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 ARTICLE DETAILS 
  

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) TRENDS IN MARKET SHARE OF LEADING CIGARETTE BRANDS 
 IN THE UNITED STATES: NATIONAL SURVEY ON DRUG USE 
 AND HEALTH 2002-2013 

AUTHORS Sharma, Anushree; Fix, Brian; Delnevo, Cristine; 
 Cummings, Michael; O'Connor, Richard; 

 
 VERSION 1 - REVIEW 
  

REVIEWER Craig Andrews 
 Marquette University, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 01-Jul-2015 

  
GENERAL COMMENTS I enjoyed reading this manuscript that examined trends in unit 

 market shares for both before (2002-2008) and after (2009-2013) 
 the FSPTCA and FDA regulation of tobacco in 2009. My 
 suggestions include (1) establishing a better tie between the 2009 
 regulatory date and the trend data and (2) considering the 
 importance of segmentation issues in branding for different target 
 markets (e.g., young adult/youth – American Spirit). Here are some 
 specific comments: 

 1. Overall objective: As noted above, you might consider what 
 aspect of the 2009 FSPTCA and FDA/CTP regulation would cause 
 differential changes in unit market shares of the brands. For 
 example, in general, those with larger shares (e.g., Altria’s Marlboro) 
 may welcome regulatory efforts in a declining market, as this may 
 hold or stabilize their own share vis-à-vis the other brand 
 challengers. 

 2. Different segments/positioning. A firm’s sales/market share is a 
 result of many 4P (price, product, place, promotion) decisions at 
 specific target markets and positioned versus competitors (Shimp 
 and Andrews 2013, Advertising, Promotion and other aspects of 
 Integrated Marketing Communications). For example, American 
 Spirit has long touted being “100% additive-free” giving the possible 
 impression that they are “healthier” than other brands. Thus, this 
 may skew younger and more “upscale” than other brand 
 demographics. As another example for a related tobacco product, 
 Duke et al. (2014, Pediatrics) discovered that over 80% of televised 
 e-cigarette ad exposure to youth and young adults was for blu – a 
 Lorillard product. As 88% of current smokers begin during 
 adolescence (CDC 2015; Surgeon General 2012), it would be nice 
 to see a separate brand table or figure for those aged 12-18 from the 
 data. Also, it may help to have a stronger link between ad 
 exposure/positioning for these segmented brands in your study and 
 the resulting market shares. 
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 3. Other tobacco products. You do note the rise in use of other 
 tobacco products (p. 11). However, there is an update on this 
 recently in Arrazola et al. (2015 MMWR April 17). Emerging 
 categories like e-cigarettes, cigarillos, and poly-use have shown 
 tremendous gains. 

 4. Adolescent brand shares. It appears that you have data (p. 5) to 
 display brand shares and trends for adolescents aged 12-18. 

 5. Brand as the outcome. On p. 7, I think you mean “with unit brand 
 volume” as the outcome of the logistic regression, but I wasn’t sure. 
 This DV may need greater clarity. 

 6. Brand positioning. You have included some brand positioning 
 rationale on pp. 8-14, but this might be done with greater precision 
 on demographic and psychographic characteristics for the brands if 
 possible. 

 7. Tobacco product use update. As noted above, you might see the 
 most recent data on tobacco product usage in Arrazola et al. (2015 
 MMWR April 17). 

 Your brand data should be of help to many researchers (and public 
 health agencies) who are examining data and stimuli on a brand 
 level basis. 

  
REVIEWER Darren Mays 

 Georgetown University Medical Center, Lombardi Comprehensive 
 Cancer Center, Washington, DC, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Jul-2015 

  
GENERAL COMMENTS This study used population data from the U.S. National Survey on 

 Drug Use and Health to characterize market share of leading 
 cigarette brands over time from 2002 to 2013. The investigation 
 examines an important topic that is relevant to public health tobacco 
 control measures. However, there are several issues that deserve 
 the authors’ attention to address. I’ve broken my feedback out by 
 individual sections of the manuscript below. 

 Title: Minor suggested revision to “…National Survey on Drug Use 
 and Health 2002-2013” to be consistent with the formal name of the 
 survey. 

 Abstract: It would be helpful to briefly define in the abstract how 
 market share was measured/operationalized (e.g., % of current 
 smokers ages 12+ reporting a specific brand). The final sentence of 
 the results seems like more of a discussion/conclusion point than 
 results. I think this could be effectively captured without singling out 
 individual brands/manufacturers in the abstract, too. Market share of 
 Pall Mall and American Spirit went up, Camel evidenced some 
 increase although not to the same relative magnitude, and all other 
 RJR brands’ market share decreased. Rather than calling out 
 specific brands, to me the important concluding point and part of the 
 value of this type of analysis is that analyzing market share of 
 brands within and across manufacturers relative to where they are 
 investing marketing/advertising resources can provide a sense of 
 how the marketing/advertising environment may be influencing 
 consumers’ brand preferences. Finally, the abstract frames the 
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analysis as pre- and post-FDA regulation, but there is little discussion 
of regulatory implications here or elsewhere in the paper. 
 
Introduction: The introduction was well written and concisely 
captured key points of the supporting rationale. Again here, since 
the analysis is contextualized as an analysis pre- and post-FDA 
regulation, it may be useful to provide some context (perhaps in the 
second to last paragraph) of FDA regulation and how this type of 
analysis can inform regulatory decision-making or monitoring of 
regulatory impact. E.g., FDA could make a decision to issue a 
marketing order for a substantially equivalent product, new product, 
MRTP product, etc. and that could be monitored by understanding 
changes in relative market share. 
 
Methods: I suggest dropping the parenthetical CAPI and ACASI 
(page 6) since this is the only instance those acronyms are used. 
The description of cigarette brand measures (page 6) could use 
more detail. Specifically, it would be useful to describe this as 
though what a typical survey respondent would experience. What 
were respondents asked to report? Were any cues or prompts 
used? How were specific question(s) asked? Is there any 
information, perhaps citations that could be provided, that 
supports the validity of this approach to assessing brand 
preference? In the results, there is also discussion of subtypes 
within brand, which would again be best supported by a 
description of how that information was arrived at and measured. 
Since this self-report measure is critical to the study, it will be 
useful to provide as much detail as possible to give context on 
how the outcome variable was measured and created. 
 
Results: Page 9, it would be helpful to be more specific on how you 
noticed non-linear growth for specific brands. E.g., was this based 
on visual inspection of the data in Table 1? Figure 1 seems 
redundant with information presented in Table 1, and the color 
scheme makes it somewhat difficult to process. Data presented in 
Table 1 may be the clearest way to display the findings of brand 
market share over time from a visual standpoint. As noted above, 
in the methods section, some description of how the full flavor vs. 
all other subtype categories were created for this analysis would be 
useful. 
 
Discussion: I have several points of constructive feedback that will 
hopefully be useful to strengthen the discussion section. (1) Some 
statements in the discussion are very broad, and could be improved 
make the a more concrete statement about how this type of analysis 
could be beneficial to improve/inform tobacco control efforts. E.g., 
“changes in market share should be monitored to see if there are 
specific marketing practices or design changes which could be 
driving large gains, as this could be a concern for public health.” 
Can you be more specific, by providing examples, of how such 
surveillance could detect potential public health issues relating to 
how cigarettes are designed or marketed? (2) The big picture 
context in the US where these data are collected involves FDA 
regulation. The introduction and abstract frame the study as an 
analysis pre- and post-FDA regulation, but little is devoted in the 
discussion as to how such an analysis of brand market share might 
be useful to understand or inform regulatory decision-making. Given 
FDA regulates which products enter the market, and their 
marketing/advertising, this seems particularly germane to discuss.  
(3) Since the study didn’t look at sociodemographic correlates of 
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brand share, the discussion of factors such as age (page 11), etc. 
could be truncated a bit to focus space towards the bigger picture 
public health and regulatory relevance. (4) Before the discussion of 
strengths/limitations, overall the discussion section seemed to me 
to lack a concluding “So what?” message or punchline. There 
appears to be value in monitoring brand share and analyzing that 
information relative to industry reports to gain context and 
understand how marketing/advertising and shifting of resources 
behind brands affect consumers (e.g., the analysis w/r/t PallMall). 
The question I was left grappling with is how this can inform public 
health and regulatory efforts. Clarifying this aspect of the discussion 
would really strengthen the paper. 

 
 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 
 
Reviewer: 1  
Reviewer Name Craig Andrews  
Institution and Country Marquette University, USA Please state any competing interests or state  
‘None declared’: None declared at this time. 

 
Please leave your comments for the authors below I enjoyed reading this manuscript that examined 

trends in unit market shares for both before (2002-2008) and after (2009-2013) the FSPTCA and 

FDA regulation of tobacco in 2009. My suggestions include (1) establishing a better tie between the 

2009 regulatory date and the trend data and (2) considering the importance of segmentation issues in 

branding for different target markets (e.g., young adult/youth – American Spirit). Here are some 

specific comments: 

 
1. Overall objective: As noted above, you might consider what aspect of the 2009 FSPTCA and 

FDA/CTP regulation would cause differential changes in unit market shares of the brands. For 

example, in general, those with larger shares (e.g., Altria’s Marlboro) may welcome regulatory 

efforts in a declining market, as this may hold or stabilize their own share vis-à-vis the other brand 

challengers. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree that this is an important point, and we have made some edits to 

the introduction to better highlight the FSPTCA. FSTPCA’s 2010 ban on descriptive terms such as 

light and mild as part of FSPTCA likely had the most immediate impact on sales and use. In 

addition, it stands to reason that manufacturers with larger shares should be better positioned to 

withstand the additional regulatory burden than smaller manufacturers. However, in addition to the 

FSPTCA, the 2009 S-CHIP federal excise tax hike, in combination with the recession likely also 

contributed to changes in unit market share.  
We have noted this as follows in the introduction section on page 5.  
“The primary aim of this analysis was to assess trends in cigarette brand market share via a 

secondary data analysis of a large, nationally representative dataset (the National Survey on Drug 

Use and Health). This paper presents cigarette brand trends in America as they were reported from 

2002 through 2013, which encompasses the period before (2002-2008) and after (2009-2013) 

Congress authorized Food and Drug Administration (FDA) regulation of tobacco products [16]. These 

newly introduced regulations, including a ban on descriptive terms such as “light” and “mild” as well 

as a 2009 federal excise tax increase on cigarettes, have the potential to cause changes in the 

market share of cigarette brands. In addition, tobacco manufacturers of brands with a larger market 

share prior to the introduction of these regulations might be better positioned to withstand the 

regulatory burden than smaller manufacturers, helping to maintain their portion of the market.” 
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2. Different segments/positioning. A firm’s sales/market share is a result of many 4P (price, product, 

place, promotion) decisions at specific target markets and positioned versus competitors (Shimp and 

Andrews 2013, Advertising, Promotion and other aspects of Integrated Marketing Communications). 
 
For example, American Spirit has long touted being “100% additive-free” giving the possible 

impression that they are “healthier” than other brands. Thus, this may skew younger and more 

“upscale” than other brand demographics. As another example for a related tobacco product, Duke et 

al. (2014, Pediatrics) discovered that over 80% of televised e-cigarette ad exposure to youth and 

young adults was for blu – a Lorillard product. As 88% of current smokers begin during adolescence 

(CDC 2015; Surgeon General 2012), it would be nice to see a separate brand table or figure for 

those aged 12-18 from the data. Also, it may help to have a stronger link between ad 

exposure/positioning for these segmented brands in your study and the resulting market shares. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree with this suggestion. However, our team is currently analyzing the 

NSDUH data to examine demographic drivers, age included, of changes in the market share of the 

brands reported in the current manuscript. This second paper will serve as a companion or follow-up 

piece to the current manuscript. We do discuss the role of age in market share in the discussion on 

page 12. 
 
“Age also plays a role in brand share. Younger smokers tend to initiate with and prefer premium 

cigarettes brands, so as fewer young people take up smoking (as has happened in the past decade), 

the brands popular with older smokers may become more dominant [24,25]. Older, mainly white 

smokers with lower incomes, switched to discounts and are aging out of the market (i.e., they will 

quit or die) [14,26]. Purely discount brands like Basic, GPC, and Doral, which attracted substantial 

share in the 1980s and 1990s [27], lack marketing support and thus a pipeline of replacement 

smokers to keep them viable. Premium brands like Marlboro, Camel, Newport, and American Spirit 

attract new smokers and maintain variants to retain older smokers [14]. The increase in market 

share among menthol variants of Pall Mall, Camel, and Marlboro is noteworthy given previous 

research indicating that younger smokers are more likely smoke menthols. A previously published 

analysis of NSDUH survey data from 2004 through 2010 found that menthol cigarettes were more 

commonly used by younger smokers -- 56.7% of 12-17 year old smokers used a menthol brand vs 

30% – 35% of smokers over 25 [13].” 
 
 
 
 
3. Other tobacco products. You do note the rise in use of other tobacco products (p. 11). However, 

there is an update on this recently in Arrazola et al. (2015 MMWR April 17). Emerging categories 

like e-cigarettes, cigarillos, and poly-use have shown tremendous gains. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors appreciate the suggestion and have added a reference to the April 17, 
2015 MMWR on page 11 of the manuscript. 
 
“This is especially true among young people. A recent study indicated that a rise in use of e-cigarettes 

and hookhas appears to be offsetting decreases in the use of other tobacco products, resulting in no 

change in overall use of tobacco products among middle and high school students [Arrazola, et al  
MMWR].” 
 
 
 
4. Adolescent brand shares. It appears that you have data (p. 5) to display brand shares and 
trends for adolescents aged 12-18. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree that this is important. As noted above, the authors are currently 

analyzing NSDUH data in order to examine the trends in demographic and behavioral correlates 

of brand selection. 
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5. Brand as the outcome. On p. 7, I think you mean “with unit brand volume” as the outcome of the 
logistic regression, but I wasn’t sure. This DV may need greater clarity. 

 
RESPONSE: These analyses were conducted using a weight adjustment, taking into account 

consumption patterns. Therefore, the outcome is brand taking into account the actual number of 

cigarettes reported consumed during the 30 days prior to the survey date. 
 

 
6. Brand positioning. You have included some brand positioning rationale on pp. 8-14, but this might 

be done with greater precision on demographic and psychographic characteristics for the brands if 

possible. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree with this suggestion. However, our team is currently analyzing the 

NSDUH data to examine demographic drivers of changes in the market share of the brands reported 

in the current manuscript. We hope to complete this analysis and publish it as a follow-up 

manuscript within the next few months. 
 

 
7. Tobacco product use update. As noted above, you might see the most recent data on 
tobacco product usage in Arrazola et al. (2015 MMWR April 17). 

 
RESPONSE: The authors appreciate the suggestion and have added a reference to the April 17, 
2015 MMWR on page 11 of the manuscript.  
“This is especially true among young people. A recent study indicated that a rise in use of e-cigarettes 

and hookahs appears to be offsetting decreases in the use of other tobacco products, resulting in no 

change in overall use of tobacco products among middle and high school students [Arrazola, et al  
MMWR].” 
 
 
 
Your brand data should be of help to many researchers (and public health agencies) who 
are examining data and stimuli on a brand level basis. 
 

 
Reviewer: 2  
Reviewer Name Darren Mays  
Institution and Country Georgetown University Medical Center, Lombardi Comprehensive Cancer 

Center, Washington, DC, USA Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’: 

None declared 

 
Please leave your comments for the authors below This study used population data from the U.S. 

National Survey on Drug Use and Health to characterize market share of leading cigarette brands 

over time from 2002 to 2013. The investigation examines an important topic that is relevant to public 

health tobacco control measures. However, there are several issues that deserve the authors’ 

attention to address. I’ve broken my feedback out by individual sections of the manuscript below. 

 
Title: Minor suggested revision to “…National Survey on Drug Use and Health 2002-2013” to 
be consistent with the formal name of the survey. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors appreciate this suggestion, and have revised the title accordingly. 

 
Abstract: It would be helpful to briefly define in the abstract how market share was 
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measured/operationalized (e.g., % of current smokers ages 12+ reporting a specific brand). 

 
RESPONSE: The authors have added the following sentence under the “design” section of 
the abstract on page 2. 
 
“Our analysis is restricted to 164,343 current cigarette smokers who were at least 12 years of age 

or older, had smoked at least one cigarette in the 30 days prior to the survey, and reported a usual 

cigarette brand at the time of the survey.” 

 
The final sentence of the results seems like more of a discussion/conclusion point than results. I think 

this could be effectively captured without singling out individual brands/manufacturers in the abstract, 

too. Market share of Pall Mall and American Spirit went up, Camel evidenced some increase 

although not to the same relative magnitude, and all other RJR brands’ market share decreased. 

Rather than calling out specific brands, to me the important concluding point and part of the value of 

this type of analysis is that analyzing market share of brands within and across manufacturers 

relative to where they are investing marketing/advertising resources can provide a sense of how the 

marketing/advertising environment may be influencing consumers’ brand preferences. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree with the first point and have deleted the final sentence in the 

“results” section of the abstract. The authors agree that we would prefer not to call out specific 

brands, but feel that using the example of Pall Mall is the best means of illustrating the point that how 

manufacturers allocate their marketing resources can have a direct influence on consumer behavior. 
 
In addition, we have addressed the connection between where the manufacturers are investing 

marketing resources and how this impacts brand preference in the discussion section as follows: 

 
“Changes in market share occur due to marketing practices by the tobacco companies themselves.  
We used a very large, nationally representative dataset to monitor market share for the most popular 

cigarette brands in America during a key time period. This time period saw a major recession in 

2007 and an increased federal excise tax in 2009 [28]. Driven in part by these economic conditions, 

the data indicated rapid growth in market share of brands like Pall Mall. Pall Mall was acquired by 

RJR and repositioned for marketing purposes as a premium quality brand at a discount price [26]. 

The timing of the marketing was critical to the growth of Pall Mall because it was positioned as an 

attractive brand for smokers who might have been looking to maximize on their cigarette quality for a 

low price [26,29,30]. At the same time, longitudinal data showed that some smokers of premium 

brands were paying less for their cigarettes than those buying identified discount products, [26] 

suggesting the existence of substantial price discounting, even for their premium brands, which may 

have preserved their market share despite the poor economy. 

 
Changes in marketing practices play a key role in the market share changes that are observed in our 

data. For example company reports by RJ Reynolds in 2007 indicate that they intended to focus their 

efforts on a few key brands, including “…two premium brands, CAMEL and KOOL, and a value 

brand, PALL MALL.” [31]. RJR reformulated and reintroduced the brand as a premium discount (old 

time premium name with a low price). The new packaging and line extensions for Pall Mall reflected a 

brighter, more colorful design. The Pall Mall brand was also advertised to consumers using ads 

placed in prominent magazines such as Entertainment Weekly, Glamour, and Vanity Fair [32]. This 

helped to make the brand more prominent, marketed to consumers as a brand that “differentiates 

itself from other value offerings by delivering a high-quality, longer-lasting cigarette at an affordable 

price” and due to these reasons the brand ‘retain(s) a high percentage of adult smokers who try the 

brand.” [33]. These changes appear to have been effective in promoting uptake of the brand among 

current smokers, as market share has increased substantially since 2007. Timing was critical to Pall 
 
Mall’s success given the federal tax hike on cigarettes in 2009 [26,29,30] positioning as a 
premium discount may have attracted smokers. 
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Findings are mixed with respect to traditional premium brands. Marlboro has maintained its market 

dominance, controlling the largest proportion of the market share (between 38.2% and 41.2%). 

However, despite the proliferation of new sub varieties of Marlboro over the past decade (e.g., 

Skyline, Black, Blend 54), it does not seem to have gained additional brand share. PM USA 

appears to be consolidating its marketing efforts behind Marlboro. Basic was a branded discount 

and historically attracted price-seeking smokers who might have otherwise smoked Marlboro; the 

sharp decline in this brand may be attributable in part to promoting new variants and price 

discounting of Marlboro. 

 
Reynolds American owns two other major growth brands: Camel and American Spirit. Our findings 

reflecting the overtaking of Camel by Pall Mall and significant growth of American Spirit are corroborated 

by Reynolds-American investor reports [34]. These reports also predict these brands to have continued 

growth in the years ahead [34]. Newport, the leading menthol brand, continues to gain market share in a 

near-linear fashion. This appears to be the primary reason that Reynolds American announced in 2014 it 

would be acquiring Newport from Lolliard [35]. Should the deal be approved, Reynolds would own the 

primary growth cigarette brands in the US market, while shedding declining brands. At the same time, the 

possibility exists that new ownership may revive a flagging brand through aggressive marketing, as 

Reynolds appears to have done with Pall Mall (which it acquired by merger with Brown and Williamson in 

2004, which had acquired it from American Tobacco in 1994).” 
 

 
Finally, the abstract frames the analysis as pre- and post-FDA regulation, but there is little discussion 
of regulatory implications here or elsewhere in the paper. 
 
RESPONSE: The authors agree that this is an important point. The federal excise tax hike that was 

enacted in 2009 along with the ban on descriptive terms such as light, mild, etc.. likely had the most 

immediate impact on sales and use. In addition, it stands to reason that manufacturers with larger 

shares should be better positioned to withstand the additional regulatory burden than smaller 

manufacturers. We have noted this as follows in the introduction section on page 5. 
 
“The primary aim of this analysis was to assess trends in cigarette brand market share via a secondary 

data analysis of a large, nationally representative dataset (the National Survey on Drug Use and Health). 

This paper presents cigarette brand trends in America as they were reported from 2002 through 2013, 

which encompasses the period before (2002-2008) and after (2009-2013) Congress authorized Food and 

Drug Administration (FDA) regulation of tobacco products [16]. These newly introduced regulations, 

including a federal excise tax increase and a ban on descriptive terms such as “light” and “mild” have the 

potential to cause changes in the market share of cigarette brands. 
 
In addition, tobacco manufacturers of brands with a larger market share prior to the introduction 

of these regulations might be better positioned to withstand the regulatory burden than smaller 

manufacturers, helping to maintain their portion of the market.” 
 
 
 
 

 
Introduction: The introduction was well written and concisely captured key points of the supporting 

rationale. Again here, since the analysis is contextualized as an analysis pre- and post-FDA 

regulation, it may be useful to provide some context (perhaps in the second to last paragraph) of 

FDA regulation and how this type of analysis can inform regulatory decision-making or monitoring of 

regulatory impact. E.g., FDA could make a decision to issue a marketing order for a substantially 

equivalent product, new product, MRTP product, etc. and that could be monitored by understanding 

changes in relative market share. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree that this is an important point to make. Thank you for this 
suggestion. We have added the following to the introduction section on page 6: 
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“In addition, monitoring trends in market share could be used to inform regulatory decision making 

efforts. Understanding how market share of cigarettes changes in response to regulation could 

serve as a useful model for understanding and/or predicting how newly introduced products might 

perform once they are introduced into the marketplace.” 
 

 
Methods: I suggest dropping the parenthetical CAPI and ACASI (page 6) since this is the 
only instance those acronyms are used.  
RESPONSE: The authors agree and have deleted these accordingly.  
The description of cigarette brand measures (page 6) could use more detail. Specifically, it would be 

useful to describe this as though what a typical survey respondent would experience. What were 

respondents asked to report? Were any cues or prompts used? How were specific question(s) asked? 

Is there any information, perhaps citations that could be provided, that supports the validity of this 

approach to assessing brand preference? 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree with the reviewer suggestion and have included more detail about how 

the question was asked in the survey on page 6, under the heading “cigarette brand measures”. 

 
“Our analysis is restricted to 164,343 current cigarette smokers who were at least 12 years of age or 

older, and had smoked at least one cigarette in the 30 days prior to the survey. Participants were 

asked to report if they had smoked a cigarette (even a part of a cigarette) in the past 30 days. If they 

acknowledge they had smoked in the past 30 days, they were then asked to report on the brand of 

cigarette they smoked most often. This analysis is based on a recode variable of the brand which the 

respondents confirmed using most often in the past 30 days. Using this usual brand variable, we 

conducted an initial examination of frequencies and focused our analyses to those brands that were 

among the top 10 brands for any of the years during the study period (2002-2013), resulting in a ‘short 

list’ of 14 brands. Note that our analysis focuses only on brand families, not sub-brands (e.g., full-

flavor vs. ‘gold’), as the survey does not gather precise brand variant data. “ 

 
In the results, there is also discussion of subtypes within brand, which would again be best supported 

by a description of how that information was arrived at and measured. Since this self-report measure 

is critical to the study, it will be useful to provide as much detail as possible to give context on how 

the outcome variable was measured and created. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree that providing some precision in how this measure was arrived at would 

be beneficial to the reader. In the “subtypes” section on page 10, we have added the following: “A crude 

examination of how subtypes (full flavor vs. all other variants) might influence overall trends was 

conducted. Between 2002 and 2004, participants were asked “During the past 30 days, what type of 

cigarettes did you smoke most often?” The response options were Lights, Ultralights or Full 
 
Flavor. Between 2005 and 2013, participants were asked the same question but there was a 

new response added for “Mediums”. Due to the difference in the manner the question was 

asked, we elected to analyze the subtypes as full flavor compared to all other subtypes.” 

 
Results: Page 9, it would be helpful to be more specific on how you noticed non-linear growth for 

specific brands. E.g., was this based on visual inspection of the data in Table 1? Figure 1 seems 

redundant with information presented in Table 1, and the color scheme makes it somewhat difficult 

to process. Data presented in Table 1 may be the clearest way to display the findings of brand 

market share over time from a visual standpoint. 
 
RESPONSE: We have dropped figure 1 from the manuscript. The authors agree that there should be 

some detail added regarding the nonlinear growth pattern that was seen for the specific brands 

mentioned. To address this, we have added in information regarding a visual inspection of the data 

on page 10 under the heading “trend tests”: 
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“The trend test for Marlboro was not significant with a p value for the Wald F test = .65. We also 

noticed (by visual inspection) that Pall Mall and Basic had nonlinear growth. Quadratic trend tests for 

Pall Mall and Basic showed significance at the p <0.0001 level. Figure 1 shows the changes in market 

share between 2002 and 2013 for selected brands.” 

 
As noted above, in the methods section, some description of how the full flavor vs. all other 
subtype categories were created for this analysis would be useful. 
 
RESPONSE: Because the survey does not gather precise brand variant data and this was a 
sub analysis, we have elected to describe this in the “subtypes” section.  
Discussion: I have several points of constructive feedback that will hopefully be useful to strengthen 

the discussion section. (1) Some statements in the discussion are very broad, and could be improved 

make the a more concrete statement about how this type of analysis could be beneficial to 

improve/inform tobacco control efforts. E.g., “changes in market share should be monitored to see if 

there are specific marketing practices or design changes which could be driving large gains, as this 

could be a concern for public health.” Can you be more specific, by providing examples, of how such 

surveillance could detect potential public health issues relating to how cigarettes are designed or 

marketed? 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree that this would be helpful. We have added the following to 
this section on page 11: 
 
“Cigarette brands with changes in market share should be monitored to see if there are specific 

marketing practices or design changes which could be driving large gains, as this could be a 

concern for public health [15,18,19]. For example, if substantial growth in the market share of a 

certain brand is observed among adolescents, marketing practices for the brand could come under 

scrutiny from the FDA.” 

 
(2) The big picture context in the US where these data are collected involves FDA regulation. 

The introduction and abstract frame the study as an analysis pre- and post-FDA regulation, but 

little is devoted in the discussion as to how such an analysis of brand market share might be 

useful to understand or inform regulatory decision-making. Given FDA regulates which products 

enter the market, and their marketing/advertising, this seems particularly germane to discuss.   
RESPONSE: The authors agree and have added the following to the discussion section on page 11:  
 
“In addition, monitoring trends in cigarette market share could be used to inform regulatory decision 

making efforts with respect to new products that might be introduced into the marketplace. 

Understanding how market share of cigarettes changes in response to marketing and advertising 

regulation could serve as a useful model for predicting how the marketing of substantially 

equivalent products might be regulated.”  
 

 

(3) Since the study didn’t look at sociodemographic correlates of brand share, the discussion of 

factors such as age (page 11), etc. could be truncated a bit to focus space towards the bigger 

picture public health and regulatory relevance.  
 
RESPONSE: The authors appreciate this suggestion, but believe this is important to keep in the 

manuscript as is, along with the additions of more discussion related to how this analysis might 

inform public health regulations.  

 

(4) Before the discussion of strengths/limitations, overall the discussion section seemed to me to 

lack a concluding “So what?” message or punchline. There appears to be value in monitoring brand 

share and analyzing that information relative to industry reports to gain context and understand how 

marketing/advertising and shifting of resources behind brands affect consumers (e.g., the analysis 

w/r/t PallMall). The question I was left grappling with is how this can inform public health and  
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regulatory efforts. Clarifying this aspect of the discussion would really strengthen the paper. 

 
RESPONSE: The authors agree that there is a need to link an understanding of how shifting of 

marketing and advertising resources could have an impact on public health and regulatory efforts. To 

that end, we have added the following on page 15. 

 
“It is important to understand what happens to a brand’s market share when manufacturers shift their 

marketing resources. These shifts could be the result of tobacco control policies enacted by the 

government or they could be due to changes in marketing practices by the cigarette manufacturers. 

In terms of public health, the implication is that changes in consumer behavior can be influenced by 

changes in marketing, leading to certain brands or products gaining market share. 

 
This type of analysis, linking marketing practices and subsequent positioning of the brand in the 

marketplace to consumer behavior, may be helpful if the company introduces new substantially 

equivalent products. The types of changes observed in the market share for cigarettes could 

predict market share among other products.” 
 
 
 
 VERSION 2 – REVIEW 
   

REVIEWER Craig Andrews 
 Marquette University, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 02-Sep-2015 

   
GENERAL COMMENTS Again, I enjoyed reading this manuscript that examined trends in unit  

 market shares for both before (2002-2008) and after (2009-2013)  

 the FSPTCA and FDA regulation of tobacco in 2009. I appreciate  

 your specific responses to my comments as well. My (now minor)  

 suggestions include continuing to work on tightening the link  

 between the 2009 regulatory date and the trend data with specifics  

 (e.g., in abstract). Also, it would be beneficial to somehow  

 acknowledge your further demographic work with NSDUH data (e.g.,  

 youth 12-18 yrs.) in the discussion. On page 8, if I have this correct,  

 your description of “brand as the outcome” might be better described  

 as the brand’s market share as the outcome in the logistic  

 regression. Also, on page 8, I was struck by the fact that the brands  

 with the largest increases in market shares (Pall Mall and American  

 Spirit) are both Reynolds American brands. This is important  

 historically, as RJR pushed the boundaries with their advertising and  

 marketing practices before the Master Settlement (cf. Cohen, Fall  

 2000, Journal of Public Policy & Marketing). So, it would be helpful  

 for readers to see additional marketing practices and advertising  

 cited for these brands on pp. 13-14, especially for American Spirit  

 (“100% additive free” and other “healthier” claims), much like your  

 more in-depth discussion of Pall Mall’s discount positioning.  

 As before, this analysis of brand data, and your future demographic  
 analyses, should be of benefit to many researchers and public  

 health and regulatory agencies.  

  
REVIEWER Darren Mays  

 Georgetown University Medical Center, Lombardi Comprehensive  

 Cancer Center  

REVIEW RETURNED 19-Aug-2015  
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GENERAL COMMENTS The authors did a commendable job incorporating/responding to feedback 

from both reviewers. The revised paper and the authors' response 
address all of my previous questions/concerns, and I have no 
additional substantive comments on the updated manuscript. It is 
an interesting study, and makes an important contribution to the 
tobacco control research literature. 

 
 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 
 
We appreciate the reviewers' positive comments about the importance of the work and their 

suggestions for improvement. We have made the suggested edits, and have also re-ordered the 

discussion in an attempt to highlight the public health relevance. 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2015-008813 on 29 January 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/

