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Abstract

Introduction:  American Spirit cigarettes feature American Indian/Alaska Native (AI/AN) imagery in 
the branding and are marketed as environmentally friendly, without additives, and four varieties 
contain organic tobacco. This study is the first to examine retail price of American Spirit relative to 
other cigarette brands and to assess how its price varies by neighborhood demography.
Methods:  In a random sample of licensed tobacco retailers (n  =  1277), trained data collectors 
recorded availability and price of American Spirit, Pall Mall, Newport, Marlboro, and the cheapest 
cigarettes regardless of brand. Data were collected in January–March 2017 in California, the state 
with the largest AI/AN population. Paired t tests assessed prices (before sales tax) of American 
Spirit relative to others. Ordinary least squares regressions modeled prices as a function of 
neighborhood demography, adjusting for store type.
Results:  American Spirit was sold in 77% of stores at an average price of $7.03 (SD = 0.66), which 
was $0.75–$1.78 (12.0%–34.4%) higher than Pall Mall, Newport, and Marlboro in the same stores. 
American Spirit costs significantly less in neighborhoods with a higher proportion of school-age 
residents; however, this pattern was not unique to that brand. Contrary to expectation, American 
Spirit did not cost less in neighborhoods with a higher proportion of AI/ANs.
Conclusion:  This study is the first to document lower prices for American Spirit in neighborhoods 
with a higher proportion of school-age youth. Future research should consider whether the ultra-
premium price of American Spirit contributes to misperceptions that the brand is organic and less 
harmful than other cigarettes.
Implications:  In a large random sample of licensed tobacco retailers in California, American 
Spirit costs significantly more than other brands, 12.0%–34.4% more than Pall Mall, Newport, and 
Marlboro in the same stores. After controlling for store type, American Spirit price was significantly 
lower in neighborhoods with a higher proportion of school-age residents. Research about how an 
ultra-premium price contributes to misperceptions that all American Spirit varieties are organic 
and the brand is less harmful and less addictive than other cigarette brands would be informative 
for ongoing litigation and product regulation.

Introduction

More than 2.5 million adult smokers incorrectly believe that their 
cigarettes are less harmful than others,1 and American Spirit smokers 
are more than 20 times as likely as smokers of other brands to en-
dorse this false belief.2 In previous studies, smokers and nonsmokers 

were more likely to perceive American Spirit as the “healthier” 
option and rated the brand as less likely to cause harm to health 
compared to other cigarette brands.3,4 Cigarettes marketed as “nat-
ural” are more likely to be perceived by youth as less harmful to 
health,5 and research examining perceptions about American Spirit 

mailto:aepper@stanford.edu?subject=


has found that the brand appeals more to younger smokers (aged 
18–34 years) than to older smokers.2

The US Food and Drug Administration required the manufacturer 
(Santa Fe Natural Tobacco Company, owned by Reynolds America, 
a division of British American Tobacco) to remove the marketing 
terms “additive-free” and “natural” from American Spirit packaging 
and advertising,6 but allowed the company to retain “natural” in 
its brand name. In 2018, new packaging replaced the banned terms 
with the phrase “Tobacco Ingredients: Tobacco & Water.” Four of 
the 14 varieties of American Spirit are marketed as organic.

In spite of significant declines in cigarette smoking over three 
decades, one of the smallest declines was observed among American 
Indians/Alaska Natives (AI/ANs),7 a priority population with the highest 
smoking prevalence in the United States (31.8%)8 and in California 
(32.2%),9 where this research was conducted. Analyses of previously 
secret tobacco industry documents criticized tobacco companies, 
including Santa Fe Natural Tobacco Company, for appropriating AI/
AN imagery, symbols, and the ceremonial use of traditional tobacco to 
market commercial tobacco products.10 American Spirit is noteworthy 
for marketing tactics that may appeal to the AI/AN community, 
contributing to misperceptions that the brand is manufactured by 
AI/ANs or on tribal lands near Santa Fe, New Mexico.11 Indeed, 
California’s American Indian Tobacco Education Network sponsored 
a counter-marketing campaign near AI/AN tribal lands that pictured 
American Spirit and two other cigarette brands with the message, 
“Stop the sale of our image: Don’t buy the lie.”12 Another priority 
population are adolescents who smoke cigarettes, use other tobacco 
products, or are susceptible to future use. Approximately 8.8% of US 
high school students reported past-month cigarette smoking.13

Previous studies demonstrate consumers’ willingness to pay higher 
prices for organic foods,14–16 but the relative price of cigarettes that 
are marketed as organic or additive-free has not been studied. Price 
sensitivity among youth who smoke is well established.17 Although 
price sensitivity of AI/AN smokers in the United States has not been 
studied, previous research in New Zealand found that indigenous 
smokers of Maori heritage were more price sensitive when compared to 
smokers of European heritage.18 In addition, AI/ANs have the highest 
rate of tobacco use in the United States8 and a relative lower income.19

Research on variation in cigarette prices by brand and neighborhood 
demography has focused almost exclusively on the premium brands 
Marlboro (Philip Morris and Altria) and Newport (manufactured by 
Lorillard until it was acquired by Reynolds American in 2015).17,20 
To date, less research has examined American Spirit relative to other 
cigarette brands in the same stores and in relation to neighborhood 
demography. On the basis of evidence that the tobacco companies 
have marketed menthol cigarette brands to specific groups (eg cheaper 
in African-American/Black neighborhoods),21,22 we examined whether 
a lower price for American Spirit would exist in neighborhoods with 
a higher proportion of AI/AN residents. On the basis of previous 
findings,20 we also examined whether prices for American Spirit 
were lower in neighborhoods with a higher proportion of youth and 
lower in pharmacies compared to other stores. California is an ideal 
setting for this research because it is the state with the largest AI/AN 
population (over 650 000 in 2016)23 in the United States, and the state 
tobacco control program sponsors routine marketing surveillance of 
the retail environment for tobacco.

Methods

Our research team trained nine professional data collectors to use 
iPads to conduct a 42-item retail marketing surveillance instrument 

about product availability, promotion, and price. Data were collected 
between January and March 2017 in a random sample of licensed 
tobacco retailers from a list now maintained by the California 
Department of Tax and Fee Administration. In the field, data 
collectors determined that 3.3% of 1350 stores were ineligible (eg, 
no longer in business or selling tobacco). Data collectors completed 
marketing surveillance in 97.9% of eligible stores (n  =  1277). 
Reasons for nonresponse (including some sites where administration 
of the surveillance instrument was not completed) were merchant 
refusal before and/or during surveillance (n = 27) and road closure 
due to inclement weather (n = 1). This study reports on the subset of 
survey items related to price of cigarettes.

Measures
Cigarette Pack Prices
Following an established protocol,24 one data collector per store 
recorded the single-pack price for five cigarette packs: (1) Pall Mall 
(red), the most popular value brand; (2) Newport (menthol), the 
most popular menthol brand; (3) Marlboro (red), the most popular 
non-menthol brand; (4) the cheapest pack of cigarettes regardless of 
brand; and (5) American Spirit (yellow), which was the top-selling 
variety at the time of data collection. The yellow pack was marketed 
as “mellow” but was not labeled as organic. Data collectors indicated 
whether the sales tax was included (“plus tax” = no) and whether 
the price was discounted (eg, 50 cents off). Instructions asked data 
collectors to collect price of American Spirit blue if mellow yellow 
was not sold, but this occurred infrequently (n  =  22 stores). In 
addition, data collectors categorized stores using standard definitions: 
convenience stores with and without gasoline, gas only (kiosks), 
head shops, liquor stores, pharmacies, smaller grocery stores (small 
markets), supermarkets, tobacco shops, vape shops, and other.24

Neighborhood Demographics
Using ArcGIS v 10.1, we geocoded retailer addresses (99.3% were 
mapped) and created a half-mile roadway network service area 
around each store. Using the American Community Survey (5-year 
estimates, 2011–2015), census tract data on race/ethnicity (% non-
Hispanic African American/Black, % non-Hispanic AI/AN, % non-
Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islander, % non-Hispanic Other), ethnicity 
(%  Hispanic), age (%  school-age youths aged 5–17  years and % 
young adults aged 18–24 years), and median household income (an 
indicator of socioeconomic status) were weighted in proportion to 
tract area when multiple tracts intersected a store-neighborhood 
buffer.20,25 In the current study, we found that including education 
risked multicollinearity.

Analyses
The analysis sample (n = 1182) excluded 8.4% of the sample that 
did not sell cigarettes. The primary outcome was price before sales 
tax because most cigarette prices are advertised this way and the 
maximum variation in local sales tax is small (2.50% in 2017).26 
Sales tax was subtracted from price in 12.7% stores. Paired t tests 
assessed the price of American Spirit relative to other brands in the 
same stores. Ordinary least squares regression analyses examined 
price as a function of neighborhood demographics (race/ethnicity 
and age) and adjusted for store type and median household income, 
with pharmacies coded as the reference category. The sample 
roadway network could not be created for one store and this was 
not included in the final regression analyses. We combined gas only 
(n = 11) and head shops (n = 19) with other establishments (n = 47) 
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because of small sample sizes. We also combined vape shops (n = 13) 
with tobacco shops (n  =  75). All census-derived demographic 
variables were standardized.

Interrater Reliability
Intraclass correlation coefficients assessed concordance between 
measures of the same prices by different data collectors in a random 
sample of stores (n  =  75) visited 0 to 14  days apart. Intraclass 
correlation coefficients for cigarette prices ranged from 0.67 to 0.88. 
Analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics version 24.

Results

American Spirit was available in 77.2% of the California licensed 
tobacco retailers surveyed that sold cigarettes in 2017. Like other 
brands, it was most commonly sold in pharmacies (94.2%). American 
Spirit was also commonly sold in tobacco shops (92%), convenience 
stores (83.5%), and liquor stores (76.2%). Consistent with its 
reputation as an ultra-premium brand, American Spirit was the most 
expensive of the five cigarette prices that were recorded (see Table 1). 
Paired-samples t tests indicated that prices of American Spirit were 
significantly higher compared to other cigarettes within the same 
stores; 12.0% more than Newport, 14.9% more than Marlboro, 
34.4% more than Pall Mall, and 51.6% more than the cheapest pack 
regardless of brand (ps < .001). Discounts on single-pack prices were 
uncommon, particularly for American Spirit (discounted in 4.0% 
of stores). Pall Mall was discounted in 17.6%, Newport in 18.0%, 
Marlboro in 4.5%, and the cheapest pack regardless of brand was 
discounted in 14.8% of stores.

As shown in Table 2, American Spirit costs significantly less in 
neighborhoods with a higher proportion of school-age youth (aged 
5–17 years) and this finding adjusted for store type. However, this 
pattern was not unique to the brand. For example, the estimated 
price in pharmacies was $0.13 less with each one standard deviation 
increase (4.9 percentage points) in the proportion of school-age 
youth. A  similar pattern was observed for Pall Mall, Newport, 
and Marlboro with differences ranging from $0.13 to $0.27 less, 
depending on store type. There was no difference in the price of 
American Spirit in neighborhoods with higher proportions of any 
racial/ethnic group. However, Pall Mall was more expensive in 
neighborhoods with a higher proportion of AI/AN residents. For 
example, estimated price of Pall Mall in pharmacies was $0.14 more 
with each 1.1 percentage point (standard deviation) increase in the 
proportion of the AI/AN population. Pall Mall, Newport, and the 
cheapest pack cost more in neighborhoods with higher proportions 
of Hispanic/Latinos, and Marlboro costs more in neighborhoods 
with higher proportions of non-Hispanic Blacks.

American Spirit and other premium cigarettes cost less in phar-
macies than in many other store types, ranging from $0.30 more in 
convenience stores to $0.94 more in supermarkets. Price of American 
Spirit in pharmacies did not differ from price for the same brand in 
tobacco and/or vape and “other” shops. Compared to many other 
store types, pharmacies also charged less for other cigarette brands, 
but not the cheapest pack regardless of brand.

Discussion

This study is the first to compare prices for American Spirit with 
cigarette brands that are not marketed as organic and/or additive-free. 
An ultra-premium brand, the price of American Spirit was typically 
$0.75–$1.78 (12.0%–34.4%) more than the other brands evaluated, 
including two premium brands, Newport and Marlboro. American 
Spirit costs less in neighborhoods with a higher proportion of school-
age youth (aged 5–17 years), which is concerning because younger 
smokers are price sensitive and lower prices may encourage tobacco 
use among youth.17,27 Lower prices for American Spirit and other 
cigarette brands in pharmacies compared to other store types updates 
previous research in California and the United States.20

Contrary to expectation, American Spirit did not cost less in 
neighborhoods with a higher proportion of AI/AN residents. Instead, 
price of Pall Mall, a discount brand from the same manufacturer, costs 
more in neighborhoods with a higher proportion of AI/ANs, which 
could serve to discourage AI/ANs from switching from the ultra-
premium American Spirit to lower-priced Pall Mall. However, we 
cannot know whether differential pricing is due to the manufacturer, 
retailers, or both. Cheaper prices for Newport in African American/
Black neighborhoods) were not evident in this study. However, the 
established pattern from previous research predates the change in 
ownership from Lorillard to Reynolds American (British American 
Tobacco) and a null finding is consistent with another California 
study.28

Strengths of the current study are monitoring price of multiple 
cigarette brands from different manufacturers, data from a large 
representative sample of licensed tobacco retailers, and a focus on 
the AI/AN population in store neighborhoods. The main limitation 
is that the (mellow) yellow is not a variety of American Spirit that 
is labeled as organic. The pack was chosen because it was a top-
selling variety at the time of data collection. Another limitation is 
that interrater reliability was variable for cigarette price and lowest 
for Newport. Clerk or data collector error can contribute to lower 
reliability, particularly when multipack discounts are available.

Although we studied a representative sample of licensed tobacco 
retailers, the study is limited to a single state. Future research should 
consider price of other tobacco products marketed as organic and 

Table 1.  Mean (SD) and Relative Prices, by Cigarette Brand: Licensed Tobacco Retailers in California (n = 1277), January–March 2017

American Spirit (yellow) Pall Mall (red) Newport (menthol) Marlboro (red) Cheapest pack regardless of brand

n 914 776 1027 1141 1100
M (SD) $7.03 (0.66) $5.18 (0.77) $6.25 (0.76) $6.11 (0.66) $4.69 (1.03)
Relative price (American Spirit minus other brand)
  Mean difference (SD) 1.78 (0.70) 0.75 (0.60) 0.91 (0.51) 2.42 (0.86)
  95% CI — (1.72 to 1.83) (0.71 to 0.79) (0.87 to 0.94) (2.37 to 2.48)
  t — 65.78 36.06 53.05 83.19
  df — 679 848 899 873
  p — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001

Data were collected before $2.00 cigarette tax increase in California. Price excludes sales tax.
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determine whether the study findings generalize to markets other 
than California. Data were also collected before California’s $2 in-
crease in cigarette excise tax that was implemented in April 2017 and 
how the tax increase affects overall and relative price of American 
Spirit is not yet known. Follow-up data are needed to examine how 
the manufacturers vary price shifts on ultra-premium and value-
brand cigarettes in response to tax increases. Although very few 
listed prices were discounted (~4%), we were not able to account for 
other types of discounts (eg, discounts from buying in bulk or cou-
pons sent directly from the manufacturer to smoker).

Another limitation pertains to identifying store neighborhoods with 
a higher proportion of AI/AN population. This priority population is 
unique in that its tribal lands and locations are often clustered in rural 
areas, which should be a focus of further research. AI/AN populations 
have also been under-represented in the US Census, which limits ability 
to count this population accurately.29 Future studies should consider 
oversampling tobacco retailers closer to tribal lands and in areas where 
a higher portion of the population is AI/AN, as well as compare price 
of American Spirit by retailer proximity to tribal lands.

Conclusions

It is important for future research to consider how the ultra-premium 
price of American Spirit may contribute to misperceptions that the 
brand is safer than other cigarettes. American Spirit and Pall Mall are 
the only two brands that increased market share between 2009 and 
2013,30 even as cigarette smoking was declining in the United States. 
Examining relative price and variation by neighborhood demography 
may shed further light on brand popularity among population 
subgroups. Cheaper prices for American Spirit and other cigarette 
brands in pharmacies compared to other store types reinforces 
state and local tobacco control objectives to establish tobacco-free 
pharmacies, as well as for advocacy efforts to divert prescriptions to 
tobacco-free pharmacies.31 Even more concerning are lower prices 
of American Spirit and other cigarettes in neighborhoods with more 
youth, as evidence shows that lower prices encourage smoking 
use among this price-sensitive population and among racial/ethnic 
minorities.17,20,27 With previous research indicating that younger 
consumers perceive American Spirit to be less harmful than other 
cigarettes,2,3 the current study suggests a need for stronger regulation 
with respect to tobacco sales in stores near schools and/or colleges. 
The ultra-premium prices may exacerbate misperceptions that the 
brand is healthier and organic.14–16 Establishing a minimum price on 
cigarettes is recommended as a policy intervention to regulate the 
tobacco industry’s use of price strategies as a marketing tool, which 
is relevant to American Spirit and other cigarette brands.

Funding
This research is funded by the California Department of Public Health (14-
10313) and by National Cancer Institute (grant 5R01-CA067850). A post-
doctoral training grant from the National Heart, Lung and Blood Institute 
(T32-HL007034) supported AEE. The views expressed are the authors’ own 
and do not necessarily represent that of their institution or funding agencies.

Declaration of Interests
LH’s research is funded by the National Cancer Institute, the Tobacco-Related 
Disease Research Program, and the California Department of Public Health. She 
has consulted to the Food and Drug Administration’s Center for Tobacco Products.

References
	1.	 Leas EC, Ayers JW, Strong DR, Pierce JP. Which cigarettes do Americans 

think are safer? A population-based analysis with wave 1 of the PATH 
study. Tob Control. 2017;26(e1):e59–e60.

	2.	 Pearson  JL, Johnson  A, Villanti  A, et  al. Misperceptions of harm 
among Natural American Spirit smokers: results from wave 1 of the 
Population Assessment of Tobacco and Health (PATH) study (2013–
2014) [published online December 6, 2016]. Tob Control. doi:10.1136/
tobaccocontrol-2016–053265

	3.	 Pearson JL, Richardson A, Feirman SP, et al. American spirit pack descrip-
tors and perceptions of harm: a crowdsourced comparison of modified 
packs. Nicotine Tob Res. 2016;18(8):1749–1756.

	4.	 McDaniel PA, Malone RE. “I always thought they were all pure tobacco”: 
American smokers’ perceptions of “natural” cigarettes and tobacco in-
dustry advertising strategies. Tob Control. 2007;16(6):e7.

	5.	 Kelly KJ, Manning K. The effects of natural cigarette claims on adoles-
cents’ brand-related beliefs, attitudes, and intentions. J Health Commun. 
2014;19(9):1064–1075.

	6.	 Truth Initiative. Agreement on American Spirit Cigarettes fails to pro-
tect public from misleading claims. 2017. https://truthinitiative.org/news/
agreement-american-spirit-cigarettes-fails-protect-public-misleading-
claims. Accessed November 11, 2017.

	7.	 Mowery  PD, Dube  SR, Thorne  SL, Garrett  BE, Homa  DM, 
Nez  Henderson  P. Disparities in smoking-related mortality among 
American Indians/Alaska Natives. Am J Prev Med. 2015;49(5):738–744.

	8.	 Jamal  A, Phillips  E, Gentzke  AS, et  al. Current cigarette smoking 
among adults —United States, 2016. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 
2018;67(2):53–59.

	9.	 California Department of Public Health, California Tobacco Control 
Program. California Tobacco Facts and Figures 2016 [pre-print version]. 
Sacramento, CA: California Department of Public Health; 2016.

	10.	D’Silva  J, O’Gara  E, Villaluz  NT. Tobacco industry misappropri-
ation of American Indian culture and traditional tobacco [published 
online ahead of print March 1,  2018]. Tob Control. doi:10.1136/
tobaccocontrol-2017–053950

	11.	Epperson AE, Henriksen L, Prochaska JJ. Natural American spirit brand 
marketing casts health halo around smoking. Am J Public Health. 
2017;107(5):668–670.

	12.	Billboards decry use of Indian images. North Coast Journal Weekly 
Web site, 2003. https://www.northcoastjournal.com/032703/news0327.
html#anchor624790 Accessed April 8, 2018

	13.	Kann L, McManus T, Harris WA, et al. Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance—
United States, 2017. MMWR Surveill Summ. 2018;67(8):28–31.

	14.	Lee WJ, Shimizu M, Kniffin KM, Wansink B. You taste what you see: do 
organic labels bias taste perceptions? Food Qual Prefer. 2013;29(1):33–39. 
doi:10.1016/j.foodqual.2013.01.010

	15.	McFadden JR, Huffman WE. Willingness to pay for natural, organic, and 
conventional foods: the effects of information and meaningful labels. Food 
Policy. 2017;68(1):214–232.

	16.	Batte  MT, Hooker  NH, Haab  TC, Beaverson  J. Putting their money 
where their mouths are: consumer willingness to pay for multi-ingredient, 
processed organic food products. Food Policy. 2007;32(2):145–159.

	17.	Henriksen  L, Andersen-Rodgers  E, Zhang  X, et  al. Neighborhood 
variation in the price of cheap tobacco products in California: re-
sults from healthy stores for a healthy community. Nicotine Tob Res. 
2017;19(11):1330–1337.

	18.	Tucker  MR, Kivell  BM, Laugesen  M, Grace  RC. Changes to smoking 
habits and addiction following tobacco excise tax increases: a comparison 
of Māori, Pacific and New Zealand European smokers. Aust N Z J Public 
Health. 2017;41(1):92–98.

	19.	United States Census Bureau. 2012–2016 American Community Survey 
5-Year Estimates. Poverty Status in the Past 12  months. https://fact-
finder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml. Accessed November 
10, 2018.

	20.	Henriksen  L, Schleicher  NC, Barker  DC, Liu  Y, Chaloupka  FJ. Prices 
for tobacco and nontobacco products in pharmacies versus other stores: 

Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2019, Vol. 21, No. 12 1719

https://truthinitiative.org/news/agreement-american-spirit-cigarettes-fails-protect-public-misleading-claims
https://truthinitiative.org/news/agreement-american-spirit-cigarettes-fails-protect-public-misleading-claims
https://truthinitiative.org/news/agreement-american-spirit-cigarettes-fails-protect-public-misleading-claims
https://www.northcoastjournal.com/032703/news0327.html#anchor624790
https://www.northcoastjournal.com/032703/news0327.html#anchor624790
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml


results from retail marketing surveillance in California and in the United 
States. Am J Public Health. 2016;106(10):1858–1864.

	21.	Yerger VB, Przewoznik J, Malone RE. Racialized geography, corporate ac-
tivity, and health disparities: tobacco industry targeting of inner cities. J 
Health Care Poor Underserved. 2007;18(4 suppl):10–38.

	22.	Henriksen L, Schleicher NC, Dauphinee AL, Fortmann SP. Targeted ad-
vertising, promotion, and price for menthol cigarettes in California high 
school neighborhoods. Nicotine Tob Res. 2012;14(1):116–121.

	23.	 Norris  T, Vines  PL, Hoeffel  EM. The American Indian and Alaska Native 
Population: 2010 Census Briefs. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration, U.S. Census Bureau. 2012.

	24.	Schleicher  N, Johnson  T, Rigdon  J, et  al. California Tobacco Retail 
Surveillance Study, 2017. 2017. https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/
CCDPHP/DCDIC/CTCB/CDPH%20Document%20Library /
ResearchandEvaluation/SurveyInstrumentsTrainingManualsAndProtoc
ols/CaliforniaTobaccoRetailSurveillanceStudt2017-CTRSS%206-4.pdf

	25.	Ribisl KM, D’Angelo H, Feld AL, et al. Disparities in tobacco marketing 
and product availability at the point of sale: results of a national study. 
Prev Med. 2017;105:381–388.

	26.	Schleicher  NC, Johnson  TO, D’Angelo  H, Luke  DA, Ribisl  KM, 
Henriksen  L. Concordance of advertised cigarette prices with purchase 
receipts in the United States. Tob Regul Sci. 2018;4(3):3–9

	27.	Waddell  EN, Sacks  R, Farley  SM, Johns  M. Point-of-sale to-
bacco marketing to youth in New York State. J Adolesc Health. 
2016;59(3):365–367.

	28.	Lipperman-Kreda  S, Grube  JW, Friend  KB. Contextual and community 
factors associated with youth access to cigarettes through commercial 
sources. Tob Control. 2014;23(1):39–44.

	29.	U.S. Census Bureau. Census Bureau Releases Estimates of Undercount 
and Overcount in the 2010 Census. https://www.census.gov/newsroom/
releases/archives/2010_census/cb12-95.html. Published May 22, 2012. 
Accessed November 16, 2018.

	30.	Sharma A, Fix BV, Delnevo C, Cummings KM, O’Connor RJ. Trends in 
market share of leading cigarette brands in the USA: National Survey 
on Drug Use and Health 2002–2013. BMJ Open. 2016;6(1):e008813. 
doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2015–008813

	31.	McDaniel PA, Malone RE. Understanding community norms surrounding 
tobacco sales. PLoS One. 2014;9(9):e106461.

Nicotine & Tobacco Research, 2019, Vol. 21, No. 121720

https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CCDPHP/DCDIC/CTCB/CDPH%20Document%20Library/ResearchandEvaluation/SurveyInstrumentsTrainingManualsAndProtocols/CaliforniaTobaccoRetailSurveillanceStudt2017-CTRSS%206-4.pdf
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CCDPHP/DCDIC/CTCB/CDPH%20Document%20Library/ResearchandEvaluation/SurveyInstrumentsTrainingManualsAndProtocols/CaliforniaTobaccoRetailSurveillanceStudt2017-CTRSS%206-4.pdf
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CCDPHP/DCDIC/CTCB/CDPH%20Document%20Library/ResearchandEvaluation/SurveyInstrumentsTrainingManualsAndProtocols/CaliforniaTobaccoRetailSurveillanceStudt2017-CTRSS%206-4.pdf
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CCDPHP/DCDIC/CTCB/CDPH%20Document%20Library/ResearchandEvaluation/SurveyInstrumentsTrainingManualsAndProtocols/CaliforniaTobaccoRetailSurveillanceStudt2017-CTRSS%206-4.pdf
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/2010_census/cb12-95.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/releases/archives/2010_census/cb12-95.html



