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Summary

Objectives: This paper reviews the international literature
that employed time-series analysis to evaluate the effects of
advertising bans on aggregate consumption of cigarettes or
tobacco.

Methods: A systematic search of the literature was conducted.
Three groups of studies representing analyses of advertising
bans in the USA, in other countries and in 22 OECD countries
were defined. The estimated effects of advertising bans and
their significance were analysed.

Results: 24 studies were identified. They used a wide array of
explanatory variables, models, estimating methods and data
sources. 18 studies found a negative effect of an advertising
ban on aggregate consumption, but only ten of these stud-
ies found a significant effect. Two studies using data from
22 OECD countries suggested that partial bans would have lit-
tle or no influence on aggregate consumption, whereas com-
plete bans would significantly reduce consumption.
Conclusions: The results imply that advertising bans have a
negative but sometimes only narrow impact on consumption.
Complete bans let expect a higher effectiveness. Because of
methodological restrictions of analysing advertising bans’ ef-
fects by time series approaches, also different approaches

should be used in the future.

Key words: Cigarette advertising — Cigarette consumption - Tobacco -
Advertising ban - Tobacco control policy.

Health risks of cigarette smoking became public knowledge
in the 1950s and 1960s (Jacobson et al. 1997). Governments
across the world started curtailing tobacco consumption,
taxing tobacco, prohibiting smoking in public, and banning
tobacco product advertisements. Conflicts of interest make
advertising bans very controversial. Therefore intensive
controversies usually accompany the introduction of stricter
regulations.

Advertising ban advocates come primarily from health lobby
groups — physician, patient, or health promotion organisa-
tions (Hoek 1999). They assume tobacco advertisements in-
crease consumption of tobacco products. Positive depictions
of smoking would create in young people the desire to smo-
ke. Likewise, constant advertising could keep smokers from
quitting. Thus an advertising ban would reduce the number
of consumers and the negative consequences of smoking for
individuals and for society, which suffers from the economic
damage of illness and absence from work (compare for Ger-
many (Welte et al. 2000).

Juxtaposed to these are the interests of advertising agen-
cies, the media, and the tobacco industry. According to these
groups, advertising distributes market shares among compe-
titors and does not increase aggregate consumption (Wilcox
& Vacker 1992; Johnson 1986). Advertising, they contend,
is important for informing consumers about market develo-
pments (new filters, light cigarettes) and helping potential
competitors to enter the market. Thus advertising bans cannot
decrease consumption. If the tobacco industry had to cancel
several billion Dollars (Federal Trade Commission 2005) an-
nually for advertising and promotion, jobs would be threate-
ned, and the printed media, movie theatres, and international
mass sports events would experience severe problems.
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In various countries tobacco advertising restrictions have
been in effect for years. The United States Congress passed
the Cigarette Smoking Act of 1969 banning cigarette adver-
tising from television and radio beginning in 1971 (Jacobson
et al. 1997). In Europe, the United Kingdom was among the
first countries to restrict tobacco advertising, banning it from
the electronic media in 1965 (Witt & Pass 1983). Norway
and Finland even enacted complete bans as early as 1975
and 1977, respectively (Rimpela et al. 1993). Today many
countries in the European Union (EU) have already complete
bans on tobacco advertising (World Health Organization Re-
gional Office for Europe 2004). In May 2003 the EU direc-
tive 2003/33/EG mandated the compatibility of laws within
the EU (European Parliament and Counsel 2003), requiring
a member-wide introduction of comprehensive advertising
bans by the summer of 2005.

In the past forty years studies have tried to determine if
advertising bans influence aggregate tobacco or cigarette
consumption in different countries. Most of these studies
use econometric analyses. Their basic principle is the deve-
lopment of an economic model representing the relationship
between a dependent variable (aggregate consumption of ci-
garettes, usually operationalised as purchased cigarettes) and
different explanatory variables (per capita income, cigarette
price, advertising expenses, and advertising bans). In the mo-
del, aggregate consumption within a period results from the
explanatory variables plus a margin of error (error term). A
regression analysis permits calculation of coefficients for the
explanatory variables. These coefficients show direction (po-
sitive or negative) and magnitude of the variables’ influence
and can be tested for significance.

Our review provides a survey of the existing studies in the
international literature which used econometric methods to
examine the effect of a tobacco advertising ban on aggregate
consumption of cigarettes or tobacco. Compared with exis-
ting overviews of the literature, our review is more recent
and tried to avoid a number of problematic aspects found in
earlier surveys. It only considered studies directly analysing
the effects of advertising bans. Bauer et al. (1998) primarily
examined studies considering the effects of advertising; the
examined studies then usually commented on a ban’s effect
via inference. It will be discussed later on why this is thought
to be problematic. Duffy’s (1996) survey considered only 15
advertising ban studies. In contrast to Lancaster & Lancaster
(2003a), our review did not examine the number of significant
and not significant regression coefficients of advertising bans
in the various studies. Examining the number of coefficients
brings up problems: studies with several coefficients receive
greater influence than those with one coefficient only. Some-
times coefficients which the original authors rejected were
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evaluated by Lancaster & Lancaster. Furthermore their survey
was criticized for not taking into account that most results la-
belled not significant contained negative coefficients (Franke
& Andrews 2003; Lancaster & Lancaster 2003b).

Methods

Literature research

A systematic literature search was performed in the databases
MEDLINE (Pubmed), EconLit and Business Source Premier
(EBSCO) to uncover relevant works in international literature
(as of March 2005). A search in MEDLINE, the largest me-
dical database, used the following terms: (Smoking [MeSH]
OR Tobacco [MeSH]) AND (Advertising [MeSH]). For the
economic databases EconLit and Business Source Premier
the following search strategy was used: AB (advertis* or mar-
ket* or promotion) AND AB (ban or restriction or regulation
or poli*) AND AB (smok* or tobacco or cigarette) AND AB
(consumption or demand or prevalence or effect); Limits:
1993-2004; AB = in Abstract. A long list of titles resulted
(Pubmed approx. 1 200, EBESCO approx. 260). Excluded
from consideration were studies whose titles or abstracts
clearly indicated that they did not use econometric analyses to
estimate the effects of advertising bans. 42 remaining articles
were analysed and their bibliographies searched for relevant
articles. 39 titles resulted from the bibliography search. Alto-
gether 81 articles were identified and subjected to our selec-
tion criteria.

Selection criteria

Articles fulfilling the following criteria were included in our
review: first, they used an econometric time-series analysis.
Second, they examined an advertising ban’s effect on aggre-
gate cigarette or tobacco consumption in one or more coun-
tries. Third, they estimated a coefficient for the advertising
ban’s effect. Fourth, they were available in the German library
system. Criteria one disqualified 42 studies which did not use
an econometric analysis. Nine studies did not meet criteria
number two because they did not analyse an advertising ban’s
effect on aggregate consumption in one ore more countries.
Three studies were excluded from consideration due to cri-
teria number three: not estimating a coefficient for the ad-
vertising ban. Two studies were not available in the German
library system. One article was not considered individually
because its data was analysed by the same author again in a
later study using the identical model. A list of the excluded
studies can be requested from the authors.

Time-series analyses of advertising bans have no generally
accepted standards of quality (Hoek 1999). This review consi-
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dered all types of models or methods of evaluation, in an at-
tempt to register all time-series analyses of advertising bans’
effects. Therefore studies fulfilling the selection criteria were
included even if their quality had been long discussed and
criticized by other authors, like Laugesen & Meads (1991).

Evaluation criteria

24 articles were evaluated." The country-specific nature of
advertising bans delineated three groups. 15 studies exami-
ned the effects of a 1971 television and radio advertising ban
in the USA. Six articles analysed the effects of advertising
bans in other countries. Group three summarized three studies
using data from 22 OECD countries.

The advertising ban’s effect on aggregate consumption was
the basic evaluation criteria for the studies. They were classi-
fied by algebraic signs (positive — negative) and significance
(significant — not significant) of the regression coefficients of
the variables used to capture the advertising ban’s effect. If
various econometric models were used by one study, the clas-
sification was based on the model which the authors consi-
dered to be most suitable. A negative regression coefficient
means a negative effect of the advertising ban on aggregate
consumption. In other words, aggregate consumption is lower
than it would have been without the advertising ban. Due to
the complexity of the models, most authors refrained from
interpreting the numerical values of the estimated coefficients
in terms of magnitude of consumption change resulting from
the advertising ban. If reported by the authors, the magnitude
of the ban’s effect in terms of percentage change in aggregate
consumption was considered in this review. Besides, the time
frame, the explanatory and dependent variables, and some pe-
culiarities of the calculations or of the results were itemized
for comparison. The diversity of the selected studies made a
meta-analytical evaluation impossible.

Results

Studies from the USA

In the United States the Surgeon General’s 1964 report conclu-
ded cigarette smoke causes lung cancer. A 1966 law respon-
ding to this required warnings on cigarette packs (Blaine &
Reed 1994). The Fairness Doctrine also resulted, requiring
one anti-smoking announcement for every fifth tobacco in-
dustry advertisement on radio and television (Schneider et al.
1981). With the 1971 advertising ban for radio and television

' 6 of the 24 articles contained mention of financial support. Only public
contributors and organizations were named. None of the studies considered
contained an explicit reference to support from the tobacco industry.
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the Fairness Doctrine was rescinded. Many United States stu-
dies examined the influence of both, the advertising ban and
other regulatory measures on aggregate consumption.

Five studies concluded that the advertising ban significantly
decreased aggregate consumption (Blaine & Reed 1994; Do-
roodian & Seldon 1991; Gallet 1999; Goel & Morey 1995;
Seldon & Boyd 1991). Seven studies found an insignificant
reduction in aggregate consumption (Abernethy & Teel 1986;
Bishop & Yoo 1985; Franke 1994; McAuliffe 1988; Porter
1986; Seldon & Doroodian 1989; Wilcox & Vacker 1992).
One study with insignificant results did not indicate the di-
rection of change in aggregate consumption (Fujii 1980), and
two studies found an insignificant rise in aggregate consump-
tion (Schneider et al. 1981; Kao & Tremblay 1988).

Table 1 summarizes the individual studies. Unusual features
of the econometric models and differences in the dependent
and independent variables are presented. The explanatory
variables show that almost all authors took into account the
price of cigarettes, income (except Abernethy & Teel 1896),
and advertising expenses (except Blaine & Reed 1994). In ad-
dition, many different variables were used: the share of filter
and low tar cigarettes in actual cigarette consumption, tobacco
content per cigarette, the previous year’s consumption, the
previous year’s advertising expenses, introduction of warning
labels, the population’s age structure, the price of alcohol, and
various other health relevant factors. Some authors estimated
the magnitude of the advertising ban’s effect, which varies
considerably between these studies: Blaine & Reed (1994)
estimated aggregate consumption in 1992 to be 3—4 % lower
than it would have been without the advertising ban. On the
other hand, Schneider et al. (1981) estimated the effect of the
advertising ban to be an increase in consumption of 4.9 % (not
significant).

Studies from other countries

Three studies from other countries examined the 1976 Austra-
lian television advertising ban for tobacco products (Bardsley
& Olekans 1999; Johnson 1988; McLeod 1986). Two Austra-
lian studies found aggregate consumption narrowly decreased
after the introduction of the advertising ban, but this was si-
gnificant only in one study (Table 2).

Finland completely banned advertising in 1977. Pekurinen
(1989) examined its effects in an econometric study. He found
the advertising ban to have had a significant negative effect on
aggregate consumption which he estimated to be 7% lower
than it would have been without the ban. However, this can-
not be definitively attributed to the advertising ban because of
other concurrently introduced tobacco regulations.

Great Britain banned tobacco advertising in 1965. This ban
was found to insignificantly decrease aggregate consumption
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(Witt & Pass 1983). A study analysing the 1979 Spanish ban
for television advertising (Valdés 1993) could find a signi-
ficant yet narrow negative influence on aggregate consump-
tion.

Studies with data from 22 OECD countries

The studies in Table 3 examined advertising ban effects in
several countries. Their regression models included data
from 22 OECD countries evaluating influences on aggregate
consumption internationally in the course of time. Two studies
distinguished between the intensity of advertising bans in in-
dividual countries, concluding that comprehensive advertising
bans usually significantly decreased aggregate consumption,
while limited bans did not significantly influence aggregate
consumption (Laugesen & Meads 1991; Saffer & Chaloupka
2000). Laugesen & Meads placed the influence of compre-
hensive bans on aggregate consumption at —6.8 %, and Saffer
& Chaloupka at =5.4 % and —7.4 % for tobacco and cigarette
consumption, respectively.

The third study did not consider the advertising ban’s intensity
as an explanatory variable, and found aggregate consumption
in countries with bans to be 3.8 % (insignificant) higher than
in countries without bans (Stewart 1993).

In summary: Ten of the 24 studies evaluated found an adver-
tising ban significantly and negatively influencing aggregate
consumption. Eight further studies found an insignificant and
in some cases rather negligible negative effect of an adverti-
sing ban. Three studies either did not comment on the direc-
tion of the influence or were undetermined. Only three studies
reported an insignificant positive effect of an advertising ban
on aggregate consumption. The individual studies’ authors
usually considered an insignificant effect of an advertising
ban to be no effect.

Discussion

Similar to previous surveys of the international literature, our
review included studies that reported contradictory results, al-
though many of the evaluated studies found significantly ne-
gative effects of advertising bans on aggregate consumption
of tobacco or cigarettes. An interpretation of the variation in
results requires critical evaluation of the methods of econo-
metric analysis in general as well as discussion of specific
problems of individual studies.

Methodical problems of econometric analysis

Econometric analyses reach their limits when they try to as-
sign quantitative values to qualitative variables, such as re-
cording the intensity of advertising bans on a point-scale

Int J Public Health 52 (2007) 295-307
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or measuring advertising through advertising expenditures
(Chapman 1989). Measuring the influence of advertising via
aggregate advertising expenditures is problematic because the
varying effectiveness of individual advertising events (televi-
sion or print media) is ignored. Furthermore, expenditures for
cigarette advertising do not capture the effect of indirect ad-
vertising by spreading the brand through non-tobacco product
lines, for example, by fashion items such as “Camel boots,” or
“Marlboro Classics casual clothing”. The difficulty of quan-
tifying qualitative factors also arises when trying to opera-
tionalise cultural factors or attitudes towards smoking (Chap-
man 1989). Some of the evaluated studies tried to control for
such factors by using time trend or country variables in their
econometric models.

Analysis of advertising bans is further complicated since
the tobacco industry usually does not publish its figures for
advertising expenditures, explaining the nature of discus-
sions on data used in studies (see Stewart’s (1992) critique
of Laugesen & Meads 1991). Saffer & Chaloupka (2000)
attempted to avoid this by using several data pools for their
analysis.

The explanatory power of econometric analyses can be lim-
ited when examining the effects of advertising bans in a com-
plex environment. Most models incorporated their advertising
ban as dummy variables valued “0” during the time period
without an advertising ban and “1” during the years with
ban. Thus the variables of advertising bans simultaneously
measured various changes influencing aggregate consump-
tion from the first year of the ban, like changes in advertising
budget structures, anticipatory and delayed effects in the reac-
tions on supply and demand sides and other newly introduced
tobacco control measures. The neglect of such confounders
could cause the effects of advertising bans to be over- or un-
derestimated.

Looking at the way advertising bans take effect and the time
frame this effect needs, Hoek (1999) categorically questioned
whether it is possible at all to analyse advertising bans using
econometric analyses. Econometric analyses assume an exist-
ing correlation between smoking and advertising that should
result in sudden changes of consumption habits. Hoek argued
that advertising cannot be viewed as the catalyst for con-
sumption, according to theories of advertising and psychol-
ogy. Behaviour theory would view advertising as a booster
whose removal can only affect consumption in the long run,
possibly after a change of the cultural attitude towards smok-
ing. Only a few studies included in this review consider such
time-delayed effects (Blaine & Reed 1994; Johnson 1988).
These methodological problems underscore the difficulty of
a comparative interpretation of contradictory results from a
wide array of studies.
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Problems of studies from the USA

The 15 studies examining the US radio and television ad-
vertising ban came to different conclusions. They used dif-
fering methods, explanatory variables, linear, logarithmic
or double logarithmic models, varying estimating methods
(ordinary least squares, two stage least squares, three stage
least squares), and different data material. These variations
may explain the differing results. Here, only two different
approaches to the inclusion of explanatory variables will be
discussed to illustrate the complexity.

Discrepancies in results may be due to the way the advertising
ban was included. Some studies evaluated the partial ban’s ef-
fect via the ban’s influence on advertising effectiveness (Dor-
oodian & Seldon 1991; Schneider et al. 1981). Others (Porter
1986) even considered a decrease in advertising expenditures
to be an effect of the ban. Most studies included advertising
bans as simple dummy variables. However, these differences
in dealing with advertising bans are not sufficient to explain
the variety of results. For example, of the two studies measur-
ing the impact of the ban via advertising effectiveness, one
demonstrated a significant negative effect of the advertising
ban (Doroodian & Seldon 1991), and the other found a posi-
tive effect, but here in the context of a substantially different
time frame for the study (Schneider et al. 1981).

Another possible reason for contradictory results may be at-
tributed to the way of considering the amount of tobacco con-
sumed. Some studies processed the amount of tobacco con-
sumed as a dependent variable, and others as an explanatory
variable (tobacco content per cigarette), while others ignored
amounts of tobacco. Schneider et al. (1981) and Porter (1986)
have shown tobacco content per cigarette sharply decreasing
since the mid 1950s. Yet, a strong increase in aggregate ciga-
rette consumption accompanied this trend, possibly a com-
pensatory reaction of smokers. During this time period smok-
ers also changed from other forms of tobacco use to cigarette
smoking. Both factors increased cigarette demand before
1970. Thus, a smaller rate of increase in aggregate cigarette
consumption after 1972 could suggest that advertising bans
negatively influenced aggregate consumption. The real reason
would have been the previous increase in aggregate cigarette
consumption (Schneider et al. 1981). Studies only consider-
ing cigarette demand without adjusting for the influence of
tobacco content per cigarette could have overestimated the
advertising ban’s effect. Even though this — as Table 1 shows
— might not be the main cause of variation in results, it still
indicates the problems with using a simple dummy variable
to catch an advertising ban’s effect: many factors which may
not seem to be important at first sight may influence aggregate
cigarette consumption, thus leading to an incorrect conclu-
sion of an advertising ban’s effect.

Adbvertising bans as a means of tobacco control policy: a systematic
literature review of time-series analyses

Problems of studies from other countries

Most advertising bans in other countries were considered in
only one study per country. One could think that different re-
sults come from different country-specific advertising bans.
This is improbable, though, since all authors except Pekurinen
(1989) (who examined a complete advertising ban) looked
only at radio and television advertising bans. The authors used
the same variety of models, estimating methods and explana-
tory variables as those from the USA. A direct comparison of
results is likewise difficult. Studies from different countries
also contain many additional influencing factors (cultural, po-
litical, social) which the authors did not include in their models
(e. g. the transition from a dictatorship to a democracy occurred
during the analysed time period of the Spanish study). Never-
theless, most authors, except Witt & Pass (1983) and Johnson
(1988), found a negative influence of advertising bans on ag-
gregate consumption. Only two studies found this influence to
be significant. Of these only Pekurinen (1989), examining a
complete advertising ban, found a relatively large influence on
aggregate consumption (=7 %). This result from Finland needs
a critical viewing, though, since the authors examined the ad-
vertising ban in a regression model with a dummy variable,
making no distinction between the effect of the advertising ban
and other concurrently introduced tobacco control policies.

In summary, the vast majority of studies examining radio and
television advertising bans in the USA and other countries
estimated negative effects of bans on aggregate consumption.
But they were often insignificant or narrow. For a long time
the literature has been discussing whether comprehensive ad-
vertising bans have a greater effect than limited bans (Laug-
esen & Meads 1991; Saffer & Chaloupka 2000). Two studies
using data from several countries attempted an answer to this
question.

Studies with data from several countries

Laugesen & Meads (1991) and Saffer & Chaloupka (2000)
contended that limited advertising bans (on television and ra-
dio) have only narrow or no effect on aggregate consumption,
while comprehensive advertising bans can decrease aggregate
consumption considerably. They based their claims on dimin-
ishing marginal product, an economic phenomenon also valid
in advertising. According to this line of reasoning, when ad-
vertising reaches a certain magnitude, each additional adver-
tisement only marginally increases aggregate consumption.
Thus, if advertising is reduced at this high level, only narrow
decreases in aggregate consumption will result. A ban on tel-
evision and radio, only touching a portion of tobacco advertis-
ing and preventing no compensatory increase in advertising in
other media, would only narrowly affect aggregate consump-
tion. However, a complete advertising ban would significantly



Advertising bans as a means of tobacco control policy: a systematic
literature review of time-series analyses

reduce aggregate consumption. Their research with data from
22 OECD countries distinguishing between limited and com-
prehensive bans appeared to confirm this assertion. Yet Laug-
esen & Meads’ study has been criticized strongly by Stewart
(1992), above all. He questioned whether Laugesen & Meads
gathered all relevant explanatory variables for aggregate con-
sumption in 22 OECD countries and came to a correct result.
Their model only considered price, income, age structure,
and percentage of females in the work force, percentage of
mass-produced cigarettes, and the intensity of the advertising
ban. Saffer & Chaloupka (2000) tried to avoid the problem
of missing explanatory variables by introducing additional
country and time variables; thus controlling for cultural or
chronological effects. However, also Saffer & Chaloupka ran
into a point of criticism that was originally raised by Duffy
(1996) on Laugesen & Meads’ study. Saffer & Chaloupka and
Laugesen & Meads could prove the expected larger effects of
complete bans only when limiting their analysis to a later seg-
ment of the time-series they considered. Saffer & Chaloupka
(2000) tried to explain this phenomenon by pointing out that
the number of complete advertising bans was too small in
the first years. However, since the intensity of the advertising
bans figured into the calculations as an independent variable,
the number of comprehensive advertising bans should have
had no influence on the result of their evaluations, according
to Duffy’s line of reasoning. Unfortunately, neither Saffer &
Chaloupka nor Duffy thought of Hoek’s (1999) alleged long-
term cultural mechanisms which would have been a possible
explanation for time-delayed effects of advertising bans.

The third study using data from other countries did not dif-
ferentiate according to the intensity of the advertising ban:
Stewart’s study (1993) even determined an insignificant posi-
tive influence of advertising bans on aggregate consumption.
Stewart (1993) supposed that this surprising result was due to
the discontinuation of obligatory health warnings in tobacco
advertising, which had contributed to a smaller aggregate
consumption before the introduction of the advertising ban.
Still, since this study did not differentiate the intensity of the
advertising bans, the result did not contradict the conjectured
mechanism of Laugesen & Meads and Saffer & Chaloupka.

Alternative methodical approaches

The previously mentioned difficulties in analysing advertising
bans’ effects on aggregate consumption bring up the question
of alternative methodical approaches.

The literature contains many studies analysing the effects of
tobacco advertising (usually operationalised as advertising
expenditures) on aggregate consumption. These studies then
comment on the effectiveness of a ban via inference. Lan-
caster & Lancaster (2003a) summarized the studies following
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this approach. It is disputable, whether such an approach has
advantages compared with a direct consideration of a ban’s
effects (Warner et al. 1986). Pollay et al. (1996) and Warner et
al. (1986) indicated that such studies only examine the influ-
ence of changes in advertising expenditures on the current al-
most optimal level. Increased expenditures on this high level
would not affect aggregate consumption significantly — the
tobacco companies would otherwise increase their expendi-
tures for advertising. Pollay therefore concluded that if these
studies showed no large advertising elasticity in aggregate
consumption, these results could not serve as evidence for in-
effectiveness of comprehensive advertising bans.

Analyses of individuals present a very different methodical
approach. For example, results of surveys of young people be-
fore and after introducing an advertising ban can be analysed
(Fielding et al. 2004). This approach has the advantage of
more directly examining the causal connection between ad-
vertising and smoking. It also bears the advantage of analys-
ing the influence of advertising on individual subpopulations
(young people or non-smokers) (Rigotti et al. 2005), which is
especially relevant for the political assessment of an adver-
tising ban. Future research on advertising bans’ effectiveness
could use such methods more often. Similarly, it would help
to see more research in nations with comprehensive advertis-
ing bans. Only then more accurate knowledge on the short-
and long-term effects of such comprehensive bans would be
attained.

Conclusion

The results of advertising ban studies tend to show a nega-
tive but sometimes only narrow impact of bans on aggregate
consumption of tobacco products; comprehensive bans should
be able to reduce aggregate consumption more effectively.
The problems discussed concerning time-series analysis on
the advertising bans’ effects must be considered when inter-
preting results. Future studies should also incorporate further
analytical approaches such as surveys of important target
groups.
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Zusammenfassung

Werbeverbote als TabakkontrollmaBnahme:

Ein systematischer Literaturiiberblick liber Zeitreihenanalysen
Fragestellung: Werbeverbote fir Tabakwaren sind eine haufig
verwendete TabakkontrollmaBBnahme. Die vorliegende Arbeit
gibt einen Uberblick Uber die in der internationalen Literatur
vorhandenen Zeitreihenanalysen zu den Auswirkungen von
Werbeverboten auf den Zigaretten-/Tabakkonsum.

Methodik: In einer systematischen Literaturrecherche wurden
Studien identifiziert, die mithilfe einer 6konometrischen Zeit-
reihenanalyse die Auswirkungen von Werbeverboten in einem
oder mehreren Landern auf den Gesamtkonsum von Zigaret-
ten oder Tabak untersuchten. Die Studien wurden nach dem
untersuchten Werbeverbot sowie der Art und der Signifikanz
des Ergebnisses klassifiziert.

Ergebnisse: 24 Studien wurden identifiziert. Die Studien ver-
wendeten unterschiedliche erklarende Variablen, Modelle,
Schatzmethoden und unterschiedliches Datenmaterial. 15 Stu-
dien untersuchten die Auswirkungen eines Werbeverbots in

Adbvertising bans as a means of tobacco control policy: a systematic
literature review of time-series analyses

den USA, sechs in anderen Landern. Drei Studien analysierten
Werbeverbote in 22 OECD Landern. 18 Studien fanden einen
negativen Einfluss von Werbeverboten auf den Zigaretten-/Ta-
bakkonsum, der aber nur bei zehn Studien signifikant war. Der
durch ein Werbeverbot bewirkte Rickgang des Zigarettenkon-
sums wurde auf bis zu 7 % geschéatzt, meist aber geringer. Zwei
Studien mit Daten aus 22 OECD Landern kamen zu der Schluss-
folgerung, dass umfassende Werbeverbote einen negativen
Einfluss auf den Konsum haben, wahrend eingeschrankte Wer-
beverbote den Konsum nicht wesentlich beeinflussen kénnen.
Schlussfolgerungen: Die Ergebnisse der Zeitreihenanalysen
weisen auf eine negative — wenn auch teilweise geringe — Aus-
wirkung von Werbeverboten auf den Konsum von Tabakwaren
hin. Umfassende Werbeverboten lassen eine stérkere Reduk-
tion des Konsums erwarten. Wegen der methodischen Ein-
schrankung der Analyse von Werbeverboten durch Zeitreihen-
untersuchungen sollten kunftig auch andere Analyseansatze

herangezogen werden.

I References

Abernethy AM, Teel JE (1986). Advertising
regulation’s effect upon demand for cigarettes.
Journal of Advertising 15: 51-6.

Bardsley P, Olekans N (1999). Cigarette and to-
bacco consumption: Have anti-smoking policies
made a difference. Economic Record 75: 225-41.

Bauer HH, Fischer M, Winter K (1998). Der
Einfluss von Werbebeschrinkungen auf den
Tabakkonsum: Empirische Befunde und Erkld-
rungsansitze fiir ihre Fehlwirkung. Institut fiir
Marketing. Mannheim: Universitit Mannheim.

Bishop JA, Yoo JH (1985). ,,Health Scare,” excise
taxes and advertising ban in the cigarette demand
and supply. Southern Economic Journal 52:
402-12.

Blaine TW, Reed MR (1994). U.S. cigarette
smoking and health warnings: new evidence from
post World War II data. Journal of Agricultural
and Applied Economics 26: 535-44.

Chapman S (1989). The limitations of econo-
metric analysis in cigarette advertising studies.
British Journal of Addiction 84: 1267-74.

Doroodian K, Seldon BJ (1991). Advertising and
cigarette consumption. Eastern Economic Journal
17: 359-66.

Duffy M (1996). Econometric studies of ad-
vertising, advertising restrictions and cigarette
demand: a survey. International Journal of
Advertising 15: 1-24.

Européisches Parlament und Rat (2003). Richt-
linie 2003/33/EG des Europiischen Parlaments
und des Rates. Amtsblatt der Europidischen Union
L 752:16-9.

Federal Trade Commission (2005). Federal Trade
Commission cigarette report for 2003, Washing-
ton DC. http://www.ftc.gov/reports/cigarette05/
050809cigrpt.pdf (accessed 25 April 2006)

Fielding R, Chee YY, Choi KM et al. (2004).
Declines in tobacco brand recognition and ever-
smoking rates among young children following
restrictions on tobacco advertisements in Hong
Kong. J Public Health 26: 24-30.

Franke GR (1994). U.S. cigarette demand,
1961-1990: econometric issues, evidence, and
implications. Journal of Business Research 30:
33-42.

Franke GR, Andrews RL (2003). Comment on
‘The economics of tobacco advertising: spending,
demand, and the effects of bans’. International
Journal of Advertising 22: 461-9.

Fujii ET (1980). The demand for cigarettes: fur-
ther empirical evidence and its implications for
public policy. Applied Economics /2: 479-89.

Gallet C (1999). The effect of the 1971 advertis-
ing ban on behavior in the cigarette industry.
Managerial and Decision Economics 20:
299-303.

Goel RK, Morey MJ (1995). The interdepend-
ence of cigarette and liquor demand. Southern
Economic Journal 62: 451-9.

Hoek J (1999). Effects of tobacco advertising
restrictions: weak responses to strong measures?
International Journal of Advertising /8: 23-40.

Jacobson PD, Wassermann J, Anderson JR
(1997). Historical overview of tobacco legisla-
tion and regulation. Journal of Social Issues 53:
75-95.

Johnson LW (1988). Cigarette advertising and
public policy. International Journal of Social
Economics 15: 76-81.

Johnson LW (1986). Advertising expenditure
and aggregate demand for cigarettes in Australia.
International Journal of Advertising 5: 45-58.

Kao K, Tremblay VJ (1988). Cigarette ‘Health
Scare,” excise taxes, and advertising ban: com-
ment. Southern Economic Journal 54: 770-7.

Lancaster KM, Lancaster AR (2003a). The
economics of tobacco advertising: spending,
demand, and the effects of bans. International
Journal of Advertising 22: 41-66.



Advertising bans as a means of tobacco control policy: a systematic

literature review of time-series analyses

Lancaster KM, Lancaster AR (2003b). A reply
to the comment of Franke and Andrews on ‘“The
economics of tobacco advertising: spending,
demand and the effects of bans’. International
Journal of Advertising 22: 469-86.

Laugesen M, Meads C (1991). Tobacco advertis-
ing restrictions, price, income and tobacco
consumption in OECD countries, 1960-1986. Br
J Addict 86: 1343-54.

McAuliffe R (1988). The FTC and the effective-
ness of cigarette advertising regulations. Journal
of Public Policy & Marketing 7: 49-65.

McLeod PB (1986). Advertising bans, tobacco
and cigarette consumption. Economics letters
20: 391-6.

Pekurinen M (1989). The demand for tobacco
products in Finland. British Journal of Addiction
84:1183-93.

Pollay RW, Siddarth S, Siegel M et al. (1996).
The last straw? Cigarette advertising and realized
market shares among youths and adults. Journal
of Marketing 60: 1-16.

Porter RH (1986). The Impact of Government
Policy on the U.S. Cigarette Industry. In: Ippolito
PM, Scheffman DT, eds. Empirical approaches
to consumer protection economics. Washington
D.C.; Federal Trade Commission, Bureau of
Economics: 447-81.

Rigotti NA, Moran SE, Wechsler H (2005). US
college students’ exposure to tobacco promo-
tions: prevalence and association with tobacco
use. Am J Public Health 95: 138—44.

Rimpela MK, Aaro LE, Rimpela AH (1993). The
effects of tobacco sales promotion on initiation
of smoking — experiences from Finland and
Norway. Scand J Soc Med Suppl 49: 5-23.

Saffer H, Chaloupka F (2000). The effect of to-
bacco advertising bans on tobacco consumption.
J Health Econ 79: 1117-37.

Schneider L, Klein B, Murphy KM (1981).
Governmental Regulation of Cigarette Health
Information. Department of Economics, UCLA
‘Working Paper No. 200: 1-68.

Seldon BJ, Boyd R (1991). The stability of ciga-
rette demand. Applied Economics 23: 319-27.

Seldon BJ, Doroodian K (1989). A simultaneous
model of cigarette advertising: effects on demand
and industry response to public policy. Review of
Economics & Statistics 71: 673-8.

Stewart MJ (1992). Tobacco consumption and
advertising restrictions: a critique of Laugesen
and Meads (1991). International Journal of
Advertising /17: 97-119.

Stewart MJ (1993). The effect on tobacco con-
sumption of advertising bans in OECD countries.
International Journal of Advertising 72: 155-81.

Valdés B (1993). Cigarette consumption in Spain:
empirical evidence and implications for public
health policy. Applied Economics 25: 149-57.

Warner KE, Ernster VL, Holbrook JH et al.
(1986). Promotion of tobacco products: issues
and policy options. Journal of Health Politics,
Policy and Law 717: 367-91.

To access this journal online:
http://www.birkhauser.ch/IJPH

Int J Public Health 52 (2007) 295-307
© Birkhauser Verlag, Basel, 2007

Welte R, Konig HH, Leidl R (2000). The costs of
health damages and productivity losses attribut-

able to cigarette smoking in Germany. European
Journal of Public Health /0: 31-8.

Wilcox GB, Vacker B (1992). Cigarette advertis-
ing and consumption in the United States:
1961-1990. International Journal of Advertising
11:269-79.

Witt SE, Pass CL (1983). Forecasting cigarette
consumption: the causal model approach. Inter-
national Journal of Social Economics /0: 18-34.

World Health Organization Regional Office

for Europe (2004). Tobacco control database.
http://data.euro.who.int/tobacco/ (accessed on 24
Nov 2004).

Address for correspondence

Prof. Dr. Hans-Helmut Konig, M.P.H.
Universitiit Leipzig

Stiftungsprofessur fiir Gesundheitsoko-
nomie

Klinik und Poliklinik fiir Psychiatrie
Johannisallee 20

D-04317 Leipzig

e-Mail: hans-helmut.koenig @medizin.
uni-leipzig.de

307



