 9.2). For instance, purchases of duty-paid cigarettes from vending
machines in pubs were the most expensive at all three time points (2007-8:
£4.52, SD =1.35; 2010-11: £4.94, SD = 1.46; 2012: £5.17, SD = 1.68). The
internet was the cheapest source of duty-paid cigarettes in 2007-8 (£3.30, SD
=1.70) and 2012 (£4.27, SD = 1.58); this was purchases abroad in 2010-11

(£4.33, SD = 1.86).
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Figure 9.1: Mean price paid for 20 cigarettes from duty-paid sources in 2007-8,
2010-11 and 2012

Mean price paid per pack of 20 cigarettes (£)
w

Newsagent Petrol garage Supermarket CashandCarry  Internet  Pub (behing the Pub (vending Abroad
bar) machine)

Source of cigarettes

2007-8 m2010-11 m2012

Duty-paid RYO tobacco was most expensive when purchased from the
supermarket in 2007-8 (£2.02, SD = 0.64); from a vending machine in a pub in
2010-11 (£3.49, SD = 0.60) and on the internet in 2012 (£3.16, SD = 0.89). In
contrast, the cheapest source of duty-paid roll ups in 2007-8 was the cash and
carry (£1.58, SD = 0.67); while the internet was cheapest in 2010-11 (£1.92,

SD = 0) and the pub behind the bar in 2012 (£1.83, SD = 0.40).
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Figure 9.2: Mean price paid for 20 roll-ups from duty-paid sources in 2007-8,
2010-11 and 2012
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9.4.2 Price estimates for illicit cigarettes and tobacco

Smokers who exclusively purchased illicit cigarettes paid on average £2.90
(SD = 1.18) for cigarettes in 2007-8; this was £3.26 (SD = 1.63) in 2010-11
and £ 4.48 (SD = 1.71) in 2012. Exclusive illicit cigarette buyers paid on
average £1.90 (SD = 0.78) for 20 roll-ups in 2007-8, £2.11 (SD = 0.66) in
2010-11 and £2.28 (SD = 0.90) in 2012. Illicit cigarette purchase from persons
in the pub was the most expensive source of cheap tobacco at all three time
points, ranging from £4.05 in 2007-8 (SD=1.54) to £4.33 (SD = 1.70) in 2012
(Figure 9.3). The cheapest source of illicit cigarettes was friends at all time
points (2007-8: £3.64, SD=1.46; 2010-11: £3.94, SD=1.84; 2012: £4.05, SD =

1.78; Figure 9.3).
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Similar to illicit cigarettes, the most costly source of illicit RYO tobacco was
persons in the pub (2007-8: £2.23, SD = 0.75; 2010-11: £2.74, SD = 0.95;
2012: £2.63, SD = 0.63) (Figure 9.4). In 2007-8, the most inexpensive source
of illicit RYO tobacco was persons in the local area known to sell cheap
tobacco (£1.83, SD = 0.74). In 2010-11 and 2012, this was street sellers (£0.09
and £0.25 more, respectively). Figures 9.3 and 9.4 show price estimates for
cigarettes and RYO tobacco purchased from illicit sources in 2007-8, 2010-11

and 2012.

Figure 9.3: Mean price paid for a pack of 20 cigarettes from illicit sources in

2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012

4.4

£4.33

Mean price paid per pack of 20 cigarettes (£)

Person in the pub Street sellers Persons in the local Friends
area

Source of cigarettes

m2007-8 ®2010-11 m™2012
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Figure 9.4: Mean price paid for 20 roll-ups purchased from illicit sources in 2007-

8, 2010-11 and 2012

£2.74

Mean price paid per 20 roll-ups (£)
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Source of RYO tobacco

m 2007-8 m2010-11 2012

Smokers who reported the purchase of any illicit tobacco were asked to state
how much they paid for these cigarettes and RYO tobacco purchased from
illicit sources. Smokers could respond in accordance with how they purchased
their cigarettes and tobacco i.e. pack of 10 cigarettes, pack of 20 cigarettes or
50g pouch. The reported price paid for a pack of 10 and 20 cigarettes a 50g

pouch of tobacco increased between 2007-8 and 2010 (Table 9.2).

Table 9.2: Average price reportedly paid for tobacco and cigarettes purchased

from illicit sources in 2007-8 and 2010-11

2007-8 (n=1358)"
Cigarettes (10 cigs) Cigarettes (20 cigs) RYO (50g pouch)

Mean (SD) (£) Mean (SD) (£) Mean (SD) (£)
2007-8 2.17 (0.59) 2.99 (1.04) 5.05 (1.39)
2010-11 2.20 (0.22) 3.53 (0.73) 5.65 (1.91)

U = 26556.50, U = 1558.50, U = 40527.00,

2=-7.712,p<0.001  z=-3.547,p<0.001, z =-14.198, p<0.001

Note: RYO = ‘roll your own’ tobacco; SD = Standard deviation
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9.4.3 Trend in reported price of duty-paid and illicit cigarettes and
tobacco

Price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco varied over time (Cigarettes:
x2 = 1198.96 (df 2), p<0.001; RYO: ¥2 = 270.78 (df 2), p<0.001). The overall
estimated average price paid by smokers for cigarettes and RYO tobacco
increased between 2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012 (Cigarettes: £4.10, £4.73, £4.76
respectively; RYO: £1.96, £2.49, £2.50 respectively). The average price paid
by smokers who purchased duty-paid cigarettes exclusively increased between
2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012 from £4.22 to £4.76 and £4.80, respectively (Table

9.1).

The price of 20 roll-ups of duty-paid tobacco also increased between 2007-8
and 2012, from £1.99 (SD = 0.68) to £2.51(SD = 0.85) in 2010-11 and finally
£2.53 (SD = 0.87) in 2012 (Table 9.1). The estimated price paid by exclusive
illicit tobacco users for tobacco and cigarettes was the lowest at all time points
(Table 9.1). Nonetheless, the estimated price paid by these same smokers also
increased between 2007-8 and 2012 (Table 9.1). If anything, the results
indicate that illicit tobacco suffered from the largest price increase, by £1.58
from 2007-8 to 2012, compared to duty-paid tobacco (£0.58). Likewise, the
price paid by exclusive illicit tobacco users for 20 roll-ups increased between
2007-8 and 2012. Smokers who made both duty-paid and illicit cigarette
purchases paid less compared with exclusive duty-paid purchasers at all time
points and this also increased over time (Table 9.1). However, the price
estimates for RYO tobacco purchased from some duty-paid and illicit sources

increased in 2010-11 but decreased in 2012 (Figures 9.2 and 9.4).
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9.4.4 Characteristics associated with reported duty-paid tobacco and
cigarette purchase prices

Table 9.3 shows the results of the regression analysis for price estimates for
cigarettes and tobacco purchased from duty-paid sources and socio-
demographic characteristics and tobacco dependence in 2007-8, 2010-11 and
2012. In 2007-8 gender, social status and tobacco dependence were
significantly associated with price paid for cigarettes and RYO tobacco. Being
male and with low social status was associated with reduced price estimates for
cigarettes in 2007-8, whereas high tobacco dependence was associated with

reduced price estimates for RYO tobacco.

Table 9.3: Association between price estimates for duty-paid cigarettes and

tobacco and socio-demographic characteristics and tobacco dependence at all

time points
Cigarettes RYO tobacco
B 95% CI p value B 95% CI p value
2007-8
Gender 0.13 0.20-0.55 p<0.001 -0.04 -0.23-0.12 p=0.561
Age -0.04 -0.09-0.02 p=0.195 -0.001 -0.06-0.06 p=0.984
Social status -0.15 -0.24--0.10 p<0.001 0.07 -0.03-0.10 p=0.273
Tobacco 0.05 -001-0.11 p=0.111 -0.24  -0.15--0.05 p<0.001
dependence
2010-11
Gender 0.08 0.12-0.45 p =0.001 -0.002 -0.15-0.15 p=0.969
Age 0.02 -0.03-0.07 p=0.346 -0.06 -0.08-0.02 p=0.185
Social status -0.11  -0.20--0.07 p<0.001 -0.04 -0.08-0.03 p=0.384
Tobacco -0.13 -0.21--0.10 p<0.001 -0.07 -0.09-0.01 p=0.129
dependence
2012
Gender 0.12 0.28-0.60 p<0.001 -0.03 -0.18-0.07 p=0.393
Age -0.01 -0.06-0.03 p=0.532 -0.07 -0.08--0.001 p=0.047
Social status -0.10 -0.19--0.07 p<0.001 -0.01 -0.06-0.04 p=0.738
Tobacco -0.13 -0.21--0.11 p<0.001 -0.16  -0.14--0.05 p<0.001
dependence

Note: RYO = ‘roll your own’; CI = Confidence Interval; p = beta

Increases in age and tobacco dependence were associated with reduced price
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estimates for cigarettes in 2007-8. Price estimates for RYO tobacco were not
associated with age, social status and gender in 2007-8. In 2010-11 and 2012,
being male, with low social status and high tobacco dependence were
associated with lower price estimates for cigarettes (Table 9.4). No
associations were found between price estimates for RYO tobacco and age,
gender, social status and tobacco dependence in 2010-11. However, in 2012
increases in tobacco dependence and age were significantly associated with

lower price estimates for RYO tobacco.

9.5 Discussion

Price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco for smokers who reported
exclusive duty-paid purchases was highest at all time points, and these
increased over time. Conversely, those who purchased cigarettes and RYO
tobacco exclusively from illicit sources paid the least at all times, though these
prices also increased over time. Duty-paid cigarette purchases from vending
machines at pubs were the most expensive at all time points; the internet was
the cheapest source in 2007-8 and 2012, while purchases abroad were the
cheapest in 2010-11. It appears that exclusive duty-paid purchase of RYO
tobacco was most expensive when purchased from the supermarkets in 2007-8,
vending machines in a pub in 2010-11 and from the internet in 2012. The most
inexpensive source of duty-paid roll-ups was the cash-and-carry in 2007-8, the
internet in 2010-11 and from behind the bar in pubs in 2012. At all time points,
the most expensive source of illicit cigarettes was persons in pubs, whereas the
cheapest source was friends at all time points. Illicit RYO tobacco purchases
from persons in pubs were also the priciest at all time points. The most
inexpensive source of illicit RYO tobacco was persons in the local area known

to sell cheap tobacco in 2007-8, and street sellers in 2010-11 and 2012. Being
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male, with low social status and high tobacco dependence appear to be
associated with reduced price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco. In
2012 this included being an older smoker, but only for RYO tobacco price

estimates.

Price estimates for duty-paid cigarettes and RYO tobacco increased over time
after adjusting for inflation, indicating that tax increases were accompanied by
increases in prices. The price estimates for duty-paid cigarettes in the current
study were less than the recommended retail price of duty-paid cigarettes in the
most popular price category at all time points (£5.44 in 2008, £6.63 in 2011
and £7.09 in 2012 - TMA, 2012). There are a few possible reasons for this.
Firstly, our methodology for estimating the price of cigarettes could be subject
to recall bias and under-reporting of tobacco consumption (Gallus et al., 2011)
both of which would have impacted on the derived price estimates. Secondly,
it is possible that smokers in the study samples purchased more ‘budget’ brand
cigarettes than ‘premium’ brands; either as a result of financial constraints
caused by the economic downturn, personal preference or due to the POS ban
just asking for the cheapest. This would have biased the samples and resulted
in lower price estimates, this was not accounted for in this study. Future
research into the tobacco and cigarette brands purchased by smokers should
assess whether more smokers are downgrading from mid-range and premium
brands to budget brand tobacco products in order to mitigate the effects of tax
increases. This would have significant implications for tobacco control policy,
as it would raise the question of whether the tobacco industry should be
restricted from offering smokers a cheaper range of tobacco products. As
previously mentioned, when faced with high cigarette prices, smokers can

potentially control their cigarette expenditure by seeking cheaper cigarettes
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(White et al., 2013). Smokers should be informed that, whereas price-
minimizing strategies appear to save money, cutting consumption could save
even more. If smokers are made aware of how much they save by reducing
their tobacco consumption and are educated in effective ways of achieving this
(National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE), 2013), further
substantial tax increases could offset the effect of the illicit market. This is
significant, and highlights the scope for further tax increases on tobacco
products, however if this is to be implemented it is imperative that it is
accompanied by effective anti-illicit tobacco trade strategies. Lastly,
potentially categorising some illicit tobacco purchases as duty-paid by not
accounting for ‘under the counter’ purchases in off licences (see Chapter 8)

may have also resulted in lower price estimates for duty-paid cigarettes.

Price estimates for illicit cigarettes and RYO tobacco also increased over time,
but not consistently over the different sources of purchase. This suggests that
although illicit tobacco products may not be subject to tax increases, costs
incurred during their acquirement and distribution (increases in fuel costs,
counterfeiting materials, etc.) may be reflected in the price of these products
i.e. increases in fuel costs, counterfeiting materials etc. Furthermore, it is
important to note that the increase in the illicit tobacco products was greater
than that of duty-paid cigarettes resulting in a smaller difference between the
two. A possible explanation for this could be that more smokers are purchasing
low price range duty-paid cigarettes, which the tobacco industry have been
suspected of keeping low in periods of tax increases (Gilmore et al., 2013),

thereby reducing the gap between illicit and duty-paid prices.

In the current study smokers who purchased cigarettes exclusively from illicit
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sources appeared to pay 31% less in 2007-8, 31% less in 2010-11, and 7% less
in 2012 than those who purchased cigarettes exclusively from duty-paid
sources. Likewise, smokers who purchased RYO tobacco exclusively from
illicit sources paid 4.5% less in 2007-8, 16% less in 2010-11 and 10% less in
2012 compared to exclusive duty-paid purchases. This finding supports the
argument that illicit tobacco use is driven by price (Pellegrini et al., 2011). In
addition, the low price of illicit tobacco provides a huge incentive for smokers
to resort to cheap tobacco rather than reduce their consumption when faced
with increased prices. Compared to the most expensive 20 pack of cigarettes in
supermarkets, smokers’ direct reports of price paid for illicit cigarettes was
57% less in 2007-8 and 58% less in 2010-11. Price estimates for illicit
cigarettes derived from weekly cigarette consumption and expenditure, as well
as direct reports from smokers of price paid for illicit cigarettes in 2007-8 and
2010-11 did not differ greatly. This affirms to some extent the methodology

used to estimate prices in the current study.

There was some variation in the average price paid for illicit and duty-paid
cigarettes and tobacco depending on the source used. Vending machines in
pubs were the most expensive source of duty-paid cigarettes at all three time
points. The internet was the cheapest source of duty-paid cigarettes in 2007-8
and 2012. This is possibly because internet sellers advertise low prices for
cigarettes and tobacco which tend to be untaxed or discounted (Hyland et al.
2005). Therefore, purchases from the internet could be viewed as a means of
tobacco tax avoidance, as are purchases made abroad. The price estimates for
duty-paid cigarettes and RYO tobacco purchases increased or decreased with
time, according to sources of purchase. Notably, the price of duty-paid RYO

tobacco appeared to decrease in 2012 when purchased from cash and carry,
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behind the bar in a pub, vending machine in a pub and purchases abroad. Due
to the large illicit RYO tobacco market (38% according to 2010-11 estimates
from HMRC (2011c)), it is possible that some duty-paid RYO tobacco
products might have been counterfeit. Similarly, the price of illicit RYO
decreased in 2012 when purchased from a person in the pub, persons in the
local area and friends, but increased in purchases from street sellers. It is
possible therefore that overall price estimates show a different pattern because
of the skew in terms of the number of smokers using the different routes of
tobacco and cigarette purchase. On the other hand, it should be acknowledged
that the price of illicit tobacco products may just vary according to the source,
the brand purchased, and the perceived quality of the cigarettes (Joossens et al.,

2010) all of which could have impacted on the overall price estimates.

This study also identified differences in the price estimates for illicit cigarettes
and RYO tobacco according to source of purchase also. Firstly, this could
simply have been down to the type of illicit tobacco bought at these sources.
For instance, counterfeit tobacco and cigarettes may be sold at a much cheaper
price (as smokers may be prepared to pay much less for counterfeit tobacco
due to its presumed low quality) compared to bootlegged or smuggled tobacco.
This is supported by the finding in the current study that the most inexpensive
source of illicit RYO in 2010-11 and 2012 were street sellers; who according
to the interview study are known to sell counterfeit tobacco products (see
Chapter 7, section 7.4.3.3). Secondly, the variation in prices by illicit source
could be as a result of possible discounts offered by the illicit sellers when
products are purchased in bulk. This was alluded to in interviews with smokers
who regularly purchased illicit tobacco (see Chapter 7, section 7.4.5.2). This

may be compounded by discount offers being given to smokers deemed to be
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‘customers’ or ‘friends’, as noted in the finding that friends were the cheapest
source of illicit cigarettes at all time points (although not considerably less than
street sellers in 2012). Persons in pubs being the most expensive source of
illicit cigarettes and RYO tobacco at all time points is unsurprising as these
purchases may have been opportunistic, so when approached with cheaper

tobacco products smokers would be willing to pay the price quoted.

Being male was associated with reduced price estimates for cigarettes and
RYO tobacco purchased from duty-paid sources. A possible explanation for
this is that men appear more likely to purchase illicit tobacco as indicated by
the previous survey (see Chapter 6, Section 6.4.3, Table 6.5), suggesting that
they are more likely than females to engage in price minimising strategies. In
addition, it is possible that they are also more likely to seek out cheaper
sources of tobacco products than females are. Having low social status was
also significantly associated with reduced price estimates for cigarettes and
RYO tobacco. This in line with evidence that smokers with low social status
are more likely to engage in price minimising behaviours (Cummings et al.,
1997; Hyland et al., 2005; Li et al., 2010). This is not surprising as smokers
with low social status are more likely to be enticed by cheaper prices due to the
potential for financial savings. Moreover, lower SES groups have higher
smoking rates, are also more dependent and less likely to quit (Barnett et al.,
2009; Fidler et al., 2008; Kotz and West, 2009). High tobacco dependence was
also associated with reduced price estimates for cigarettes and RYO tobacco.
This finding is consistent with other studies which indicate that smokers with
high tobacco dependence are more likely to engage in price minimising
strategies (Cummings et al., 1997; Hyland et al., 2005; Li et al., 2010).

Smokers with high tobacco dependence are more likely to seek out cheaper
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tobacco products as a means of reducing their tobacco expenditure without
having to reduce their tobacco consumption, thereby lessening the effect of tax
increases. These associated characteristics are similar to those of smokers who
report illicit tobacco purchase (Chapter 6, Section 6.4.3, Table 6.5), indicating
that although these smokers may not report illicit tobacco use presently are
engaging in price minimising strategies such as tax avoidance. Consequently,
there is a possibility that they may switch to illicit tobacco when faced with
further tax increases. There is clearly a need for tobacco control policies to
address this, possibly through targeted campaigns aimed at these sub groups.

This study had a number of potential limitations. The first of these was the use
of self-reported tobacco consumption and expenditure to measure the average
price paid for tobacco and cigarettes - both of which were subject to recall bias
and relied on participants to respond accurately. Furthermore, there are
theoretical implications of using unit values as a proxy for price as unit values
are household-specific, subject to sample selection and thus may produce biased
results (Nelson, 1991). However, this is a methodology often used by
researchers (Stewart and Dong, 2011) and a comparison of price estimates and
direct reports from smokers on price did not differ considerably. Secondly, a
significant number of price estimates were excluded as they fell above the
most expensive premium brand cigarettes and tobacco or below the cheapest
illicit tobacco price. This would undoubtedly have impacted on the final
estimates derived for cigarettes and RYO tobacco. However, this was deemed
the most appropriate way to address outliers as other conventional methods for
detecting outliers either require an assumed normal distribution or require a
mean or standard deviation parameter to be estimated, both of which are
greatly influenced by outliers. A third limitation was that smokers in our

sample may have purchased more ‘budget’ brand cigarettes than ‘premium’
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brands; this was not accounted for in this study and could have resulted in
lower tobacco and cigarette price estimates. Future research should investigate
the extent of purchase of budget, mid-range and premium priced tobacco
products. Fourthly, potentially categorising some illicit tobacco purchases as
duty-paid by not accounting for ‘under the counter’ purchases in ‘off licenses’
in the 2007-8 and 2010-11 surveys may have also resulted in lower price
estimates for duty-paid cigarettes. Finally, as with previous studies smokers
may have been reluctant to report purchase of cheap ‘illicit’ cigarettes and
tobacco in a face-to-face survey, however this is unlikely as the purchase of

illicit tobacco is currently not illegal in the UK.

9.6 Conclusion

Smokers who purchased cigarettes and RYO tobacco exclusively from duty-
paid sources paid the most for these tobacco products at all three time points
assessed; whereas exclusive illicit tobacco buyers paid the least for cigarettes
and RYO tobacco at all times. This finding supports the argument that illicit
tobacco use is motivated by price. Price estimates for both duty-paid and illicit
cigarettes and RYO tobacco also increased over time. Price estimates for duty-
paid and illicit cigarettes and tobacco varied according to sources of purchase.
Potentially, more smokers may be switching their premium brand cigarettes
and tobacco for budget or mid-range brands as reflected by the duty-paid price
estimates in the current study. Future research should investigate the extent to
which this switch is occurring to determine the level of price minimising
behaviours in light of tobacco tax increases. Moreover, males, smokers from
low socio-economic groups and high tobacco dependence appear to be
associated with lower price estimates for duty-paid cigarettes and tobacco. This

finding lends support to the conclusion that these sub groups are most likely
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engaging in price minimising strategies. . In the attempt to reduce smoking
prevalence by increases in cigarette and tobacco prices, it is essential that
smokers’ purchasing behaviours to mitigate this policy (using price minimising
strategies) are well understood so effective measures can be implemented to

reduce their impact.
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CHAPTER 10

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN ILLICIT TOBACCO USE AND
MOTIVATION TO QUIT AND PAST QUIT ATTEMPT: A NATIONAL
SURVEY OF ENGLISH SMOKERS

10.1 Introduction

It is established that the existence of illicit tobacco trade undermines tobacco
control efforts. For instance, age of sale restrictions are undermined when
young smokers are able to access cheap tobacco from unregulated sources
(NEMS, 2011). In addition, the impact of graphic pictorial health warnings on
cigarette and tobacco packs is diminished as some illicit tobacco products fail
to have these warnings (see Chapter 7). Most notably, illicit tobacco trade
undermines the effects high tobacco taxes to encourage smokers to quit. When
faced with tobacco tax increases, although some smokers attempt to quit
smoking or reduce the number of cigarettes smoked (Kengganpanich et al.,
2009) others switch to cheaper brands or engage in other price minimising
strategies to maintain their tobacco consumption (Cummings et al., 1997).
Consequently, smokers’ being able to access cheap tobacco from multiple
sources extenuates the impact of tax increases on promoting smoking
cessation. Smokers who report illicit tobacco purchase have candidly
acknowledged that availability of cheap tobacco made it possible to smoke
when they could not afford to otherwise (Wiltshire et al., 2001, NEMS, 2009)
(also see Chapter 7). This causes one to postulate that smokers who are able to
access cheap tobacco may be less motivated to quit smoking and less likely to
make a quit attempt. However, economic analysis estimates that even when
smuggling is possible, cigarette taxes generally raise the marginal producer’s

cost which causes cigarette prices to increase and smoking to decline
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(Merriman, 2002). Therefore it is supposed that smuggling does not reduce the
public health benefits of cigarette taxes (Merriman, 2002). There is some
evidence to suggest that accessibility to a source of low-taxed or untaxed
cigarettes reduces the likelihood that a smoker will make a quit attempt and
successfully quit smoking (Hyland et al., 2005, Hyland et al., 2006). Similarly,
recent purchase of illicit tobacco has been associated with having no plans to
quit smoking (Luk et al., 2009). Similarly, it has been observed that smokers
who engage in any price/tax avoidance behaviours were 24% less likely to
report quit attempts (Licht et al., 2011). Furthermore, there is evidence that
smokers who used at least one price minimising strategy were less likely to
attempt to quit smoking or cut back on cigarette consumption (Choi et al.,

2012).

Previous studies focused on the impact of low-taxed or discount tobacco
purchases on smoking cessation; however the current study reported in this
chapter concentrated solely on illicit tobacco (illegally sold tobacco products
that were smuggled, bootlegged or counterfeited). This allowed for the
examination of the impact of accessing cheap tobacco and illicit tobacco trade
on smoking cessation. In contrast to previous studies which measured smoking
cessation outcomes with quit attempts and intention to quit, the current study
assessed motivation to quit. Assessing motivation to stop smoking includes
elements of beliefs about what one should do, desire and intention to act in a
particular way (West, 2006). This was a useful measure for the current study
because smokers are unlikely to engage in smoking cessation strategies if they
are not motivated to quit smoking. Moreover, measures of motivation to stop
have been found highly predictive of quit attempts (Vangeli et al., 2011). The

motivation to stop scale (MTSS) was developed for use in large surveys by
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Robert West in collaboration with the Department of Health and the Central
Office of Information (Kotz et al., 2013). It effectively combines both current
desire and intention to stop smoking, both of which are key components of
motivation (Smit et al., 2011) into one single response scale. In addition, it
provides an ordinal measure of motivation to stop smoking which allows for
assessment of all the relevant aspects of motivation. A measure of the
predictive validity of the MTSS found that it effectively predicted quit
attempts in the following six months in a linear fashion, with those at the top of
the scale being 6.8 times more likely to try to quit than those at the bottom
(Kotz et al., 2013). Therefore, the MTSS is a useful scale for predicting
whether illicit tobacco users will make an attempt to quit smoking in the

future.

In the UK as of 2010-11, 9% of the cigarette market and 38% of the tobacco
market was made up of illicit products (HMRC, 2012b), yet the impact of this
trade on smoking cessation has not been explored in a nationally representative
survey. If the UK government’s target of 210,000 (18.5%) fewer adult smokers
by 2015 (Department of Health (DH), 2011) is to be achieved, it is crucial that
the impact of illicit tobacco trade on smoking cessation is examined.
Consequently, the current study sought to do this by assessing whether illicit
tobacco use was associated with reduced motivation to quit and not making a
past quit attempt and few studies have examined the impact of illicit tobacco

trade on smoking cessation in a nationally representative sample.
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10.2 Study aims
The aim of this study was to assess whether reported use of illicit tobacco was
associated with motivation to quit smoking and having made a quit attempt in
the past year. The current study had the following objectives:
1. Determine whether illicit tobacco purchase was associated with lower
levels of motivation to quit compared with duty-paid tobacco purchase.
2. Determine whether there was an association between illicit tobacco use

and having made a quit attempt in the past year.

10.3 Methods

10.3.1 Study design and sampling

The current study combined data from three surveys collected through the
Smoking Toolkit Study in December 2007 and March to May 2008, December
2010 to May 2011 and May to December 2012. There is a cost to adding
questions to the STS and in 2008 this was funded by the charity Action on
Smoking and Health (ASH), however budget constraints prevented data
collection in January and February 2008. In 2010-11 and 2012 data collection
was funded by Cancer Research UK and so these budget constraints were not
present. It was important that data be collected during these months in order to
capture any effects of New Year and the lead up to annual budget on smokers’
purchasing behaviour. In May 2012, funding was granted by Cancer Research
UK to keep the illicit tobacco questions in the STS for an unspecified period of
time. The combined sample (n=7588) was used to assess the association
between illicit tobacco use and past quit attempt. However, the question on
motivation to quit smoking was not included in the STS until November 2008
and so only data from 2010-11 and 2012 (n = 5993) were included in assessing

motivation to quit.
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Survey participants were drawn from aggregated output areas (containing 300
households). These areas were stratified by ACORN (A Classification of
Residential Neighbourhoods) characteristics (an established geo-demographic

analysis of the population (http://www.caci.co.uk/acorn/acornmap.asp)) and

region, and the randomly selected to be included in an interviewer’s list. This

approach to profiling ensures an appropriate mix of areas by socio-economic

group.

10.3.2 Measures

Participants were eligible for inclusion in the current study if classified as
current smokers. This was assessed by asking participants: ‘Which of the
following best applies to you? — | smoke cigarettes (including hand-rolled)
every day; | smoke cigarettes (including hand-rolled), but not every day; | do
not smoke cigarettes at all, but I do smoke tobacco of some kind (for example:-
pipe or cigar); | have stopped smoking completely in the last year; | stopped
smoking completely more than a year ago; | have never been a smoker (i.e.
smoked for a year or more); Don’t Know. Those who reported smoking
cigarettes (including hand-rolled) every day or smoked but not every day were
categorised as current smokers and included in the study. Data on demographic
characteristics including gender, age, socio-economic status and smoking
characteristics were collected through the STS questionnaire. The social status
categories were as follows: AB = higher and intermediate
professional/managerial, C1 = supervisory, clerical, junior managerial
administrative/ professional, C2 = skilled manual workers, D = semi-skilled
and unskilled manual workers and E = on state benefit, unemployed, lowest
grade workers. The Heaviness of Smoking Index (HS1) was used as a measure

of tobacco dependence (Kozlowski et al., 1994).
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The primary outcome measure was motivation to quit. To assess motivation
the Motivation to Stop Scale (MTSS) was used with smokers being asked:
“Which of the following describes you?”. The response categories and coding
were as follows: (1) “I don’t want to stop smoking”; (2) “I think I should stop
smoking but don’t really want to”; (3) “I want to stop smoking but haven’t
thought about when”; (4) “I REALLY want to stop smoking but I don’t know
when [ will”; (5) “I want to stop smoking and hope to soon”; (6) “I REALLY
want to stop smoking and intend to in the next 3 months™; (7) “I REALLY
want to stop smoking and intend to in the next month”. This was used to derive
a mean motivation score. Those who responded ‘Don’t know’ were categorised
as missing in the analyses (n=46). The secondary outcome measure was having
made a quit attempt in the past year. Participants past quit attempts were
assessed by asking: ‘How many serious attempts to stop smoking have you
made in the last 12 months’? Those reporting one or more quit attempts were

categorised as having made a quit attempt in the past year.

Ilicit tobacco purchase was assessed by asking participants: ‘In the last 6
months, have you bought any cigarettes or hand rolled tobacco from any of the
following?: newsagent\off licence\corner shop, petrol garage shop,
supermarket, cash and carry, internet, pub (behind the bar), pub (vending
machine), pub (somebody who comes round selling cigarettes cheap), people
who sell cheap cigarettes on the street, people in the local area who are a ready
supply of cheap cigarettes, buy them cheap from friends, buy them from
abroad and bring them back with me, Other, have not bought any in the last 6

months and don’t know. Participants who reported purchasing cheap tobacco
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from individuals that sell cheap cigarettes in the pubs, those that sell cheap
cigarettes on the street, persons that are trusted sources of cheap cigarettes in
the local area and buying cheap cigarettes from friends were categorised as
purchasing illicit tobacco. In 2012 this included the category ‘newsagents\off-
licences\corner shop - under the counter’. It is important to note that due to the
addition of this new category in 2012, it is not possible to make direct
comparisons (in terms of key findings such as illicit tobacco prevalence)
between the follow-up survey and the surveys conducted in 2007-8 and 2010-
11. Participants’ purchasing behaviours were classified into 3 groups (duty-
paid (DP) only, DP and illicit tobacco and illicit tobacco only). Participants
who responded ‘none’, ‘don’t know’ or ‘other’ (mostly repetitions of answers
already given or not clear) to the question on source of tobacco purchase were
excluded from the current study (n=43 in 2007-8; n=120 in 2010-11 and n = 59

in 2012).

10.3.3 Statistical analysis

Multinomial logistic regression analysis was used to assess associations
between illicit tobacco use and motivation to quit and past quit attempt.
Motivation to stop and tobacco dependence are often related to each other as
heavy smokers may show low motivation because they lack confidence in their
ability to quit and lighter smokers may show low motivation because they
believe they can stop when they wish (West, 2004). In addition men and those
from lower social grades are more likely to report illicit tobacco use (Chapter
6) and less likely to quit smoking (Fidler et al., 2013). Hence, logistic
regression analysis was undertaken with and without adjustment for the

aforementioned confounders.
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The assumption of ‘normality’ required for ANOVA analysis was assessed
using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistic. Cigarette consumption and
MTSS scores were found to be statistically non — normal among those
reporting purchases from DP sources only, illicit sources only and DP and
illicit sources. Kruskal-Wallis tests were therefore adopted to assess
differences in cigarette consumption and motivation to quit score by source of
tobacco purchase. Chi-squared analysis was used to test group differences for

categorical variables. Statistical significance was set at p<0.05.

10.3.4 Ethical approval
Ethical approval was granted by the University College London Research

Ethics Committee.

10.4 Results

Between December 2007 and March to May 2007-8, December 2010 to May
2011 and May to December 2012 33,426 adults were surveyed, of whom 7,588
were current smokers (22.7%). Thirteen percent (n=885; 95% Confidence
Interval (Cl) 12.3 — 13.9) reported any illicit tobacco or cigarette purchase.
Four percent (n=273; CI 3.5 — 4.5) reported exclusive illicit tobacco purchase,
9% (n=611; CI 8.3 — 9.7) reported both illicit and DP illicit tobacco purchases
and 86.9% (n=5892; CI 86.1 — 87.7) reported duty-paid purchases only. Table
10.1 shows the socio-demographic and smoking characteristics of participants
split according to source of tobacco purchases. Exclusive illicit tobacco
purchases were most likely reported by smokers in the 35-54 age group,
whereas reports of both duty-paid and illicit tobacco purchases were more
likely in the 24 — 44 age group (x2 = 68.62 (df (degrees of freedom) 10);

p<0.001). More male smokers reported exclusive illicit tobacco purchases than
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female smokers (32 = 40.95 (df 2); p<0.001). Social status (}2 = 49.84 (df 8);

p<0.001), cigarette consumption per day (x2 = 56.05 (df 2); p<0.001) and type

of tobacco smoked (2 = 190.96 (df 4); p<0.001) varied significantly as a

function of source of tobacco purchase (Table 10.1).

Table 10.1: Socio-demographic and smoking characteristics as a function of

type of tobacco and cigarette purchase in England

Tobacco/Cigarette purchase source

Characteristics Total llicit only Duty paid and illicit Duty paid only  p Value
(n=6,776) 4% (n=273) 9% (n=611) 87% (n=5892)

Age, (years) % (n) p<0.001

16-24 19.0 (1288) 14.3 (39) 27.0 (165) 18.4 (1084)

25-34 19.8 (1340) 16.5 (45) 19.3 (118) 20.0 (1177)

35-44 20.8 (1408) 21.6 (59) 22.7 (139) 20.5 (1210)

45-54 17.8 (1206) 21.2 (58) 18.8 (115) 17.5 (1033)

55-64 12.7 (862)  15.0 (41) 9.0 (55) 13.0 (766)

65+ 9.9 (673) 11.4 (31) 3.3 (20) 10.6 (622)

Gender, % (n) p<0.001

Male 53.3(3614) 63.4 (173) 63.3 (387) 51.8 (3054)

Female 46.7 (3162) 36.6 (100) 36.7 (224) 48.2 (2838)

Social status, % (n) p<0.001

AB 15.2 (1033) 9.2 (25) 10.9 (67) 16.0 (941)

Cl 25.1(1700) 15.4(42) 23.9 (146) 25.7 (1512)

C2 25.1(1703) 27.5 (75) 29.1 (178) 24.6 (1450)

D 20.8 (1412) 27.1(74) 22.5 (138) 20.4 (1200)

E 13.7(929)  20.9 (57) 13.6 (83) 13.4 (789)

Type of Tobacco p<0.001

smoked, % (N)

Cigarettes 59.6(3457) 31.5(74) 46.2(258) 62.4(3125)

Cigarettes & RYO 7.1(414) 5.1(12) 15.6(87) 6.3(315)

RYO only 33.2(1928) 63.4(149) 38.2(213) 31.3(1566)

Cigarettes per day 12.5(8.38) 13.8(9.10) 14.5 (8.55) 12.2 (8.29) p<0.001

(CPD), mean (sd)

Time to first

cigarette,% (n) p<0.001

>61 minutes 27.1(1835) 27.0 (74) 21.6 (132) 27.7 (1629)

31-60 minutes 22.0 (1494) 13.1(36) 19.1 (117) 22.8 (1341)

6-30 minutes 31.5(2136) 35.4(97) 34.5 (211) 31.0 (1828)

<5 minutes 18.9 (1281) 24.1 (66) 24.2 (148) 18.1 (1067)

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; n = Number; sd = Standard Deviation; RYO =

‘roll  your own’

tobacco;

professional/managerial, Cl1 =
professional, C2 = skilled manual workers, D = semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers and E
= on state benefit, unemployed, lowest grade workers

Social Status categories: AB =
supervisory,

clerical,

junior

higher and intermediate
managerial

administrative/

Smokers who reported exclusive use of illicit tobacco sources for tobacco

purchases had a lower mean motivation score (3.0; SD = 1.90) compared with
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those who reported use of both illicit and duty-paid sources (3.5; SD = 1.94)
and those who used duty-paid sources exclusively (3.6; SD = 2.08) (¥2 = 23.38
(df 2); p<0.001) (Table 10.2). Similarly, the proportion of exclusive illicit
tobacco users reporting having made a quit attempt in the previous year was
lower (26.6%, n = 73), compared to duty-paid and illicit tobacco users (35.9%,
n = 219) and exclusive duty-paid tobacco users (31.6%, n = 1858) (y2 = 8.26

(df 2); p=0.016) (Table 10.2).

Table 10.2: Past quit attempt and motivation to quit as a function of reported

sources of cigarette and RYO tobacco purchase

Tobacco/Cigarette purchase source

Characteristics Total llicit only Duty paid and Duty paid only p Value
(n=6,776) 4% (n=273) illicit 9% 87% (n=5892)
(n=611)
Made quit attempt, % (n) 31.7 (2150) 26.6 (73) 35.9 (219) 31.6 (1858) p=0.016
Motivation to quit, mean 3.6(2.07) 3.0(1.90) 3.5(1.94) 3.6 (2.08) p<0.001
(SD)
Levels of motivation, % p<0.001
(n):
1. ‘T don’t want to stop 25.5(1345) 37.3(81) 22.3 (84) 25.2(1180)
smoking’
2. ‘I think I should stop ~ 12.6(662) 11.5 (25) 15.2 (57) 12.4 (580)
smoking but don’t really
want to’
3. ‘I want to stop 8.9(471) 9.2 (20) 9.8 (37) 8.8 (414)
smoking but haven’t
thought about when’
4. IREALLY want to 17.1(899) 15.2 (33) 15.7 (59) 17.2 (807)

stop smoking but I don’t
know when I will’

5. ‘I want to stop 14.9 (786)  16.6 (36) 21.3 (80) 14.3 (670)
smoking and hope to
soon’ 9.5 (500) 6.0 (13) 7.4 (28) 9.8 (459)

6. ‘I REALLY want to

stop smoking and intend

to in the next 3 months’  11.6 (609) 4.1 (9) 8.2 (31) 12.2 (569)
7. ‘I REALLY want to

stop smoking and intend

to in the next month’

Note: Data weighted to match the 2001 census; n = Number; sd = Standard Deviation
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Smokers using illicit sources exclusively for tobacco purchase were more
likely to report lower levels of motivation to quit compared with those
reporting exclusive use of duty-paid sources in both adjusted and unadjusted
models (Table 10.3). Similarly, those purchasing cigarettes and tobacco from
both duty-paid and illicit tobacco sources reported lower levels of motivation
to quit smoking, although this was only significant in the adjusted model
(Table 10.3). There appeared to be no association between exclusive illicit
tobacco purchase, duty-paid and illicit tobacco purchase and making a quit

attempt in the past year.

Table 10.3: Association between any use of illicit tobacco and motivation to

quit and having made a quit attempt in the previous year

Unadjusted p value Adjusted p value
OR (95% CI) OR" (95% CI)
Motivation to quit
Smoking
Duty-paid only Reference Reference
Duty-paid and illicit  0.95 (0.90 — 1.00) 0.058 0.94 (0.89 - 0.99) 0.033
IHlicit only 0.86 (0.81 —0.93) p<0.001  0.87 (0.81—0.94) p<0.001
Past quit attempt
Duty-paid only Reference Reference
Duty-paid and illicit 0.84 (0.66 — 1.06) 0.147 0.88 (0.69 —1.12) 0.296
llicit only 1.01 (0.74 — 1.38) 0.957 1.02 (0.74 — 1.41) 0.892

aAdjusted for sex, age, socio-economic status and tobacco dependence; OR = Odds ratio

Table 10.4 shows the unadjusted odds ratio (OR) of exclusive illicit tobacco
purchase and non-exclusive illicit tobacco purchase for the various levels of
motivation. There was a strong association between exclusive illicit tobacco
purchase and reporting no intention to quit smoking in the unadjusted model
(OR = 3.59, p<0.001). However, there was no statistically significant
association between those reporting use of both illicit and duty-paid sources

and having no intention to quit smoking (Table 10.4).
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Table 10.4: Odds ratio (OR) of illicit tobacco, duty-paid and illicit tobacco

purchase for the various levels of motivation

llicit only p value Duty paid and illicit p value
OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI)

Levels of motivation
1. ‘T don’t want to stop 3.59 (1.92 - 6.74) p<0.001 1.41(0.92 - 2.14) p=0.111
smoking’
2. “I think I should stop 2.19 (1.09 — 4.40) p=0.028 2.05 (1.32 - 3.18) p=0.001
smoking but don’t
really want to’
3. “I want to stop 2.55 (1.24 — 5.23) p=0.011 1.63 (1.00 — 2.64) p=0.049
smoking but haven’t
thought about when’
4. IREALLY want to 2.19 (1.13-4.22) p=0.020 1.13 (0.73 - 1.76) p=0.588
stop smoking but |
don’t know when I will’
5. ‘I want to stop 2.70 (1.41 - 5.18) p=0.003 1.75(1.15 — 2.67) p=0.009
smoking and hope to
soon’
6. ‘I REALLY want to 1.49 (0.69 — 3.21) p=0.313 1.14 (0.69 — 1.87) p=0.610
stop smoking and intend
to in the next 3 months’
7. I1REALLY want to Reference Reference
stop smoking and intend
to in the next month’
Note: CI = Confidence interval

The odd ratios were similar after adjusting for socio-demographic factors (age,

gender and socio-economic status) and tobacco dependence (Table 10.5).

Table 10.5: Adjusted odds ratio (aOR) of illicit tobacco, duty-paid and illicit

tobacco purchase for the various levels of motivation

llicit only p value Duty paid and illicit p value
®0OR (95% CI) ®0OR (95% CI)

Levels of motivation
1. ‘T don’t want to stop 3.47 (1.80 - 6.70) p<0.001 1.50 (0.97 — 2.31) p=0.067
smoking’
2. “I think I should stop 2.08 (1.00 — 4.33) p=0.050 2.19 (1.40 — 3.42) p=0.001
smoking but don’t
really want to’
3. “I want to stop 2.78 (1.33-5.82) p=0.007 1.62 (0.99 — 2.66) p=0.055
smoking but haven’t
thought about when’
4. ‘T REALLY want to 2.22 (1.12 - 4.40) p=0.022 1.15(0.73 - 1.80) p=0.552

stop smoking but |
don’t know when I will’
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5. ‘I want to stop 2.80 (1.42 - 5.52) p=0.003 1.82 (1.18 — 2.80)
smoking and hope to

soon’

6. ‘I REALLY want to 1.48 (0.67 — 3.30) p=0.335 1.21 (0.73 - 2.00)

stop smoking and intend

to in the next 3 months’

7. I1REALLY want to Reference
stop smoking and intend

to in the next month’

Reference

p=0.007

p=0.464

®Adjusted for sex, age, socio-economic status, tobacco dependence and past quit attempt, OR =

Odds ratio; Cl = Confidence interval

Smokers who reported exclusive and non-exclusive illicit tobacco purchase
were more likely to have lower MTSS scores when compared to those

reporting exclusive duty-paid tobacco purchase (Table 10.4 and 10.5).

10.5 Discussion

There was a negative association between exclusive purchase of illicit tobacco
and motivation to quit in both adjusted and unadjusted models. Use of both
duty-paid and illicit sources for tobacco purchase was significantly associated
with motivation to quit smoking only in the adjusted model. Smokers who
reported exclusive purchase of illicit tobacco had 3.6 times the odds of not
wanting to quit smoking compared with exclusive duty-paid tobacco users.
There was no significant association between use of both duty-paid and illicit
sources and reluctance to quit smoking in adjusted and unadjusted models.
However, smokers in this sub-group had 2.1 times the odds of thinking they
should quit smoking but not really wanting to. In general, exclusive and
nonexclusive purchase of illicit tobacco was associated with higher odds of
being towards the bottom of the MTSS. Unlike previous studies the current
study found no association between illicit tobacco purchase and having made a

past quit attempt.

As intentions are an important predictor for behaviour change, it is likely that
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illicit tobacco users were less motivated to stop smoking because they are able
to access cheap tobacco which undermines the financial stimulus to quit. This
is supported by the finding in the current study that smokers who used both
duty-paid and illicit sources (most likely opportunistic buyers of illicit tobacco)
showed lower odds of reduced motivation to quit compared with exclusive
illicit tobacco users. This is possibly because being unable to access cheap
tobacco all the time means they do not successfully mitigate the effect of
tobacco tax increases. However, it is important to note that motivation to quit
smoking varies with time and can be strongly influenced by the immediate
environment (West, 2004). In addition, the transtheoretical model of behaviour
stage (also known as the stages of change model) states that individuals with
chronic behaviour patterns can be characterised as being at different stages of
behaviour change and can move between different stages. In the case of
smoking, individuals can be characterised into five stages of motivation:
precontemplation (not wishing to stop), contemplation (thinking about
stopping but not in the near future), preparation (planning to stop in the near
future), action (trying to stop), and maintenance (have stopped for some time)
(Prochaska and Velicer, 1997; West, 2004). It is supposed that smokers may
cycle through the contemplation to action stages many times before stopping
for good (West, 2004), thus it is possible that illicit tobacco users may have
been close to quitting smoking. Nonetheless, an effective approach to tackling
illicit tobacco trade cannot focus solely on tackling supply through increased
enforcement (although this is warranted) but also demand by targeting illicit
tobacco users with specialised smoking cessation strategies to increase quit

rates and reduce smoking prevalence.

Surprisingly, use of illicit tobacco did not appear to negate the making of quit
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attempts despite a negative association with motivation to stop. This is in
contrast to findings from previous studies which found a negative correlation
between access to cheap tobacco and making of quit attempts (Hyland et al.,
2005; Hyland et al., 2006; Mecredy et al., 2013; Licht et al., 2011). A possible
explanation for this finding in the current study is that smokers’ may have been
engaging in illicit tobacco purchase for some time, during which they could
have made attempts to quit smoking albeit unsuccessfully. However, it is
important to acknowledge that there are other factors such as desire to quit,
beliefs about the damaging health effects of smoking and the perception that a
smokers’ partner wanted them to stop which predict the making of a quit
attempt (West et al., 2001). Nonetheless, the finding that illicit tobacco use did

not inhibit smokers from making a quit attempt is a significant finding.

Like previous studies, a number of limitations need to be considered in the
current study. Firstly, this study includes cross-sectional data which limits the
conclusions that can be drawn in relation to the association between illicit
tobacco use and motivation to quit and past quit attempts. Secondly, this study
relied on participants’ recall of tobacco purchasing in the previous six months
and retrospective self-report of quit attempts made over a 12 month period
both of which are bound to recall bias. Nonetheless, this study established a
significant association between illicit tobacco use and reduced motivation to
quit smoking which has significant implications for smoking cessation efforts
in England. Future research in the form of a prospective cohort study could
build on the findings of the current study by determining whether illicit
tobacco use is associated with success of quit attempts or likelihood of relapse,

controlling for all other factors.
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10.6 Conclusion

Ilicit tobacco use appeared to be associated with reduced motivation to quit
smoking. This finding provides support for the argument that illicit tobacco
weakens the impact of tobacco tax increases on encouraging smokers to quit
smoking. Further research is warranted to determine whether illicit tobacco
users being less motivated to quit smoking is down to the availability of illicit
tobacco, being able to obtain it at a cheap price or smokers’ social circles.
Interestingly, reports of any illicit tobacco use were not related to making a
past quit attempt, indicating that illicit tobacco use did not discourage quit
attempts, but may impact on the success of quit attempts. In order to promote
successful smoking cessation in smokers reporting illicit tobacco use, limiting
the accessibility to illicit tobacco as well as more targeted smoking cessation

interventions is recommended.
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CHAPTER 11

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The work presented in this thesis reports on the nature and extent of illicit
tobacco trade in England. This final chapter begins by summarising the main
findings from the six studies reported in the thesis. Policy implications and
indications for future research are then discussed in light of the results from

these studies.

11.1 Summary of the Findings
The objectives of the current thesis were as follows:

1. To assess the involvement and expectations of key stakeholders in a
unique cross-agency Programme aimed at tackling the supply and
demand for illicit tobacco in the North of England.

2. To determine the prevalence of illicit tobacco use, sources of purchase,
proportion of smokers’ total tobacco consumption which is illicit, and
beliefs on the provenance of illicit tobacco in England in 2007-8 and
2010-11 and a follow-up in 2012.

3. To identify those most likely to report purchase and use of illicit
tobacco, by assessing the association with:

i. Age

i. Gender

lii.  Socio-economic status
iv.  Tobacco dependence
4. To determine smokers’ understanding, beliefs and views on the illicit
tobacco trade.

5. To investigate price paid for duty-paid and illicit tobacco and cigarettes
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in England.

6. To determine whether smokers who report illicit tobacco use are less
likely to engage in smoking cessation, by assessing the association
with:

i.  Motivation to quit

ii.  Past quit attempt

Objective 1 arose as a result of an opportunity to work with the North of
England Tackling Illicit Tobacco for Better Health Programme (a novel
programme aimed at reducing the supply and demand for illicit tobacco in the
North of England). This involved in-depth semi-structured interviews with key
stakeholders in the Programme, in order to explore their involvement and
expectations. The multi-agency partnership (involving organisations not used
to working together) was viewed as having great potential to tackle the issues
raised by illicit tobacco. Stakeholders tended to focus more on the supply of
illicit tobacco and to a lesser extent demand. This reflected the stage of
development of the Programme at the time of the interviews, as complex
discussions were ongoing around intelligence sharing in relation to addressing
sources of illicit tobacco supply (see Chapter 5). Stakeholders raised concerns
about limited resources, the lack of trust at the time of the interviews between
the different agencies, their different philosophies and ways of working, which
could hinder further progress. Nevertheless, stakeholders expressed a strong
commitment to making the partnership work and were striving to identify areas

where their skills were complementary to enhance working relationships.

Objectives 2 and 3 were achieved using population based data from a

representative sample of English smokers. Between 2007-8 and 2010-11, there
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appeared to be a decline in reported purchase of illicit tobacco, but buying
illicit tobacco cheap from friends remained the most popular source of illicit
tobacco. Despite the overall drop in prevalence, it appeared that more smokers
reported illicit tobacco making up more than three quarters of their tobacco
consumption in 2010-11 compared to 2007-8. The majority of smokers
believed that the illicit tobacco they purchased was cheap because they were
duty free tobacco products purchased abroad, followed by the belief that they
were smuggled and resold (see Chapter 6 and 8). Prevalence of illicit tobacco
use appeared to increase between 2010-11 and 2012; however there was a
decrease in 2012 compared to 2007-8. Most importantly, it was established
that ‘under the counter’ purchases of illicit tobacco in shops was a prominent
source of cheap tobacco (see chapter 8), an avenue that was not explored

previously until identified through qualitative research (see below).

In 2007-8 smokers who reported illicit tobacco purchase were more likely
male, young, with low social status, high tobacco dependence and a RYO
smoker. Of interest is that as prevalence changed substantially between 2007-8
and 2010-11, so did the socio-demographic characteristics of those who
purchased illicit tobacco. In 2010-11, only men and RYO smokers were
significantly associated with illicit tobacco purchase (see Chapter 6). With the
slight increase in prevalence of illicit tobacco use between 2010-11 and 2012,
there appeared to be another shift in the characteristics associated with its use.
Males, RYO smokers and those with high tobacco dependence were most
likely to report any illicit tobacco purchase in 2012 (see Chapter 8).
Interestingly, since 2007-8 socio-economic status and age appeared to no

longer predict illicit tobacco purchase.
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To achieve objective 4, a qualitative methodology was used involving semi-
structured interviews. Smokers viewed the purchase of illicit tobacco as the
norm, some likening this activity to the sale of pirate DVDs or illegal music
downloads. Smokers reported easy access and availability of illicit tobacco. It
appeared that smokers were able to purchase illicit tobacco ‘under the counter’
in newsagents, off licences and corner-shops and this was the most commonly
used source. Smokers reported price as the main motivation for their illicit
tobacco purchase. They viewed purchase of illicit tobacco as getting their
cigarettes and tobacco at an affordable and bargain price. In addition, there was
the sense of purchasing illicit tobacco as a means of ‘getting one over’ on the
government for putting such high taxes on tobacco products. Of interest was
the report by smokers that loss of access to illicit tobacco would drive them to
think about quitting or cutting down on their smoking. Moreover, when
smokers in the current thesis were asked to discuss what would prevent them
from purchasing illicit tobacco, most reported the absence of illicit sellers.
Smokers appeared not to be bothered by the legality or morality of purchasing
illicit tobacco and were generally nonchalant about being seen as participating
or encouraging an illegal activity in their community. Furthermore, when
confronted with the claim that the illicit tobacco trade was connected to
organised crime and has links to terrorism rings, this was received with some
cynicism by smokers. Illicit tobacco sellers were viewed favourably, apart
from street sellers who were perceived to be dishonest. This appeared to be
because street sellers were known to sell counterfeit tobacco products which
smokers considered to be poor quality, with adverse health effects (see Chapter

7).

Objective 6 was achieved by deriving price estimates of duty-paid and illicit

( ]
l2741



tobacco purchases using smokers’ reports on their weekly cigarette and
tobacco consumption and expenditure in 2007-8, 2010-11 and 2012. The
average price per pack of 20 duty-paid cigarettes and 20 roll-ups increased
between 2007-8 and 2012, although the price estimates derived were less than
the recommended retail price of duty-paid cigarettes in the most popular price
category at all time points. Smokers reporting exclusive purchase of illicit
cigarettes and RYO tobacco appeared to pay the least for these tobacco
products, compared to non exclusive illicit tobacco users and exclusive duty-
paid tobacco users. There appeared to be some correlation between price paid
for duty-paid cigarettes and tobacco and certain socio-demographic factors and
tobacco dependence at all time points. Being male, with low social status and
high tobacco dependence was associated with reduced price estimates for duty-
paid cigarettes and RYO tobacco in 2007-8 and 2010-11. However, in 2012
older smokers were more likely to report reduced price estimates, but only for

RYO tobacco (see chapter 9).

Finally, to achieve objective 7 data from a population based sample in 2007-8,
2010-11 and 2012 were used. There appeared to be a negative association
between exclusive and non exclusive purchase of illicit tobacco and motivation
to quit smoking. There was a strong association between reports of exclusive
illicit tobacco purchase and having no desire to quit smoking. Similarly, there
was a strong association between use of both duty-paid and illicit sources and
thinking one should quit smoking but not really wanting to. Interestingly, there
appeared to be no association between illicit tobacco purchases and having

made a quit attempt in the last year (see Chapter 10).
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11.2 Implications and Future Research

Estimating the size of the illicit tobacco market is inherently challenging, with
methodological issues due largely to the illegal nature of this trade, but also
because it involves three distinct types of activity: counterfeiting, smuggling
and bootlegging. Nonetheless, it is important to monitor the trend in illicit
tobacco purchase in individual countries in order to establish the scale of illicit
tobacco use to inform policy decisions; as well as assess the effectiveness of
anti-illicit tobacco strategies. The current thesis reported a dramatic decline in
illicit tobacco purchase between 2007-8 and 2010-11 in England. The scale of
decline however was much larger than indicated by data from other sources
(HMRC, 2011; Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler (KPMG), 2011 HMRC,
2012). This disparity could possibly have been due to the different
methodologies used in these estimates and their limitations. HMRC estimates
draw from a national survey of self-reported tobacco consumption and HMRC
tax receipts on volume of tobacco products sold. The data becomes available a
year after the survey period and for this reason estimates derived are not as
timely as that produced by the current thesis. Furthermore, due to uncertainties
in the data sets used to derive these estimates, it is not possible to produce a
single point estimate of total consumption, hence an upper bound and lower
bound for total consumption is derived (HMRC, 2010). The upper estimate of
total consumption assumes that consumption per smoker has been constant
over time, whereas the lower estimate makes the assumption that under-
reporting of consumption per smoker is unchanged over time (HMRC, 2010).
However, it is likely that neither of this is the case, which undoubtedly impacts
on the estimates of illicit tobacco purchase produced by HMRC. The
methodology used by KPMG to estimate illicit tobacco trade is unclear but

appears to include an empty pack survey, global consumer tracking survey,
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market sales, sales measurement at a retail level and computer aided personal
and telephone interviewing (KPMG, 2011). The tobacco industry is likely to
overestimate the size of the illicit tobacco market to support their argument for
tax reductions (Joossens and Raw, 2011). In the current thesis there is the
possibility of under-reporting by participants who do not want to be perceived
as engaging in an activity seen as socially unacceptable, resulting in an
underestimation of the illicit tobacco market. The complexity of illicit tobacco
trade and aforementioned methodological limitations means it is difficult to
produce accurate measures of illicit tobacco trade. The use of different
approaches (comparison of tax paid sales and individually reported
consumption measures and estimates of tobacco users’ purchase behaviours,
using both quantitative and qualitative methodologies) concurrently is
therefore likely to establish a more accurate picture of the extent of illicit
tobacco use. Furthermore, it is recommended that illicit tobacco purchase is
routinely assessed through direct reports from smokers through quantitative
and qualitative research methods so as to be able to explore changes in the
illicit tobacco market such as emerging new sources of illicit tobacco.
Moreover, in light of the WHO international illicit tobacco trade protocol, a
common methodology for the estimation of illicit tobacco trade is necessary to

accurately measure the effectiveness of this treaty in the future.

A cause for concern is that despite prevalence of illicit tobacco purchase
decreasing between 2007-8 and 2010-11, more smokers reported illicit tobacco
making up a larger proportion of their total tobacco consumption. This
suggests that those who continue to purchase illicit tobacco may have become
more reliant on this source of tobacco and are therefore not just opportunistic

buyers. These smokers may also be more likely to seek out other cheap
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tobacco sources if their usual sources are eliminated. Future research should
explore the smoking behaviour of these smokers as it may be the case that the
only way of preventing their illicit tobacco purchase is encouraging them to

quit, thereby removing demand (see Chapter 7).

Of further concern is the finding that between 2010-11 and 2012 there
appeared to be an increase in reports of illicit tobacco purchase in England.
There is need to continuously monitor the trend in direct reports of illicit
tobacco purchase by smokers to determine whether this was a chance

occurrence or an indication of an upward trend in illicit tobacco use.

Exploring the sources used by smokers to access cheap tobacco products is
also important since policies aimed at combating illicit tobacco trade focus
mainly on eliminating these sources to curb supply. The majority of smokers
who purchased illicit tobacco reported doing this through friends in 2007-8 and
2010-11. This suggests that social circles play an important role in this illegal
trade by friends either being sellers themselves or providing information on

places to access illicit tobacco (see Chapter 7).

The findings reported in this thesis also shed some light on the emergence of a
new prominent source of illicit tobacco. Findings from the interview study
with smokers (see Chapter 7) revealed ‘under the counter’ in shops as a source
commonly used by smokers to obtain cheap tobacco in 2012l. This is an
important finding suggesting that although legitimate shopkeepers have been
implicated in the illicit tobacco trade network (providing their premises as a
place for street sellers to hide smuggled cigarettes from enforcement)

(Antonopoulos, 2006) it appears that in recent years they have become fully
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engaged in illicit sales. It is likely that they are enticed by the profits to be
made from illicit tobacco sales, which they would otherwise be unable to make
through duty-paid sales. This finding has significant implications as it may
further promote the perception of illicit tobacco purchase being socially
acceptable if smokers are able to access it through a legitimate retail shop, just
as they would duty-paid tobacco. In addition, not accounting for this new
source may have contributed to the underestimation of illicit tobacco use in
2010-11, thereby explaining the dramatic decline in illicit tobacco use
observed between 2007-8 and 2010. Future research should further explore
smokers’ choice and use of different illicit tobacco sources as it is likely these

might change in the future in the light of enforcement strategies.

Although more smokers reported use of certain sources (friends and under the
counter) compared to others (street sellers, known sources in the community
and pubs), it still stands that they were able to access multiple sources of illicit
tobacco. Interestingly however, there was a move towards the use of single
sources by smokers reporting exclusive and non-exclusive illicit tobacco
purchase over time. This could possibly be as a result of the elimination of
other sources making it more difficult to access illicit tobacco use. However,
smokers in the interview study reported easy access and availability of illicit
tobacco and so it may be that smokers stay loyal to reliable sources where their
supply of cheap tobacco is guaranteed and they know the type of cheap
tobacco that they are purchasing (legitimate products rather than counterfeit).
Intensified and sustained enforcement activities could potentially eliminate
popular sources of illicit tobacco and consequently drive smokers to duty-paid
sources. Moreover, although approaches aimed at reducing demand for illicit

tobacco could be effective in curbing its use, it appears that supply measures
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may be more effective as most smokers in the interview study reported the
absence of illicit tobacco sellers as grounds to discontinue illicit tobacco
purchase. However, there is the possibility that they would seek out other

sources of cheap tobacco products.

There was an established association between illicit tobacco purchase and
being young, male, from low socio-economic groups, with high tobacco
dependence and a RYO smoker. Of interest however is that, in addition to the
prevalence of illicit tobacco use fluctuating over time, smokers most likely to
report its use also appeared to change, although being male and a RYO smoker
were both constant predictors. The finding that age no longer significantly
predicted illicit tobacco use in the 2010-11 and 2012 surveys suggests that the
argument that young smokers are most likely to engage in this price
minimising behaviour no longer stands true. However, this thesis reports on
smokers aged 16 and over and so it may be the case that younger smokers
continue to report illicit tobacco purchase as is the case in the North of
England (NEMS, 2011). This finding suggests that not only is the illicit market
changing but smokers engaging in illicit tobacco purchase may also have
changed over time. If the supply and demand of illicit tobacco is to be
addressed effectively, continuous monitoring of sources of illicit tobacco and
those drawn to its use is required for productive interventions to counter illicit
tobacco trade. Times of financial hardship such as an economic recession may
cause illicit markets to flourish (Arkes, 2011) and so illicit tobacco use may no
longer be skewed towards certain groups as illustrated by the findings in the
current thesis. This carries important implications for anti-illicit tobacco trade
policies aimed at targeting smokers most likely to report illicit tobacco use and

emphasises the need for continuous monitoring.
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The majority of smokers in the cross-sectional surveys had the view that the
illicit tobacco and cigarettes they purchased were cheap because the tobacco
products were duty frees brought in from abroad. This finding was consistent
with that of the interview study (see Chapter 7), with many smokers believing
that the tobacco products they purchased were legally manufactured products.
This may have contributed to smokers’ nonchalant approach to engaging in an
illegal activity if the tobacco products purchased are believed to be legitimate.
What can be taken from this finding is that many smokers appear not to
purchase counterfeit tobacco and are in fact deterred by the unpleasantness of
these products (see Chapter 7). Decreasing seizures of counterfeit tobacco and
increasing seizures of non-UK illicit brands (cheap whites - tobacco products
that are factory made and manufactured with the approval of a licensing
authority for the sole purpose of being smuggled - HMRC, 2011) could mean
cheap whites are replacing counterfeit tobacco in the illicit market. Future
studies could explore this further by investigating the cigarette and tobacco
brands purchased by illicit tobacco users. It is unsurprising that smokers did
not believe illicit tobacco trade had connections to organised crime and
terrorism, when illicit tobacco sellers were considered to be friendly and just
trying to make a living. This suggests that smokers appear to view illicit
tobacco trade as a small scale bootlegging operation or ‘white van’ trade rather
than a large scale organised network. Addressing this misconception could
potentially result in changing these smokers’ purchasing behaviour; some
programmes such as the North of England Programme have aimed to do this.
Further research is needed to explore how best to do this in a way that is not

rejected by smokers.

The decline in prevalence of illicit tobacco purchase between 2007-8 and 2012
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reported in this thesis was accompanied by an overall increase in the price
smokers paid for cigarettes and tobacco. This finding would appear to
contradict the tobacco industry’s assertion that demand for cheap tobacco rises
with increase in tobacco taxes (Joossens and Raw, 1998; Howell, 2011).
However, it is important to highlight the limitations in the methodology used
to derive these price estimates such as: tobacco expenditure and consumption
being subject to recall bias and the theoretical implications of using unit values
as a proxy for price which could produce biased results (Nelson, 1991). Price
being the main incentive for illicit tobacco purchase (see chapter 7) was further
emphasised by the finding in the current thesis that smokers who purchased
cigarettes and tobacco exclusively from illicit sources paid the least for
cigarettes and RYO tobacco (see chapter 9). This finding supports the
argument that illicit tobacco trade undermines the effect of tax increases by
making tobacco products available at a cheaper price. Being male, of an older
age, with low social status and high tobacco dependence appear to be
associated with reduced price estimates for duty-paid cigarettes and RYO
tobacco. This finding points to the possibility that although these smokers did
not report illicit tobacco purchase, they may have engaged in price minimising
behaviours such as tax avoidance. There is the possibility that with rising
tobacco taxes and increasingly affordable budget trips abroad, legal tax
avoidance may become a common occurrence. There was an indication of this
from the interview study with some smokers reporting that they would travel
abroad to low tax jurisdictions to purchase tobacco products at a cheaper price,
if unable to purchase illicit tobacco (see Chapter 7). In addition, findings from
the current thesis surveys appear to show an increase in tobacco purchases
abroad between 2010-11 and 2012 (see Chapter 6 and 8). Future research

should explore the extent of smokers’ use of price minimising strategies to
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mitigate the effect of high tobacco taxes. Tobacco control policies will need to
take into consideration the impact of legal cross-border shopping on smoking

cessation efforts.

Regular illicit tobacco buyers reported that loss of access to illicit tobacco
would drive them to think about quitting or cutting down on their smoking (see
Chapter 7). This is possibly because access to cheap tobacco provided these
smokers an affordable means of sustaining their smoking. This makes the
availability of illicit tobacco a critical public health issue that contributes to the
burden of smoking-related illnesses. It is of no surprise therefore that smokers
who reported illicit tobacco use were less motivated to quit smoking and more
likely to report not wanting to quit smoking. However, there appeared to be no
association between illicit tobacco purchase and making a past attempt at
quitting. This suggests that although less motivated, smokers who purchase
illicit tobacco make attempts to quit smoking. Moreover, this implies that
being able to access cheap tobacco is not the primary factor in whether
smokers try to quit, but it may determine whether they succeed in doing so. In
addition, illicit tobacco users may go through various stages of behaviour
change, with intentions at some point to quit smoking but were not successful.
This could have been due to being able to access cheap tobacco, as well as
other factors such as tobacco dependence. Smokers who report illicit tobacco
use may require other strategies other than high taxation to encourage targeted
them to quit smoking. Alternatively, these smokers being unwilling to quit
smoking could be targeted with harm reduction strategies which allow them to
continue to use some form of tobacco but at a much lower risk to their health

i.e. cutting down on their consumption.

283

——
| —



The complex nature of illicit tobacco trade demands collaborative working
across agencies to maximise the chances of effective strategies to eliminate this
illegal market. The North of England illicit tobacco programme was a world
first at the time of its launch in 2009. At this early stage of the programme key
stakeholders viewed it as having great potential although concerns were raise
around resources, partnership working and intelligence sharing. Nevertheless,
between 2009 and 2011 there appeared to be an increase awareness of illicit
tobacco trade in the region, increase in intelligence reports to the hotlines
during the campaign period and promising reductions in demand for illicit
tobacco attributable to the Programme (McNeill et al., 2012). This
demonstrates the benefits of joint working between enforcement agencies and
health professionals. Moreover, this partnership working may shift smokers’
anti-government views (see Chapter 7) if health professionals and not only
customs officials (who may be viewed as just interested in revenue losses) are

seen as tackling illicit tobacco trade together.

11.3 Conclusion

Ilicit tobacco remains a major threat to tobacco control efforts and public
health which requires continued address, especially with talks of an endgame
for tobacco (Warner, 2013; Wilson et al., 2013; Arnott 2013). This thesis
focused on the experience and beliefs of smokers on illicit tobacco trade. This
was important to provide a valuable overview of how policies impacted on
smokers’ purchasing behaviour and their attitudes towards illicit tobacco. This
thesis provided an estimation of illicit tobacco use at varying time points in
England. In addition, it contributed to the greater understanding of illicit
tobacco purchase; identified smokers most likely to report its use; reported on

smokers’ beliefs and views on illicit tobacco trade and the views of partners in
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a multi-agency approach to combat illicit tobacco trade in the North of
England. Most important was the documentation of the emergence of a
relatively new source of illicit tobacco, which undoubtedly has implications for
future anti-illicit tobacco trade policies. This research has emphasised the
importance of monitoring and surveillance of smokers’ involvement with the
illicit tobacco market. It is hoped that this thesis has contributed to the limited
existing literature on illicit tobacco trade and to the development of future

policies.
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