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Abstract

Aim:
To evaluate the short-term impacts of removing point of sale promotional displays in Ireland,
implemented in July 20009.

Methods:

Retailer compliance was assessed using audit surveysin 2007, 2008 and 2009. Using amonthly
survey of 1000 adults carried out since 2002, changes in smoking prevalence were assessed;
attitudes were measured using extra questions added for aten month period before and after the
law. Youth responses were assessed using a cohort of 180 13-15 year olds, interviewed in June
and August 20009.

Results:

Immediately following implementation, compliance was 97%. Support for the law increased
among adults after implementation (58% A pr-Jun vs 66% Jul-Dec, p<0.001). Recall of displays
decreased significantly for adults (49% to 22%; p<0.001), more so among teenagers (81% to
22%; p<0.001). There were no significant short term changes in prevalence among youth or
adults. The proportion of youth believing more than a fifth of children their age smoked
decreased from 62% to 46%, p<0.001). Post legidation, 14% of adult smokersthought the law
had made it easier to quit smoking and 38% of teenagers thought it would make it easier for
children not to smoke.

Conclusions:

Compliance was very high and the law was well supported. Recall of displays dropped
significantly among adults and teenagers post legislation and there were encouraging signs that
the law helped denormalise smoking.
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Introduction

Point of sale promotional displays (displays of tobacco and advertising and promotion at the point of
sale or purchase) remain one of the main channels for tobacco marketing following the
implementation of bans on advertising. [1,2] In many countries such as the UK, there is extensive
involvement of the tobacco industry in maintaining displays which have grown in prominence and
size in recent years, and are frequently found behind cashiers, near sweets and in ways that obscure
health warnings.[ 3,4] Tobacco promotions at point of sale have also been found to be higher among
stores close to schools and in more deprived neighbourhoods.[5-7] The importance of point of sale
for marketing and the resources utilised for this purpose is spelt out clearly in tobacco industry
documents.[1,8,9] Research has shown that smokers rarely use point of sale displays in deciding
which brand of tobacco to purchase, with one study indicating that only 1% of smokers always, and
less than 10% sometimes, decided which brand of tobacco to purchase at the point of sale[10]
However, point of sale displays can act as cues to purchase tobacco; studies have shown that
between 10 and 25% of smokers report that they stimulate unplanned or impulse purchases of
cigaretteswith some indication that younger smokers may be morelikely to notice cigarette displays
and make impulse purchases.[11,12] These studies also showed that significant proportions of
smokers agree that removing tobacco displays would make it personally easier not to smoke and
help to maintain the resolve not to smoke when attempting to quit, afinding supported by qualitative
research with smokersin New Zealand.[13] A recent systematic review found strong evidence that
point of sale promotional displays increased susceptibility to smoking and uptake of smoking
among youth, and concluded that their removal was warranted.[14] This conclusion is supported by
recent longitudinal research with schoolchildren.[15]

Over recent years, Ireland has been at the forefront of tobacco control internationally [16], in
particular, being the first country to introduce national comprehensive smoke free legidlation in
2004. On 1 July 2009, Ireland removed point of sale tobacco advertising and displays through
further provisions of its Public Health (Tobacco) Acts 2002 to 2009, becoming the first country in
the European Union to do so, but following similar legidation in Iceland, Thailand, and some
provinces and territories in Canada. The legislation prohibited advertising of tobacco products in
retail premises and mandated the tobacco products must be stored out of view of customers. It also
prohibited vending machines except in licensed premises and registered clubs (in accordance
with Regulations), and that all persons selling tobacco products by retail had to register with the
Office of Tobacco Control (OTC).

There has been very little in the peer reviewed literature assessing the impact of point of sae
removal. This study reports the findings of a multifaceted evaluation focusing on the removal of the
tobacco point of sale displaysin the Irish legisation, the process of implementation and on the short
term impacts of the legislation. Impact on tobacco sales are reported in a separate paper. [17]

M ethods

We developed a logic model (Figure 1) with process and outcome indicators to underpin and
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structure the evaluation, adapted from similar models developed elsewhere. [18,19] Data
sources were identified following literature searches and discussions with funders, stakeholders
and academicsin Ireland. Extensionsto existing data gathering were commissioned to fill some
of the identified gaps, but the extent of this was limited by financial and time constraints. We
extracted and analysed relevant data from each source.

--Figure 1 about here--

Sources of evidence

Document research

Irish websites and legislation were searched to describe contextual information, the process of
introduction and implementation of the regulations, enforcement and communication
dtrategies.

Retail audit surveys

Compliance with the legidation was measured using data from three retail audits
commissioned by the OTC in Ireland and carried out annually in July and August in 2007, 2008
and 2009 by I psos mrbi with quota samples of 1309, 1203 and 1209 retail outlets, respectively.
These outlets were visited by two researchers, including one minor (aged from 14 to 17 years
old) who attempted to purchase cigarettes using a standardised protocol to ascertain sales to
under 18 year olds. The adult researcher was responsible for carrying out avisual inspection of
the premises to assess for the presence, nature and location of tobacco advertising and tobacco
product displays in stores.[20-22]

Adult surveys

Since July 2002, OTC has commissioned a monthly omnibus telephone survey conducted by
Ipsos mrbi. Random digit dialing is used to identify over 1000 participants each month and a
stratified quotasampling approach is utilised whereby quotas are set by gender, age, social class
(using A,B,C1,C2,D,E occupational groupings [23]) and region to achieve a representative
sample of the Irish population over 15 years of age. These surveys (to July 2010) were used to
assess any changes in adult cigarette smoking prevalence in the 12 months following the
legislation. From April 2009, for a period of 10 months, three questions were added to assess
recall of, and views on tobacco displays and their removal (Table 1).

Youth surveys

Ipsos mbri also carried out two youth surveys before and after the legislation. Face-to-face,
in-home interviewing was conducted among 214 Irish teenagers aged 13-15 years, following
parental permission, in June 2009. The survey used stratified random sampling based on four
regions (Dublin, Rest of Leinster, Munster and Ulster), with quotas set for age, gender and
social class (of parental occupation, [23]) to ensure the survey participants reflected the
national distribution of children aged 13-15 yearsin Ireland. In August 2009, the original 214
teenagers were invited for a second interview. At both interviews, questions were asked about
smoking, attitudes and the removal of tobacco displays (Table 1).
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Table 1 Questions on the tobacco display ban in the adult monthly omnibus survey aged 15+
(N=1,000) and youth survey (N=214 at baseline and N=180 at follow-up)

Questions Responses Timing

Adultsand children

In the last month, can you recall seeing Yes/No/ Don’'t know Before & After
any cigarette or tobacco packs displayed
for sale in shops?
Adultsonly

Do you support or do you not support a Support/ Before & After
complete ban on the display of cigarette Do not support/
and tobacco packsinside shops? Don't Know or no opinion

Do you think that removing cigarette and Will make [Has made] it easier/ Before
tobacco packs from view in shops will Will make [Has made] no [After]
make [has made] it easer for smokers to difference/Don’t Know
quit smoking or will it make [hasit made]

no difference? (For smokers only)

Children only

Do you smoke at all nowadays? Yes, every day/

Yes, at least once awk, but not every Before & After
day/
Yes, less than once a wk/
| used to smoke, but | don’t now/
| have never smoked

If you, or someone your age, tried to
purchase cigarettesin a shop, do you Yes/No/Don’t Know Before & After
think you would be successful?
Out of 100 children/classmates your age, 0-10/11-20/21-30/31-40/41-50/51-60 Before & After
how many do you think smoke cigarettes  /61-70/71-80/81-90/91-100/Don’t Know
at least once aweek?

Do you think that removing cigarette and Will make { has made] it easer/ Before
tobacco packs from view in shops will Will make [Has made] no difference/ [After]
make it[has made it] easier for young Don’'t Know
people not to smoke or will it make[has it
made] no difference?
And did you say don’t know to the last Yes/No/Don’t Know After

question because you were not aware that
cigarette and tobacco products have been
removed from view in shopsor did you
say don't know for another reason?
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Satistical analysis

For the adult surveys, we used data weighted to represent the target I rish population in terms of
age, gender, social classand region. The changes in the proportions of subjectsrecalling seeing
tobacco displays in shops, supporting acomplete ban on tobacco displays, and among smokers,
those believing that the legislation to remove displays would make it easier for smokersto stop,
were explored by time series plots. For all of these outcomes, the response ‘| don’'t know’ was
taken as a negative response (we have done thisto be conservative, although we acknowledge
that some respondents sincerely did not know or selected this response to reflect the fact that
they may have mixed feelings about this complex issue). We also combined the datafrom each
of the surveys pre- and post-legislation and used chi-squared tests to determine the statistical
significance of changes in responses to each question before and after the legislation. We used
an ARIMA interrupted time series analysis to assess whether the introduction of the legislation
altered the level or trend in smoking prevalence in the 12 months post-legidation compared to
the prior 84 months, after allowing for underlying trends, and autocorrelation.

For the youth survey, participants who responded to both interviews were included in the
analysis. We compared the characteristics of these participants with those responding only to
the interview pre-legislation, and used weighted data in analysis to match socio-demographic
(age, gender, socia class and region) characteristics to the general population in Ireland. We
defined as current regular smokers those who said “yes’ to the question about whether they
were smoking one or more cigarettes a week. We categorised perception of the proportion of
smokersof their age out of 100 who smoke as 0-20% (about right), and 21-100% (overestimate),
based on a conservative estimate that around 20% of Irish teenagers of their age smoked.[24]
The proportion of current smokers, perceived success if attempting to purchase cigarettes,
proportion overestimating the prevalence of children their age who smoke, recall of seeing
tobacco displays and opinions on the effects of the legislation on children’s smoking were
calculated before and after the legislation, and compared using conditional logistic regression
on the paired data. For all outcomes, the response “1 don't know” was combined with the
response “no” or “no difference’ for logistic regression analysis, and measures of effect are
presented as odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals estimated in the conditional logistic
regression model.

Results

Legislation and implementation

The provisions of the Public Health (Tobacco) Act, 2002 pertaining to retail displays and
advertising became the subject of a legislative challenge by the tobacco industry (specifically
the three main companies in the Irish market: Gallaher [Dublin] Ltd, PJ Carroll and Co. Ltd,
and John Player and Sons Ltd) and others, which interrupted the introduction of aspects of the
2002 Act including the point of sale legidation. However on 31 January 2007, six days before
the case was about to go into court, the challenge was withdrawn by the plaintiffs who conceded
all coststo the state which facilitated the signing of a commencement order in October 2008 to
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give effect to the legislation from 1 July 2009 (SI numbers 404 and 405 of 2009). Prior to this,
most forms of tobacco promotion had been prohibited except point of saletobacco displaysand
in-store advertisements and promotion. In May 2009 guidance was provided by the Department
of Health and Children and OTC[25] indicating that: no advertising of tobacco products was
permitted in retail premises; retailers must store tobacco products out of view, within a closed
container or dispenser (but not required to be under the counter); retailers could use a pictorial
list (in accordance with Regulations) to inform a member of public intending to purchase
tobacco as to the products available; and retailers had to display a sign at their premises
informing the public that tobacco products could only be sold to persons over 18 years of age.
As dtated earlier, the legidation also prohibited most vending machines and introduced a
registration system for retailers selling tobacco. Enforcement was to be carried out by
Environmental Health Officers of the Health Service Executive and if convicted for an offence,
the premises to which the conviction related would be suspended from the register of retailers
and would not be allowed to sell tobacco for a period defined by the Courts. This was in
addition to afine of up to €3,000.

Compliance

In 2009, theretail audit found 97% compliance with the requirement to remove cigarettes out of
sight, the 3% of stores with tobacco on display post-legislation contrasting with 99% of stores
in the audits from 2007 and 2008. Compliance with the legislation varied across type of sore,
with the chains and larger stores having the highest compliance and smaller independent stores
the lowest (95%) [22]. Similarly, tobacco advertising in the stores visited was virtually
ubiquitous in 2007 (92% of stores) and 2008 (89%) but had virtually disappeared following the
legislation (2%). Salesto minors, during test purchases attempted during the audits, decreased
from 48% in 2007, to 40% in 2008 to 32% in 2009.

Adult surveys

Point of sale assessment

The percentage of interviewees who recalled seeing any cigarette or tobacco packs displayed
for sale in shops in the last month, dropped from 49% before to 22% after the legislation
(Percentagereductionin recall of displayspost versus pre-legislation 27%, 95% Cl 25% to 29%;
p<0.001; Figure 2a). The proportion responding ‘don’t know' was no more than 5% across all
months and did not vary in any consistent way.

--Figure 2 about here--

Separate analysis of smokersand non-smokersrevealed that smokerswere morelikely to notice
tobacco displays before the legidation (59% smokers and 46% non-smokers, p<0.001);
however, after the legislation, smokers were less likely to recall noticing tobacco displays than
non-smokers (20% vs 23% respectively, p=0.002); Figure 2a). The effect of the law on recall
was therefore greater in smokers than in non-smokers (p<0.001).

The proportion of people supporting removal of tobacco displays increased from a mean of 58%
in the three months before the legislation to a mean of 66% in the seven months afterwards
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(percentage increase 8%, 95% CI 6% to 11%, p<0.001) (Figure 2b); support was dlightly
greater in non-smokers than smokers both before (59% and 54% respectively; p=0.008) and
after (67% and 63% respectively; p < 0.001) the law. The data suggest that support for the
legislation increased shortly after the legislation and the increase was sustained.

There wasa small but statistically significant (p<0.001) fall in the proportion of adult smokers
who thought that removal of tobacco displays had made it easier to quit smoking from a mean
of 20% in the three months before to a mean of 14% in the seven months after the law
(percentage decrease 6%, 95% Cl 3%to 10%, Figure 2c). The proportion believing that the ban
made it easier to quit reached a low, at 10%, three months after the ban came into force, but
appears to have been gradually rising since that time.

Prevalence
The implementation of the legislation caused no immediate significant change in smoking
prevalence (p=0.41; estimate of effect -0.171[95% CI -0.580 to 0.237]; Figure 2d).

Youth surveys

Of the 214 teenagers interviewed pre-legidation, 180 (84%) were successfully followed up and
were thus included in the analysis. The characteristics of those followed up were similar to
those lost to follow up, and to the target population in most attributes, but tended to
under-represent the more deprived groups (data not shown).

Ten per cent of teenagers reported being current regular smokers pre-legislation, less than 1%
reported smoking but less than once a week, and a further 6% of teenagers reported having
smoked in the past but not at the point of interview; by post-legislation, 10.5% of teenagers
were reporting being current regular smokers, 3% reported smoking but less than once a week,
and 5% reported having smoked previously (Table 2). The increase in current regular smoking
post-legislation was not statistically significant (p = 0.90).
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Table 2 Youth questionnaire responses pre & post legidation, with effect sizes represented by
oddsratiosfor post compared to pre-legidation responses from conditional logistic regression

Pre-legidation Post-legidation OR post compared
n=180 n=180 to  prelegidation
(95% ClI)
Current regular smoker
(>L/wk or more)
No 162 (89.7%) 161 (89.5%) Reference
Yes 18 (10.3%) 19 (10.5%) 1.10 (0.24,4.98)
If you try to buy, likely to be
successful 7+ *
Yes 57 (31.8%) 45 (25.2%) 0.61 (0.34,1.09)
No 106 (59.1%) 121 (67.2%) }
Don't know 16 (9.1) 14 (7.6%) Reference
No. out of 100 children your
age who smoke weekly?***
21-100 112 (62.3%) 82 (45.5%) 0.30 (0.16,0.57)
0-20 56 (31.2%) 78 (43.3%)
Don't know 12 (65%) 20 (11.2%) Reference
In last month, recall seeing
tobacco displays in shops? **
Yes 146 (81.4%) 40 (22.3%) 0.05 (0.02,0.14)
No 28 (15.4%) 131 (72.7%)
Don't know 6 (3.2%) 9 (5.0%) Reference
Will removing
cigarette/tobacco packs from
view make it easier not to
smoke?**
Easier 84 (46.8%) 69 (38.1%) 0.62 (0.36,1.04)
No difference 82 (45.3%) 88 (48.7%)
Don't know 14 (79%) 24 (13.2%) Reference

** ‘N0’ (or no difference) and ‘Don’t know’ responses combined for logistic regression analysis. OR is
therefore the odds of responding ‘ Yes' post compared to pre-ban.

*** 10-20" and ‘Don’t know’ combined, for logistic regression analysis. OR is therefore the odds of
responding ‘ 21-100" post compared to pre-ban.

Recall of seeing cigarette or tobacco display in shopsin the last month dropped from over 80%
of teenagers pre- to 22% post-implementation (p<0.001). Other changes were that the
percentage of teenagers thinking that they, or children of their age, would be successful in
buying tobacco dropped from 32% before the law to 25% afterwards, though this difference
was of borderline satistical significance (p=0.10). The proportion thinking that more than 20%
of children their age smoked decreased significantly from 62% before to 45% after the
legislation was implemented (p<0.001).

After the legislation, 38% of teenagers thought the ban had made it easier for children not to

9

Pvalue

p=0.90

p=0.10

p<0.001

p<0.001

p=0.07
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smoke. This figure was dightly, but not satigtically significantly, lower than the percentage
who thought that removing point of sale displays would makeit easier for children not to smoke
pre-legidation (47%, p=0.07).

Discussion and conclusions

Thisresearch has demonstrated that the removal of point of sale displaysin Ireland was largely
effective at removing cigarette and tobacco packs from view. A retail audit carried out within
two months of the new legislation coming into force found 97% compliance with the law
pertaining to removal of displays. Less than half the proportion of adults who reported seeing
cigarette or tobacco packs for sale prior to the legislation, reported seeing them after the law
was implemented. The drop was greater among youth, where just over a quarter of those
reporting seeing tobacco packs for sale prior to the legislation, reported seeing them after
implementation of the law. The law appeared to be effective at de-normalising smoking, at least
in the short term: as evidenced by decreases in the proportion of children thinking that more
than 20% of teenagers smoke. Over athird of teenagers, nearly two months after the legislation,
thought that removal of the displays had made it easier for children not to smoke.

This study has several limitations. The Public Health (Tobacco) Acts 2002 to 2009 legislation
removed point of sale displays aongside removal of point of sale advertising as detailed above.
The survey questions were very specific and asked about tobacco pack displays but it is
possible that the removal of point of sale advertising also impacted on the responses made by
the adults and youth in our surveys. The effects of the removal of point of sale promotional
displays could be confounded by other tobacco control measures introduced in recent years,
although apart from the smoke-free legislation introduced in 2004, the only other major policies
implemented were annual tax increases on tobacco products (averaging 0.39 Euro increase
annually over the last four years) and a ban on packs of ten cigarettes at the end of May 2007.
Both the adult and youth research utilized quota sampling techniques which may have
introduced bias. Finally, only short term impacts of the legislation were measured and it is
possible that results would be different if followed up after alonger spell post legidation. This
is particularly pertinent for the youth study where a very short timescale elapsed before follow
up, and together with the small sample size involved, indicates that these findings should be
seen as preliminary. Larger samples of youth should be studied over long time periodsto alow
for seasonal effects such as greater initiation during summer monthg[26] to be taken into
account.

Removals of point of sale promotional displays are introduced predominantly to protect
children from the pernicious effects of tobacco advertising.[27] In support of this premiseg, itis
noteworthy that a greater proportion of youth (81%) reported seeing the packs before the
legislation compared with adults (49%) and there was a greater decline in recall of seeing
tobacco packs post legidation among youth compared to adults. Concerns that point of sale
displays contribute to the perception that tobacco products are normal consumer products,
appear to be corroborated here. The removal of point of sale promotional displays contributed
to a de-normalisation of tobacco as evidenced by declines in the proportion of children

10
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believing that they, or their peers, would be able to purchase tobacco successfully and in the
proportion thinking, erroneously, that more than 20% of teenagers smoked. Although we
cannot tease out the extent to which these changes are due to the removal of point of sale
displays, point of sale advertising or vending machines, they suggest that measures to reduce
visibility of tobacco products and their marketing are effective at denormalising smoking.[28,
29] Furthermore, after the legidation, 38% of teenagers thought the removal of point of sale
displays had madeit easier for children not to smoke, although this proportion was smaller than
the 47% believing this before implementation.

There was minimal effect of the legidation on adult smoking prevalence in the twelve months
after the ban was introduced. Removal of point of sale displays is not hypothesised to have an
immediate impact on smoking prevalence (see Figure 1); we believe that this is likely to
manifest itself in enhanced quit rates among smokers and reduced smoking prevalence and
sales over a longer time scale largely because of the addictive nature of smoking and the fact
that many smokers who want to stop frequently make several unsuccessful attempts before
eventually succeeding. Although the proportion of adult smokers thinking that removal of
tobacco displays made it easier to quit smoking decreased slightly post legislation, nevertheless,
in December 2009, six months after its implementation, nearly one in five smokers reported
that the ban had made it easier to quit smoking. This finding supports other studies which
suggest that the presence of cigarette pack displays makes it more difficult for smokers to
quit.[30]

The removal of point of sale promotional displays was a popular measure being supported by
the majority of adults both before and after implementation, with a slight increase over time.
This is similar to findings of other research that, in general, tobacco control measures are
popular, even among smokers, and support tends to increase over time.[31,32]

Itisof some concern that even after the law was implemented, just under aquarter of adultsand
youth reported seeing tobacco packs for sale. It is unclear where they are seeing these displays
as the audit confirmed that almost all retailers were compliant with the law, consistent with
findings from other countries[33] Small independent retailers had the highest level of
non-compliance at 5% which is a possible source.[22] Alternatively, or in addition, it could be
that people are reflecting the fact that they are shown a pack during the sales transaction;
cigarette sales were still possible through vending machines and although no advertising was
allowed, it is possible that these were a source of their recollections. Perhaps also, some adults
were mistaken and thought they had seen tobacco packs, but were actually remembering what
stores were like prior to the ban. Further research to check this again over a longer time period
and to ask where they saw the displays would be interesting.

The Framework Convention on Tobacco Control [34] recommends that the display of tobacco
products at points of sale be prohibited and the evidence from Ireland indicates, for the first
time, that implementing the removal of point of sale promotiona displays is feasible on a
national scale. Theremoval of point of saledisplaysis being challenged by the tobacco industry
worldwide, for a variety of reasons [35] and this probably belies the importance of these

11
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displaysin its marketing efforts. The experience in Ireland, of mounting a legal challenge and
then withdrawing it as it was about to come to court, suggests that the motives behind such
cases are to deter other countries from adopting similar legislation and ensuring time and
financial resources of regulators and governments are converted away from implementation
and the development of new tobacco control laws. In Ireland it also had the effect of delaying
the introduction of other aspects of planned legislative interventions while the court decisions
were awaited.

In conclusion, removal of point of sale displays in Ireland was a mostly popular measure,
including among smokers. At short term follow-up, the legislation appears to be contributing
positively to the de-normalisation of smoking among children, and providing amore supportive
environment for adultsto quit and children not to smoke. In our view, any measure, that appears
to be having positive impacts on deterring smoking among children and which a significant
proportion of young people themselves perceive to be supportive of non-smoking, should be
implemented in other jurisdictions without delay.

What is aready known on the subject?

e Point of sale promotional displaysremain one of the main channels for tobacco marketing
following tobacco advertising bans

e Industry documents clearly spell out the importance of point of sale for marketing

e Survey data and experimental research have shown that point of sale promotional displays
increase susceptibility to smoking and uptake of smoking among youth

e Thereisvery little published in peer reviewed literature assessing the impact of point of
sale removal

What this paper adds
e Thispaper reports short term impacts of legislation which, inter alia, removed point of sale
tobacco advertising and displaysin Ireland, implemented on 1 July 2009 following a
protracted challenge involving the leading tobacco companiesin Ireland (which they
dropped just prior to coming to court)
e Compliancewith the law was very high and recall of displaysdropped significantly among
adults and teenagers post-legidation

e Thelaw waswell supported among adults

There were encouraging signs that the law hel ped to denormalise smoking among youth and provide
amore supportive environment for adults to quit and children not to smoke

12
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Figure1 Logic model for evaluation of legislation to remove point of sale promotional displays
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Figure2 Trendsin recall, attitudesand behaviour among adult smokers

a. Recall of cigarettes'tobacco display in shopsin the last month among adults, overall and according
to smoking status
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b. Support for a complete ban on tobacco displays among adults, overall and according to smoking
status
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c. Perceptionsof the effect of the legislation on quitting smoking among adult smokers
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