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Abstract 

To address the threat e-cigarettes poses to public health, especially among youths, the Food and 

Drug Administration (FDA) issued a policy in 2020 that regulates the sale and distribution of e-

cigarettes with fruit and mint flavors. Such flavors are alleged to lure youth into smoking and can 

increase the likelihood for addiction to other drugs. However, this regulation does not address 

packaging that can have a similar effect on the demand for e-cigarettes products. Indeed, certain 

e-liquids use youth-oriented (kiddish, cartoonish, and colorful) packaging which are attractive to 

youth but may also induce a no-harm perception among e-liquids users. In this paper, we 

examine the impact of the youth-oriented packaging on e-liquid sales. Using data scraped from 

Amazon, the results of our analysis reveal that youth-oriented packaging increases the sale of e-

liquids. In addition, the demand for e-liquids is inelastic and the percentage of propylene glycol 

(PG), the rating, and the sentiment in the online reviews left by previous buyers also influence 

the sale of e-liquids. This research suggests that besides fruit and mint flavors, the policy goal of 

reducing use among youth should also include packaging. The analysis finds that taxation 

policies to raise prices of e-liquids will not affect appreciably the demand for e-liquids. Policies 

for e-liquids control should focus on designing packaging that reduces the no- or low-risk 

perception.  

Keywords: e-cigarettes, packaging, sentiment analysis, mixed-effect model, United Kingdom  

 

  

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 15, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.13.21253514doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:abdelaziz.lawani@eku.edu
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.13.21253514
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


Introduction  

Introduced in the U.S. in 2007, electronic cigarettes (e-cigarettes or e-cigs), also called 

vapes, vaporizers, or e-pipes, refer to electronic nicotine delivery systems (ENDS) (Collins, et 

al., 2019). During the last decade, the demand for e-cigarettes has increased rapidly in the U.S. 

market. Between 2014 and 2020 total e-cigarette sales increased by 122.2% (Ali, et al., 2020). 

This increase in e-cigarette use, especially among the youth, is attributable to different marketing 

strategies such as advertising, flavors (fruit, candy, mint), and product types (prefilled vs 

disposable products) (Ali, et al., 2020). These marketing strategies are associated with a non-

harm perception and intention to use e-cigarettes and pose a public health hazard if unregulated 

(Collins, et al., 2019).  

E-cigarettes are generally marketed as safer alternatives to traditional smoking and as aids to 

reducing or ending smoking (Grace, et al., 2014, Tucker, et al., 2017). However, recent evidence 

suggests e-cigarettes pose public health risks (Eaton, et al., 2018, Etter, 2018) since they can 

serve as a gateway into smoking and may increase the long-term dependency on tobacco 

products (Schneider and Diehl, 2016). E-cigarettes can also reduce the use of clinically-proven 

smoking cessation products among those who want to quit (Tuchman, 2019). They can cause 

considerable harm to the population of youth because of their “safe” impression. Youths that use 

e-cigarettes in nontraditional flavors (for example fruit and candy) are more likely to continue 

vaping (Leventhal, et al., 2019). In January 2020, 82% of hospitalization in the U.S with an e-

cigarette or vaping product use–associated lung injury (EVALI) are strongly linked to the 

utilization of smoking devices (Krishnasamy, et al., 2020). Examining the bronchoalveolar-

lavage (BAL) fluid from 51 patients with EVALI, Blount, et al. (2020) confirm that injury in the 

lung is associated with the use of e-cigarettes.   

Policy makers have set regulations to control the demand for e-cigarettes, especially among 

youth, that range from minimum legal sale age laws to excise taxes on e-cigarettes (Pesko, et al., 

2018). In 2020, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) issued an enforcement policy against 

the manufacture, distribution, and sale of unauthorized flavored prefilled pods or cartridge-based 

e-cigarettes, including fruit and mint flavors that appeal to youth (Wang, et al., 2020). However, 

similar to fruit and mint flavors, packaging can also lure teens into smoking. Indeed, youth-

oriented attractive, colorful, and cartoonish packaging can produce a low-harm perception 
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among youth, enticing them into e-cigarettes consumption. However, there is little scientific 

evidence on the effect of packaging on the demand for e-cigarettes.  

The present study fills this gap by examining the effect of packaging on the demand for e-liquids 

or e-juices which are liquids aerosolized by the e-cigarettes. A large and growing proportion of 

e-cigarette and e-liquids being sold on online platforms (Ali, et al., 2020) where the vast majority 

of youth that use these products are active we also examine the effect of reviews shared on 

online platforms on sales. We collected data on e-liquids sold on Amazon in the United Kingdom 

and find that e-liquids with youth-oriented packaging have a greater influence on the product’s 

sale rank. In addition, online reviews, and ratings, also explain the demand for e-liquids. 

However, the demand for e-liquids is not price elastic, suggesting that policies that aim at 

increasing e-liquids prices through taxation will not be effective in reducing e-liquids use.   

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. The second section discusses related work. In 

section 3, the data and the empirical estimation strategy for our analysis are presented. The 

results of the econometric analysis are discussed in section 4 and section 5 concludes.  

 

Related literature  

In recent years, the purchase and use of electronic cigarettes (e-cigarettes) among youth across 

high-income countries has increased at alarming rates. E-cigarettes are making nicotine use 

among the youth a regular activity (Walley, et al., 2019). Hammond, et al. (2020) finds e-

cigarettes to be the most prevalent nicotine product among US youth, with 14.5% of them 

reporting frequent use in 2017. The rate of e-cigarette use among the youth population surpassed 

adults in 2014 (McMillen, et al., 2015). Similar increasing trends have been observed among 

high-income countries including youth in Canada (Czoli, et al., 2014, Reid, et al., 2015), China 

(Xiao, et al., 2018), Saudi Arabia (Awan, 2016), South Korean youth  (Lee, et al., 2017), the UK 

(Conner, et al., 2018) and 27 European Union member States (Filippidis, et al., 2017).  

The appeal of e-cigarettes to youth poses a public health threat. Among the different factors that 

lure youth into smoking, Ali, et al. (2020) identify the different flavors such as fruit, candy, and 

mint that are attractive to youth. Although flavorings in food and drinks are perceived as safe to 

be ingested, flavoring in e-cigarettes may not be safe to inhale and e‐cigarettes emit considerable 
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levels of toxicants that are harmful to vulnerable populations (Lu, et al., 2020). E-cigarette 

companies commonly advertise that e-cigarettes contain nicotine, flavoring chemicals, and 

humectants (propylene glycol and/or vegetable glycerin), but toxicants, ultrafine particles, and 

carcinogens have also been found in e-cigarette solutions and emissions. Many of these later 

chemicals are known to cause adverse health effects (Walley, et al., 2019). E-cigarettes primarily 

affect the pulmonary system but also have effects on the immune system, the cardiovascular 

system, and the central nervous system (MacDonald and Middlekauff, 2019, Qasim, et al., 2017). 

E-cigarette aerosols contain particulate matter and metals harmful to human health (Eaton, et al., 

2018),  

The variety of e-cigarettes flavors available to youth can increase their consumption and 

therefore exposure to negative health impacts. According to Walley, et al. (2019), there are an 

estimated 15,000 e-cigarette flavors, including products with labels enticing to children and 

adolescents that imitate cookies, whipped cream, alcoholic beverages, and other dessert flavors. 

Marketing strategies such as video advertisements on television and other electronic platforms 

used by e-cigarette companies have been the most pervasive and are associated with an uptick in 

use among youth (Struik, et al., 2020). Marynak, et al. (2018) estimate that 20.5 million U.S 

youth had been exposed to at least one source of e-cigarette advertisement in 2016.Youth that are 

exposed to advertisements are more likely to experiment with (Chen-Sankey, et al., 2019) and 

use e-cigarettes (Mantey, et al., 2016).  

Regulations have addressed marketing strategies such as advertisement for tobacco products 

since 1971 but not e-cigarettes (Tuchman, 2019). Regulations have a significant effect on how 

vendors sell nicotine-based vaping products to the youth but may not adequately achieve goals of 

protecting the health of youth through restricted access (Kilcommons, et al., 2020). One 

challenge related to the regulation of e-cigarettes is the variety and number of devices and 

flavors used in e-cigarettes. For example, Lanza, et al. (2020) examine the challenges related to 

the optimality of regulations targeting the wide spectrum of vaping products in protecting the 

health of the youth. Stressing the limit of federal regulations in protecting youth from e-cigarette 

use, exposure, and nicotine addiction, Walley, et al. (2019) recommend to pediatric health care 

providers to counsel and advocate for a tobacco-free lifestyle among the youth. In the U.S., the 

Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has developed a set of policies that regulate e-cigarettes 

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 15, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.13.21253514doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.13.21253514
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


flavors such as fruit and mint that appeal to youth. However, even though packaging has been 

shown to influence consumers’ perception of a product and their purchasing decision (Hamdar, 

et al., 2018, Hussain, et al., 2011, Muhammad and Kamran, 2014, Raheem, et al., 2014), these 

policies do not include regulations on packaging attractive to youth that can also induce the use 

of e-cigarettes. For example, Venter, et al. (2011) show that food packaging provides prospective 

consumers with virtual stimuli necessary to gain their attention and form an opinion on the 

product quality. Fraser (2018) associates aesthetic food packaging with the purchasing intent of 

consumers. Al‐Samarraie, et al. (2019) finds that packaging contents such as colors, graphics, 

label information, and country of origin were the main determinants that influence consumers’ 

decision to buy. However, in the literature related to e-cigarettes, there is not enough evidence on 

the impact of packaging on purchases. The present study addresses this issue by examining the 

effect of packaging on the sale of e-liquids. It also discusses the effect of online platforms on the 

demand for e-liquids.   

Analyzing online platform trends is a meaningful way to inform public health practitioners of 

current sentiments regarding e-cigarettes (Cole-Lewis, et al., 2015). Internet advertisement 

exposure has been associated with lower perceived harm of e-cigarettes (Reinhold, et al., 2017). 

Besides social networks, social acceptance, product-related - availability of flavors cited as 

reasons for e-cigarette use among youth (Struik, et al., 2020), an important motivation is the 

perception that they are less harmful than cigarettes (Kinouani, et al., 2017). College tobacco 

users perceive e-cigarettes to be healthier and cleaner than traditional cigarettes (Kong, et al., 

2015). Kwon and Park (2020) examine the sentiments associated with e-cigarettes on online 

platforms. Their results indicate that although perceptions among social media users are mixed, 

positive sentiments were more often expressed than negative perceptions. Lu, et al. (2020) also 

confirm the significant positive sentiments most e-liquids have on online platforms. Online 

platforms is dominated by pro-vaping messages disseminated by the vaping industry and vaping 

proponents, while the uncertainty surrounding e-cigarette regulation expressed within the public 

health field appears to be reflected in ongoing social media dialogues (McCausland, et al., 2019).  
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 Econometric model and data  

Econometric Model Specification  

We model the effect of packaging on the demand for e-liquid by adapting a two-level mixed-

effects linear regression model (Forman, et al. (2008), Ghose and Ipeirotis (2010), Hu, et al. 

(2014)  and Yang, et al. (2016)). The mixed-effect linear model offers the advantage to 

incorporate a hierarchical structure for the dataset and account for brand and e-liquid specific 

factors that influence the demand for e-liquids that have not been incorporated in the model. The 

mixed-effect linear model also creates unbiased estimates (Orford, 2000, Yang, et al., 2016).   

The model is specified as follows:  

𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 =  𝛼𝛼 +  � 𝛽𝛽𝑚𝑚𝑋𝑋𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑚𝑚
𝑞𝑞

𝑚𝑚=1

+  𝜇𝜇𝑖𝑖 +  𝑣𝑣𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 + 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 

where 𝑗𝑗 indicates the e-liquid (the first level of observation) and 𝑖𝑖 indicates the brand (the second 

level) to which the first level observation belongs. 𝑌𝑌 is the dependent variable. It represents the 

sales rank as in Ghose and Ipeirotis (2010). According to past literature, the sales rank can be 

used as a proxy for the demand for products on Amazon (Chevalier and Mayzlin, 2006, Forman, 

et al., 2008). Chevalier and Goolsbee (2003) show that there the observed sales rank of a product 

on Amazon is correlated to its unobserved demand. Products that sell well on the online platform 

have a better rank (lower number). This inverse relationship between sales rank and demand 

influences the interpretation of the estimate from the econometric model. We use the log of sales 

rank to address non-linearities and smooth large values. 𝛼𝛼 is the constant term. We have 𝑞𝑞 

explanatory variables represented by 𝑋𝑋. Based on past literature and data availability, we 

included product-specific characteristics and online reviews that have also been shown to 

influence purchasing decisions on Amazon (Chevalier and Mayzlin, 2006). We use as 

explanatory variables for each e-liquid, the selling price of the e-liquid in pound sterling, the 

volume of the e-liquid in milliliters, the average rating score, the average number of reviews, the 

average length of the reviews, the average sentiment score of the reviews, a dummy variable that 

represents e-liquid designed for all types of vapers, a dummy variable identifying e-liquids that 

have a youth-oriented packaging which is our main variable of interest, and the concentration in 

Propylene Glycol.  

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 15, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.13.21253514doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.13.21253514
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


The 𝜇𝜇𝑖𝑖 denote brand-level random effects and captures unobservable heterogeneities across 

brands. 𝑣𝑣𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 denotes the e-liquid-level random effects that captures unobservable characteristics of 

the e-liquids. The error term is represented by 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖. The random effects 𝜇𝜇𝑖𝑖 and 𝑣𝑣𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 and the error 

term 𝜀𝜀𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 follow an independent normal distribution with mean 0 and unspecified variance.  

Data  

We scrapped data on e-liquid (e-juice or vape juice)1 sales on Amazon in the United Kingdom. 

Amazon is an online platform that connects buyers and sellers of goods. The e-liquid is the liquid 

transformed by an e-cigarette into an aerosol. It is often a mix of water, food-grade flavoring 

(tobacco, mint, menthol, etc.), propylene glycol (PG), vegetable glycerin (VG), and different 

levels of nicotine, or other cannabinoids extracts. The presence and concentration of the different 

components differ from an e-liquid to another. Sales quantities are not available through 

Amazon, but sales rank is. Product-specific characteristics such as retail price, packaging, and 

sales rank (used as a proxy for sales) were collected. We also collected data on the volume of the 

e-liquid, whether or not it was a short-fill drip, and the ratio PG/VG. Short-fill e-liquids are 

designed to offer flexibility to e-cigarettes users to adjust the nicotine concentration. Bottles of e-

liquids are not fully filled but space is left so that the user can add and mix the e-liquid with 

nicotine. For instance, a 60 ml short-fill e-liquid can have a bottle filled with 50ml of juice 

leaving room for the end-user to add up to 10 ml of nicotine. Short-fill e-liquids offers more 

choices to end users since they can adjust the dosage of nicotine. PG and VG are the two primary 

solvents of e-cigarettes and the ratio PG/VG determines the consistency and intensity of throat 

hit of the e-liquids. Higher concentrations of PG produce a better throat hit while higher 

concentrations of VG produce less throat hit but more vapor. However, the composition of PG 

and VG in e-liquid has been shown to damage lung function even with no nicotine (El-Hage, et 

al., 2020, Madison, et al., 2019). To determine the type of packaging, we consulted the listing of 

each e-liquid in our sample on Amazon and manually coded them as “youth-oriented” and “non-

youth-oriented”.  

 
1 On Amazon, e-liquids are also listed as e-juice or vape juice. We scrapped the data on the three keywords: e-
liquids, e-juice, and vape-juice.  

 . CC-BY-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 15, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.13.21253514doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.13.21253514
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0/


 
Figure 1: Example of e-liquid with non-youth-oriented 

packaging 

 
Figure 2: Example of e-liquid with youth-oriented packaging 

 

On online platforms such as Amazon, buyers can also leave a review on the goods purchased. 

The reviews can affect the purchase decision of other buyers (Forman, et al., 2008, Hu, et al., 

2014) and in the case of e-liquids, the sentiments in the reviews, as well as the specific attributes 

discussed, can inform prospective buyers on the product quality and facilitate their decision to 

buy the product (Cole-Lewis, et al., 2015, Lu, et al., 2020). We collected data on the number of 

reviews, the text in the review as well as the review rating. Besides numeric ratings, the 

sentiment conveyed in product reviews has been shown to affect consumer purchasing decisions 

(Guo, et al., 2012, Hu, et al., 2014). To account for the effect of the sentiment in reviews on sales 

we follow (Lawani, et al., 2019) to detect and score positive and negative sentiment in the e-

liquid reviews. We removed punctuations, numbers, non-textual contents, and irrelevant words 

from the reviews. We then extract the root of the word or stem from the remaining words in the 

reviews and each stem is attributed a sentiment score based on its match in the AFINN lexicon. 

The AFINN lexicon is developed by Nielsen (2011) and comports English words with their 

associated sentiment score. The score of each review in our study is the sum of the score of the 

words used to write the review.   

A total of 307 products categories were collected on Amazon. After cleaning the data from 

unrelated products, 139 e-liquids are analyzed in our dataset.  

Table 1 gives the description and summary statistics of the main variables used in our study.  
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics of e-liquids sold on Amazon in the United Kingdom 

Variable  Explanation  Mean  Std. 
Dev 

Min  Max 

Sales rank  The sales rank of the e-liquid on 
Amazon   

129.73 93.88 1.00 303.00 

Price  Retail price  17.85 10.18 5.98 44.99 

Volume  The volume in milliliters (ml) of e-
liquids products   

83.63 117.08 10.00 1000.00 

Rating  Numerical rating score of the e-liquid 4.29 0.72 1.00 5.00 

Review 
Length  

The length of the text used to write the 
review  

    

Review Count  The number of reviews  34.99 67.08 1.00 478.00 

Review 
sentiment  

The sentiment score of the review  4.25 2.86 -2.00 13.00 

Short Fill  E-liquids that are short-filled  0.76 0.43 0.00 1.00 

Packaging  Youth-oriented packaging of the e-
liquid  

0.27 0.38 0.00 1.00 

PG The concentration of Propylene Glycol 
in the e-liquid  

43.15 26.29 20.00 100.00 

 

 

Empirical Results and discussion  

We estimate our regression using the Ordinary Least Square (model1) and the mixed-effect 

linear regression model (model 2). We use the full maximum likelihood (Bates, et al., 2014, Hox, 

et al., 2017, Yang, et al., 2016) to produce robust, asymptotically efficient, and consistent 

estimates with the mixed linear models. Table 2 presents the results of the estimates.  

Based on the AIC and BIC criterion, the mixed-effects models perform betters than the OLS. 

The estimates of the random effects variances show that the brands explains 99% (1.6955/ 

(1.6955+0.0041+0.0005)) of the total variance. The OLS model ignores the hierarchical structure 

of the dataset, which leads to biased standard errors and inaccurate statistical significance. The 
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rest of our analysis will be focused on the estimates derived from the mixed-effect linear 

regression model.  

Table 2: Estimation results of OLS and mixed-effect regression models  

Variable  Model 1 
OLS  

Model 2 
Mixed-effects  

Packaging  -0.74** 
(0.30) 

-0.58*** 
(0.18) 

Sentiment  0.08** 
(0.03) 

-0.01*** 
(0.00) 

Log (Price) -0.22 
(0.20) 

0.02** 
(0.01) 

Log (Volume) -0.64** 
(0.30) 

-0.07** 
(0.04) 

Log (Rating) -0.15 
(0.28) 

-0.20*** 
(0.08) 

Review Count -0.18 
(0.45) 

-0.04* 
(0.03) 

Length Review -0.001** 
(0.00) 

0.00*** 
(0.00) 

Short Fill -0.92** 
(0.38) 

4.15*** 
(0.61) 

PG -0.03*** 
(0.00) 

-0.006** 
(0.003) 

Intercept  10.14*** 
(1.87) 

2.26*** 
(0.43) 

Random effects   
Var(𝝁𝝁)  1.6955 
Var(𝒗𝒗)  0.0041 
Var(𝜺𝜺)  0.0005 
AIC 178.58 54.52 
BIC 201.80 138.95 

(Notes: The dependent variable is Log (SalesRank); ***, **, and * indicate respectively significance at 0.01, 0.05, 
and 0.10 levels. Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. Var(𝜇𝜇), Var(𝑣𝑣), Var(𝜀𝜀) indicate respectively the 
variance of the brand-level random effect, the variance of the e-liquid random effect, and the variance of the error 
term.).  

Our main interest is to evaluate the effect of using youth-oriented packaging on the demand for 

e-liquid. The negative sign and significance of the estimate for the Packaging variable suggest 

that e-liquid products with youth-oriented (kiddy and cartoonish) packaging sell better (lower 

sale rank) compared to e-liquid products with non-youth-oriented packaging. This result is 

consistent with previous findings on the effect of packaging on demand (Al‐Samarraie, et al., 

2019, Fraser, 2018). This result can be explained by the fact that youth-oriented packaging might 
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give Similar to previous studies that show that fruity flavors lead to an increase in e-cigarettes 

use (Ali, et al., 2020, Leventhal, et al., 2019, Wang, et al., 2020, Zare and Zheng, 2020), the 

negative and significant packaging covariate suggests that youth-enticing packaging will also 

induce a higher demand for e-liquids with the public health risks associated with their use 

(Eaton, et al., 2018). An implication for public health is that policies similar to the one related to 

the ban of youth-appealing flavors (including fruit and mint) in e-cigarettes should also be 

considered to regulate the packaging of e-liquids.  

The coefficient on price is significantly different from zero and has a positive sign showing that 

the law of demand holds. As the price of e-liquid products increases, the quantity demanded by 

consumers decrease (higher sale rank). Using the estimated coefficient on the logarithm of price 

in table 2, and previous studies that show that sales rank can be used as a proxy for demand 

(Chevalier and Mayzlin, 2006, Forman, et al., 2008), the own-price elasticity of e-liquid demand 

can be estimated at 0.02. This shows that the demand for e-liquid is very inelastic on the Amazon 

platform. A 1% increase in the price of e-liquids will lead to a decrease in the quantity demanded 

by only 0.02%. the quantity demanded by e-liquid users is unresponsive to change in price which 

is consistent with Pope, et al. (2019). A major health policy question associated with the negative 

impact e-cigarettes consumption has on health, especially among the youth, is the extent to 

which tax policy can be used to reduce e-cigarette consumption. The efficacy of taxation 

depends on a large price elasticity of demand. Inelastic demand implies that policies such as 

taxes might not be effective on the demand for e-liquids.  

The coefficient of the Volume variable is negative and statistically significant suggesting that 

larger e-liquid packages are associated with higher sales.  

All four of the rating/review coefficients (rating, number of reviews or review count, average 

length of reviews, and sentiment in the reviews) estimated in our model are significantly 

different from zero. The negative coefficients on rating and review count indicate that an 

increase in the rating score and the number of reviews is associated with an increase in the sales 

of e-liquid. E-liquids with higher rating scores imply a positive evaluation of the performance or 

quality of the e-liquid by previous buyers, inducing the purchase decision. This result is 

consistent with the literature on the impact of rating for online platforms sales (Forman, et al., 

2008, Ghose and Ipeirotis, 2010). Also, products that have been reviewed by more buyers have 
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higher sales. The length of the review has a positive sign indicating that longer reviews do not 

increase sales. However, the estimate of the coefficient of the length of the review (0.00) 

suggests that this variable does not have a meaningful impact on sales.  

Potential buyers form an expectation about the performance of the product by reading the 

reviews. Their purchasing decision depends on the expectation (positive or negative) derived 

from reading the reviews related to the product. This indicates that the content of the review 

plays an important role in sales. We investigated this hypothesis using sentiment analysis. 

Following Lawani, et al. (2019) we derived the sentiment in the reviews and examine its effect 

on sales. The coefficient on the sentiment variable in our econometric model is estimated to be 

negative and significant, which confirms the hypothesis that the sentiment in the reviews 

increase sales. A one-point increase in the sentiment score is associated with a one-point increase 

in the sales rank.  

E-liquids with higher concentrations of propylene glycol (PG) sell better on the online platform 

as shown by the negative and significant coefficient. One possible explanation is the stronger 

throat hit sensation e-liquid with higher PG provides. Traditional cigarettes also provide a strong 

throat hit sensation. Smokers might substitute traditional cigarettes for e-cigarettes but use e-

liquid with higher PG. However, higher concentrations of PG in e-liquid increase the risks of 

lung disease especially among youth (Choi, et al., 2010, Madison, et al., 2019).  This is another 

worrisome result from the analysis. 

Finally, and contrary to our expectation, short-fill e-liquids sell less than e-liquids that are not 

short-fill. Short-fill e-liquids offer the possibility for end-users to adjust the concentration of 

nicotine in their e-juice. This flexibility offered by short-fill e-liquids would seem to increase 

their sales. The positive and significant coefficient of the short-fill variable in our regression 

model suggests otherwise. A useful interpretation of this result is that buyers of e-liquids on 

Amazon expect a product ready to use instead of one that requires additional adjustments. 
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Conclusion  

Electronic nicotine delivery systems (ENDS) such as e-cigarettes pose a considerable 

public health threat to youth in many countries. The marketing of these products gives a no or low 

low-harm effect perception to their users. For example, the promotion of ENDS with different 

flavors such as fruit, candy, and mint diminishes the health hazards associated with these products 

and instead highlights possible pleasant experiences with these products making them attractive to 

youth. Regulatory institutions have issued policies that regulate fruit and mint flavors but have 

failed to address packaging, which can have similar enticing effects and drive youth to purchase, 

try-out, and keep using e-cigarettes. This failure might be because there is little scientific evidence 

on the effects of packaging on demand for e-cigarettes. Several studies have examined the effects 

of e-cigarettes attributes such as flavors and advertising on e-cigarettes sales. However, few studies 

examine the effect of packaging on purchases. No known study has explored the effect of youth-

oriented packages on online e-liquid sales. This study contributes to the current literature by 

examining the impact of e-liquids packaging on demand and provides evidence for regulatory 

bodies to consider regulating ENDS packaging.  

As online platforms are a significant means for e-liquid purchasing among the youth and reviews 

online influence purchase decisions, this study uses novel data scraped from Amazon to examine 

the effect of packaging on sales. Data on retail price, sales rank (used as a proxy for demand), 

packaging, and ratings/reviews were used in our analysis. The results indicate that e-liquids with 

youth-oriented packaging sell better. Online purchasers of a product often leave a review to 

encourage others to purchase or deter them from purchasing. The narrative for e-liquids is no 

different. Consistent with previous studies on the impact of reviews on sales (Chevalier and 

Mayzlin, 2006, Ghose and Ipeirotis, 2010), we find that higher rating scores translate to higher 

sales of e-liquids. Moreover, products with more reviews have higher sales. Positive sentiments in 

the reviews also appear to increase sales.  

This study highlights how youth-oriented packaging of e-liquid products may be contributing as 

much to the increased demand for ENDS and thus to the ongoing pandemic of e-cigarettes use 

among the youth than initially examined. The findings of the study suggest that regulating youth-

oriented packaging that typically targets the youth may help reduce purchases. Given the 

significant public health concerns associated with e-cigarette use among the youth, the question of 
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whether to use taxes as a regulatory mechanism to curb their proliferation among youth persists. 

We find that the demand for e-liquids is price inelastic. This finding suggests that an e-liquid-tax 

may not be an effective policy tool for controlling demand.  

 Although this paper shows how youth-oriented packaging can influence the demand for e-liquids, 

future research should be conducted to expand the data from Amazon.co.uk to other countries in 

which Amazon operates as well as collect data from other online platforms that sell ENDS 

products.  
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