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ABSTRACT 

Introduction: There are concerns that progressively stringent tobacco control policies will 

result in increased illicit tobacco trade (ITT). We reviewed the international evidence base to 

identify studies examining the impact of tobacco control polices on ITT. 

Methods: Guided by JBI scoping review methodology, we searched six databases (PubMed, 

CINAHL, EMBASE, PsycINFO, Scopus, and Web of Science) in 2022 and 2024 for original 

research published in English since 2000. One reviewer screened titles and abstracts, and two 

reviewers screened full-text articles against inclusion criteria. We report the results according 

to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for 

Scoping Reviews Checklist. 

Results: We identified 60 articles examining the impact of eight tobacco control policies or 

combination of policies on the ITT, including tobacco tax increases or decreases (n=43); 

menthol bans (n=5); decreasing allowable cigarette filter ventilation levels (n=1); 

standardised packaging (n=5); tobacco sales bans (n=1); a substantial reduction in the number 

of tobacco retailers (n=1); a very low nicotine content mandate (VLNC; n=2); and 

multicomponent policy interventions (n=4). 

Conclusions: The available evidence is predominantly focused on the impact of tobacco tax 

increases on the ITT, with equal numbers of studies describing an increase in the ITT or no 

impact on the ITT, countering claims that tobacco tax increases are the primary driver of 

increased ITT. Evidence on the impact of other tobacco control policies on the ITT is limited. 

Collaborative efforts to develop accurate and consistent methods to assess the ITT are 

needed. 

Keywords: Tobacco Control Policies; Illicit Tobacco Trade; Illegal Tobacco Products; 

Public Policy; Endgame 

Implications: To our knowledge, this scoping review is the first to synthesise the available 

evidence on the association between multiple tobacco control policies and ITT. Findings 

suggest that evidence for the association between tobacco tax increases and ITT is mixed, 

with an equal number of studies (n=18) describing an increase or no impact of this policy on 

ITT. Evidence for the impact of other policies was limited; the only policies with some 
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evidence for increasing the ITT include tobacco sales bans (n=1), a concurrent tobacco sales 

and smoking ban (n=2), and a hypothetical VLNC standard mandate (n=2).  
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INTRODUCTION 

Tobacco smoking is a leading risk factor for preventable premature death and 

disability, contributing to more than 200 million deaths globally in the past 30 years.1 

Approximately one billion people worldwide smoked tobacco daily in 2019, and this figure is 

likely to increase in the coming decades, especially in low income countries.1 To combat this 

global public health issue, efforts have been made to increase smoking cessation and reduce 

smoking uptake through the World Health Organization (WHO) Framework Convention on 

Tobacco Control (FCTC).2 The FCTC has led to reductions in smoking prevalence in many 

regions of the world.2 However, progress towards ending the tobacco epidemic remains slow, 

leading to calls to implement innovative policies that have the potential to permanently and 

rapidly reduce smoking prevalence to minimal levels (<5%), known as ‘tobacco endgame’ 

policies.3 These endgame policies extend beyond traditional demand reduction policies (e.g., 

taxation, packaging, and labelling requirements) to substantial reductions in the number of 

tobacco retailers, banning commercial tobacco sales, very large tobacco tax increases, or 

mandating a very low nicotine content (VLNC) standard for cigarettes.3,4  

As tobacco endgame policies aim to substantially restrict the accessibility, 

affordability, addictiveness and availability of licit tobacco products,4 there are concerns that 

these policies may increase demand for illicit tobacco products.5 The illicit tobacco trade 

(ITT) is defined by the WHO FCTC as “any practice or conduct prohibited by law and which 

relates to production, shipment, receipt, possession, distribution, sale or purchase, including 

any practice or conduct intended to facilitate such activity”.6 This can include various forms 

of tax avoidance (e.g., exceeding statutory limits on tobacco products purchased in another 

jurisdiction with lower or no excise taxes for personal use), or tax evasion practices (e.g., 

purchasing tobacco products from a jurisdiction with lower or no excise taxes to be resold in 

a higher tax jurisdiction or ‘bootlegging’).5,7,8 These products include counterfeit cigarettes  

displaying a registered trademark brand without the owner’s permission, illegally distributed 

foreign branded cigarettes, unbranded loose-leaf tobacco (known as ‘chop-chop’ in 

Australia),9 or any other kind of counterfeit, smuggled or contraband tobacco products.5,7,10 

Studies confirm the presence of a substantial global illicit tobacco market, particularly in low- 

and middle-income countries.5,11 According to WHO estimates, one in 10 cigarettes and other 

tobacco products consumed globally are illicit.11 The ITT undermines public health efforts to 

reduce tobacco consumption by increasing the affordability and availability of tobacco 

products, resulting in billions of dollars of lost tobacco tax revenue.10 For example, the 
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estimated value of lost tax revenue from ITT in Australia, with a daily smoking population of 

2.1 million, was $2.3 billion in 2021-22.12 This figure is likely to be a significant 

underestimation because the Australian Taxation Office estimate only about 1% of the total 

illicit domestic market is detected.13 There are also concerns that the ITT is largely operated 

by organised crime syndicates9 who capitalise on the product’s high profitability to fund 

other large-scale crimes, such as the global arms trade, illicit drug production and 

terrorism.9,14,15 

While several tobacco industry-funded studies have claimed that stronger tobacco 

control policies, particularly tobacco tax increases, lead to increased ITT,16 independently-

funded studies have often found the opposite.17-19 The tobacco industry have been accused of 

producing inflated estimates of the size of the illicit tobacco market to lobby governments to 

lower tobacco tax and to oppose new tobacco control policies.9,16,20 A systematic review of 

tobacco industry-funded studies of ITT concluded that these data are not reliable, noting a 

“fundamental lack of transparency” throughout every stage of their research processes.16 

Independent evaluations of the impacts of tobacco control policies on ITT are thus critical to 

ensure that reliable outcomes are reported that are free of commercial conflicts of interests. 

We are aware of two systematic reviews that have evaluated the relationship between tobacco 

control policies and the ITT. Haighton et al evaluated the relationship between the ITT and 

one tobacco control policy, standardised tobacco packaging, finding no association.21 Second, 

a 2015 consensus report produced by the National Research Council and Institute of 

Medicine focused on the ITT in only one country, the United States (US).22 As such, we 

conducted a scoping review to identify and synthesise international studies that describe the 

impacts on illicit tobacco use of any tobacco control policy intended to reduce smoking 

overall or to restrict the licit tobacco market, and to identify gaps in the literature to inform 

future research.  

METHODS  

This review follows the JBI methodology for scoping reviews,23 and the Preferred Reporting 

Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-

ScR) Checklist 24 (see Supplementary Table 1). A protocol was pre-registered in Open 

Science Framework,25 with the only deviations to the protocol including an additional 

database search that was conducted in 2024, and the addition of a third review question 

focusing on included studies’ limitations. 
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Review questions 

The following questions were addressed: 

1. What are the impacts of policies that aim to reduce tobacco use (tobacco control policies) 

on the ITT? 

2. What are the key research gaps identified by authors of studies describing the impacts of 

tobacco control policies on the ITT? 

3. What are the limitations identified by authors of studies describing the impacts on the ITT 

of tobacco control policies? 

Inclusion/exclusion criteria 

We included original empirical research published in peer-reviewed journals in English (due 

to unavailability of resources for translation) since 1 January 2000, with no limit placed on 

study design. To be included, studies must describe the impact on the ITT of any tobacco 

control policy that is intended to reduce smoking in general or to restrict the licit tobacco 

market. We excluded studies that measured the size of the illicit tobacco market without 

examining the impact of any tobacco control policies, or only examined strategies to reduce 

ITT. We also excluded any studies that were funded by the tobacco industry, including by 

industry-funded organisations such as Foundation for a Smoke-Free World. Studies that were 

independent but included data from tobacco industry funded sources in addition to other data 

were included but identified as including industry data in their analysis. 

Search strategy 

An initial preliminary search of PubMed and Scopus databases was conducted to identify 

relevant search terms; these are listed in Supplementary Table 2. We searched six databases 

(PubMed, CINAHL, EMBASE, PsycINFO, Scopus, and Web of Science) using the search 

terms on 3 March 2022. A second search of the same databases was conducted on 7 May 

2024 to identify new studies published since the first search was conducted.  

Evidence selection 

Figure 1 details the publication search and retrieval process for both searches. Each article’s 

title and abstract was screened against the inclusion criteria by one reviewer (IM in 2022; 

AM in 2024) using Covidence software.26 The full text of publications not excluded at the 

title and abstract screening stage was then assessed against the inclusion criteria by two of 

three independent reviewers (IM, CP and AM). Any disagreements that arose between the 

reviewers at any stage of the selection process were resolved through discussion with another 

author (CG). 
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Data extraction 

Data extraction was conducted by IM in 2022 and AM in 2024 using an online extraction 

form in Covidence software,26 and then uploaded into Microsoft Excel for editing. The 

extracted data table was reviewed for accuracy and consistency by the other authors (CP and 

CG). Extracted data for each study included article author(s) and affiliations; publication 

year; aim; method; location; funding source; tobacco control policy measured; policy impact 

on the ITT; any research gaps noted by the author(s); and study limitations. 

 

RESULTS  

In our 2022 search, from 1,068 records identified in the initial database search, 49 

publications met inclusion criteria after full-text review. Our 2024 search identified a further 

11 publications that met inclusion criteria after full-text review, resulting in 60 included 

studies (see Figure 1). Table 1 summarises these studies’ findings. Full details of the included 

studies are summarised in Supplementary Table 3, including studies’ funding sources. Forty-

six (77%) publications were independently funded by government bodies and/or non-

government organisations (NGOs), while 12 publications did not provide details of the 

funding source and two noted that they were unfunded. No included publications reported 

funding from tobacco or other commercial industries, but two included studies27,28 used data 

published by consulting firm KPMG that were commissioned and funded by tobacco 

companies such as Philip Morris International. However, both studies also used other non-

industry data sources in their analysis.27,28 

Tobacco tax changes 

Of the 60 included articles, 43 (72%) examined the impact of tobacco tax changes on the ITT. 

Of these, 16 quantitative studies found an increase in the ITT following tobacco tax increases 

in the United States,29-32 Europe,27,33 Taiwan,34-36 Australia,37 New Zealand,38 Brazil,39,40 

Uruguay,41 and Colombia.42,43 These comprised four cross-sectional studies analysing survey 

data,34-37 two analysing administrative data,31,32 and three analysing both cross-sectional 

survey and administrative data,29,30,39 three before-and-after studies analysing two waves of 

survey data,40,42,43 one modelling study using panel data,33 one longitudinal study,41 one study 

involving multilevel growth modelling of administrative data and estimates of the size of the 

illicit market collected by KPMG,27 and one mixed-methods study that analysed interview 

and administrative data.38 Two qualitative studies also reported perceived increases in the 

ITT.44,45 One used qualitative archival content analysis, and reported evidence of  tobacco 
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industry involvement in smuggling tobacco products across Canadian First Nations Reserves 

following a significant tax increase in Canada.45 The other qualitative study used focus 

groups to explore the ITT in New York, with participants describing a pervasive ITT in their 

“low-income minority community" following a tobacco tax increase.44 As such, a total of 18 

articles (42% of the articles on this topic) describe an increase in the ITT following tobacco 

tax increases. 

A further 18 publications found no impact on the ITT following tobacco tax increases 

in six West Balkan countries,46 28 member states of the European Union,47 England,48 Czech 

Republic,28 France,49 Turkey,50 Georgia,51 Philippines,52 Thailand,53 Vietnam,54 Malaysia,55,56 

Uruguay,57 Canada,19 USA,58 Malawi,59 and South Africa.60,61 Two of these studies reported 

that although there was no evidence of a significant national increase in the ITT, there was 

some evidence of localised cross-border tobacco purchasing and smuggling in France and the 

European Union.47,49 One of these studies found that sharing a border with a non-European 

Economic Area country was associated with an increased likelihood of ITT.47 These included 

nine studies involving a gap analysis comparing survey and administrative 

data,19,47,49,52,53,55,56,58,59 (two of these studies’ surveys also included littered pack 

collection49,58), four cross-sectional studies analysing survey data,46,48,50,60 two longitudinal 

studies,51,57 (one of these also analysed cigarette packs for tax stamps51), one cross-sectional 

analysis of administrative data,61 one cross-sectional study analysing administrative and 

KPMG data,28 and one study using a discrete choice experiment.54 

Four publications reported evidence of a decrease in ITT following a tobacco tax 

increase in Mongolia,62 Vietnam,63,64 and Sierra Leone.65 These included one before-and-after 

study using discarded cigarette pack collections,62 one cross-sectional analysis of household 

survey data and discarded cigarette packs,63 and two gap analyses; one analysed 

administrative data and two rounds of national survey data,64 while the other analysed data 

from Sierra Leone’s Demographic and Health Survey, customs data and newly collected data 

on cigarette prices.65 

A further two studies reported mixed findings. First, a study involving a gap analysis 

of administrative data and four waves of national survey data reported both an increase in 

tobacco smuggling and a decrease in illicit tobacco consumption in Vietnam following a 

tobacco tax increase in 2006.66 A further gap analysis study of administrative and national 

survey data conducted in five South American countries reported increased ITT in Brazil, a 

stable ITT in Argentina, and no evidence for an increased ITT in Chile, Colombia or Peru 
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despite tobacco tax increases.67 Finally, one cross-sectional study involving administrative 

data analysis found no change in the ITT following a tobacco tax decrease in Canada in 

1994.68  

Areas worthy of future research noted by these authors of studies assessing the 

impacts of tobacco tax changes include assessing trends in the validity of self-reported 

smoking measures,19 investigating the effects of educational campaigns on understanding of 

health risks and ability to distinguish between licit and illicit cigarettes,36 investigating 

individual and structural barriers to uptake of evidence-based cessation resources, especially 

among disadvantaged populations,44 investigating smuggling networks’ targeting of low 

income communities,44 comparisons of illicit tobacco sales on reserves in Canada compared 

with those in the USA,69 the degree of overall non-compliance with tobacco control laws,40 or 

disentangling participants’ understandings of varying terminology (e.g., black market vs 

illicit cigarettes).47 Other authors mentioned the value in future research investigating the 

roles of race and religion,32 price differentials,41 more non-price policies (e.g., health 

warnings, advertising bans),68 the availability of e-cigarettes and other nicotine-containing 

products,38,47 formal and informal sector actors and regulation, state capacity and border 

entries,65 and/or corruption, law enforcement action and organised crime networks27 on ITT.  

Limitations of these studies, as described by study authors, mainly related to 

difficulties in accurately estimating and evaluating the scope of the 

ITT,27,33,38,42,43,49,50,52,53,56,60  with some specifically mentioning the lack of a gold-standard 

approach to measure the ITT.38,66 These limitations include a lack of reliable and/or 

independent data sources,27,33,35,38,46,48,52 challenges in discriminating between legal and 

illegal tobacco purchases49,50,52,60,64 or between tax evasion and tax avoidance,52,62,67 using 

estimates that only considered one form of illicit tobacco product or selected illicit tobacco 

distribution channels as a measure of the ITT,43 an inability to verify the authenticity of tax 

stamps,35,51,62 difficulties establishing a causal link between tobacco tax increases and the 

ITT,28,42,65 potential measurement error or bias due to reliance on self-reported 

data,19,27,35,39,40,56,57,60 small study sample size,37,43,47,59 convenience sampling methods,60,70 

and/or an inability to generalise findings.44,49,51,58-60,62,63 Other authors noted the difficulties of 

quantifying and measuring the impacts of organised criminal networks,47,56 law 

enforcement,47,64 customs and border control, and corruption47 on ITT. 
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Menthol ban 

Five studies assessed the impact of a menthol ban on ITT.69-73 Two Canadian studies reported 

no impact of the policy on ITT,69,73 one English survey reported a decrease in illicit menthol 

cigarette purchasing following a menthol ban,72 and two USA-based studies involving an 

experimental tobacco marketplace71 and cross-sectional surveys70 found that some 

participants reported an intention to purchase illegal menthol cigarettes in the event of a 

hypothetical menthol ban.70,71 

The two Canadian studies assessed the impact of the country’s ban on menthol 

cigarettes that was implemented in all provinces between 2015 and 2018.69,73 First, an 

analysis of national survey data found that only 9% of Canadians who smoked menthol 

cigarettes pre ban reported smoking menthol cigarettes post ban, and there was no change in 

the number of participants who reported illegal purchasing of menthols or other cigarettes 

from First Nations reserve from pre ban to post ban (51.2% vs 51.2%, p=1.00).69 Similarly, 

an analysis of illicit cigarette seizure data after the menthol ban was implemented in Nova 

Scotia, Canada reported no impact of the policy on the ITT.73 Next, analysis of cross-

sectional survey data collected in England after a ban on the sale of menthol cigarettes was 

implemented in May 2020 found that past six-month purchases of menthol cigarettes from 

any illicit or cross border source declined from 30.1% in the last 6 months of 2020 to 17.5% 

in the first 6 months of 2021.72 Finally, two USA-based studies reported on participants’ 

intention to use illegal menthol cigarettes in the event of a hypothetical menthol ban.70,71 A 

study using an experimental tobacco marketplace found that when illegal menthol cigarettes 

were available for purchase, participants were significantly more likely to purchase illegal 

menthol cigarettes compared to when menthol cigarettes were only available legally 

(p<0.001).71 Similarly, analyses of cross-sectional survey data found that 30.2% of people 

who smoked menthol cigarettes (but did not use e-cigarettes) and 23.7% of people who 

smoked menthol cigarettes and used flavoured e-cigarettes intended to seek products from 

illicit channels in the event of a menthol ban.70 

 These authors noted that future research on this topic would benefit from comparing 

the enforcement of regulations for illicit cigarette sales on reserves in Canada versus those in 

the USA,69 the effectiveness of pairing the menthol ban with increased law enforcement 

actions,71 the interacting effects of cigarette features on illegal purchasing and substitution,71 

the impacts of consequences of illegal purchasing,71 whether motivation to stop smoking is 

moderated by nicotine dependence among menthol smokers,72 the long-term impacts of 
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menthol bans on smoking cessation,72 and the underlying mechanisms behind the association 

between flavour preferences and seeking products from illicit channels.70 In terms of 

limitations, these authors stated that their studies were limited by self-reported data,71,72 

convenience sampling methods,70 an inability to generalise their findings,71 and a lack of data 

on pre-ban menthol cigarette use,72 while the authors of the two USA-based studies noted the 

limitations inherent in measuring intended versus actual behaviours.70,71 

Standardised packaging 

Following introduction of standardised packaging laws, no evidence of an increase in the ITT 

was reported in four publications, including one “secret shopper” study (where fieldworkers 

attempt to purchase illicit tobacco from tobacco retailers), and three before-and-after studies 

using survey data.17,74,75 Three of these studies were conducted in Australia,17,18,75 and one in 

the United Kingdom, France, and Ireland.74 A fifth study involving time series analysis of 

England’s Smoking Toolkit Study data reported that the policy’s implementation was 

associated with a 0.16% monthly decline in illicit tobacco and cross-border purchases.76 

Research gaps noted by these authors included the lack of assessment on the impact of 

standardised packaging on specific forms of illicit tobacco products (i.e., counterfeit 

tobacco),17,74 an inability to assess illicit status using price-based criteria,17 and a lack of 

studies combining multiple data sources (e.g., audits of specialist tobacconists, tobacco 

consumer surveys, customs surveillance and interception data, and patterns in revenue 

collection data) enabling a more accurate overall estimation of the scale of the ITT in 

countries like Australia.18 

These studies’ limitations included limited data availability,74 potential participant 

confusion in distinguishing between ‘black market’ or ‘illicit’ cigarettes,74 an inability to 

generalise findings,17,75 and a reliance on self-reported data, 17,75, while retailers involved in 

the secret shopper study may have been more willing to offer illicit tobacco products to 

known regular customers rather than the unknown research assistants.18 

Tobacco sales ban 

One cross-sectional study involving analysis of survey data reported an increase in the ITT in 

South Africa following a temporary tobacco sales ban introduced as part of COVID-19 

restrictions in 2020.77 These findings suggest that an abrupt tobacco sales ban with no lead-in 

time can result in an increase in the ITT in countries where smoking prevalence is high and a 

substantial ITT pre-exists.77 The authors did not mention any research gaps, but noted that 

their study’s findings were limited by a lack of a specific survey sampling frame, self-
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reported data, and the potential underrepresentation of most disadvantaged subgroups of the 

population and people who quit smoking during the COVID-19 lockdown.77 

Mandatory very low nicotine content (VLNC) standard 

Two USA-based studies reported a likely increase in consumer demand for illicit tobacco 

products if a VLNC cigarette standard was mandated.78,79 First, in a randomised experimental 

study, learning about a hypothetical VLNC product standard increased consumer interest in 

purchasing regular nicotine content cigarettes illicitly.78 Similarly, a study involving 

hypothetical cigarette purchasing tasks found that some participants were willing to purchase 

illicit cigarettes with normal nicotine content in a reduced-nicotine cigarette regulatory 

environment, but that the availability of cheaper e-cigarettes moderated this demand.79 

Research gaps noted by these authors include the impact of product availability (i.e., cigarette 

brand and type), demographics, and punishment severity on hypothetical illicit cigarette 

purchasing and alternative product substitution,79 and the impact of campaign messages’ 

ability to avert possible unintended consequences of a VLNC standard, or reasons for interest 

in illicit cigarettes.78 Study limitations included a limited ability to generalise study 

findings,78,79 and that intentions do not perfectly predict behaviour.78 

Decreasing allowable cigarette filter ventilation levels 

One USA-based study used an Experimental Tobacco Marketplace to estimate the impact of 

decreasing allowable cigarette filter ventilation levels.71 The study involved a separate 

experiment focusing on the impacts of banning menthol cigarettes, with these findings 

described in the menthol ban section above. When illegal cigarettes were available, 

decreasing filter ventilation levels did not increase illegal cigarette purchasing. The authors 

recommended that future research investigates the relationship between a filter-ventilated 

cigarette ban and purchasing behaviour over time, the impact of banning high-ventilated 

cigarettes on ITT, and the interacting effects of cigarette features on illegal purchasing and 

substitution. Study limitations included limited generalisability of study findings, and the 

hypothetical nature of the task.71 

Reduction in the number of tobacco retailers 

A qualitative study involving online in-depth interviews with 24 Aotearoa (New Zealand)-

based adults who smoke reported that while many participants anticipated that the country’s 

ITT would increase following a substantial reduction in the number of tobacco retail outlets, 

few anticipated actually purchasing illicit tobacco products themselves, and most did not 

know how to purchase these products.80 The authors recommended that should the country 
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ratify the WHO’s Protocol to Eliminate Illicit Trade in Tobacco Products, future research 

should investigate how effectively the intelligence received via this network assists illicit 

trade detection, and that the study would have benefitted from involving Māori or Pacific 

interviewers, who may have elicited different insights about the role the ITT plays within 

those communities.80 

Multi-component policies 

Four studies investigated the impact of three multi-component policies on the ITT. Two 

studies involving qualitative content analysis of tobacco industry and policy documents, 

interviews with key civil servants, and quantitative analyses of Bhutan’s 2006 Youth 

Tobacco Survey,81,82 reported an “immediate and long-term” increase in the ITT following 

the passage of the 2004 anti-tobacco legislation in Bhutan, which involved a concurrent ban 

on tobacco sales (that has since been lifted) and public smoking.81,82 The author of both 

studies noted that data from other countries and contexts on the impacts of concurrent 

tobacco sales and smoking bans are needed, as well as more rigorous and industry-

independent estimates of the ITT, but did not note any study limitations.81,82  

Next, a before-and-after study involving analysis of two waves of nationally 

representative household survey data reported a decline in the ITT following the 

implementation of the 'National Tobacco Control Provisions' in Albania in 2007.83 This 

multi-component legislation included tobacco advertisement bans, public information 

campaigns on the dangers of tobacco use, health warnings, mandatory disclosure of tobacco 

product ingredients, and made all public places including bars and restaurants smokefree.83 

The authors did not mention any research gaps, but noted that their study experienced 

participant attrition.83 Finally, a panel household survey with three waves (2017, 2018, 2019) 

assessed the impact of a new tobacco control law implemented in Georgia in 2018, 

comprising pictorial health warnings on packs, banning smoking in almost all public places, 

and limits on tobacco advertising. The study found no evidence of a corresponding increase 

in illicit tobacco consumption.51 The study also described the impacts of a subsequent 

tobacco tax increase implemented in 2019, with findings reported in the ‘tax increase’ section 

above. The authors recommended a littered pack study to overcome participant reluctance to 

show their cigarette packs, and mentioned that their study’s findings had limited 

generalisability and that the authenticity of cigarette tax stamps was not tested due to limited 

budget.51 
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DISCUSSION 

This scoping review identified 60 publications that examined the impact of seven 

individual tobacco control policies (tobacco tax changes, a menthol ban, standardised 

packaging, a sales ban, a mandatory VLNC standard, decreasing cigarette filter ventilation 

levels, and a reduction in the number of tobacco retailers) and three multi-component 

interventions on the ITT. Overall, this review shows that the evidence base for the 

relationship between tobacco tax increases and the ITT is mixed, and that there is limited 

evidence for the relationship between the other tobacco control policies and the ITT.  

The majority of publications (n=43; 72%) focused on the impacts of tobacco tax 

changes on the ITT. Equal numbers of studies (n=18; 42% of the tax-focused studies) 

reported an increase or no change in the ITT following a tobacco tax increase. This finding 

stands in contrast to claims from industry-funded studies84,85 and some media reports (e.g., 

from Australia)86,87 that increased ITT is a direct result of tobacco tax increases, with the 

implication that reducing tobacco taxes will reduce ITT. The one study that examined a 

tobacco tax decrease found no change in ITT.68 Studies reporting an increase in the ITT were 

predominantly conducted in the United States, European or Southern American countries, 

where the ITT was often facilitated through international or interstate cross-border smuggling 

from lower tax jurisdictions, or internet purchasing of tax-free mail-order cigarettes.27,29-36,39-

43 Tax-induced price differentials between neighbouring jurisdictions can create incentives 

for consumers from states or countries with higher tobacco taxes to purchase tobacco from 

lower tax jurisdictions and on-sell in higher taxing jurisdictions.32 This was particularly 

prevalent in areas where low-income communities resided near international or interstate 

borders, and/or where high levels of illicit tobacco consumption existed even before taxes 

were increased.30,47,49 Some of these authors acknowledged that increased ITT cannot solely 

be attributed to tobacco tax increases, noting the influence of a multitude of non-price factors 

on the ITT such as higher population density, higher national income inequity, public sector 

corruption, the pervasiveness of informal economies, and the strength of tobacco control 

policy enforcement.31,61,67  

We also identified four studies reporting a decrease in the ITT following tax increases 

in Mongolia,62 Vietnam,63,64 and Sierra Leone.65 The authors of the Mongolian-based study 

attribute the decreased ITT to the relatively small size of the tobacco tax increase, which may 

contribute to a lack of demand for illicit tobacco.62 The authors of the Vietnamese studies 

ascribed the decrease in ITT to intensive anti-tobacco smuggling campaigns led by national 
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and provincial Steering Committees63 or potential underreporting of tobacco use or net 

smuggling of tax-paid cigarettes out of the country.64 The authors also noted that illegal 

cigarettes are often more expensive than legal cigarettes in Vietnam, explaining that 

consumers who choose illegal cigarettes typically do so due to a preference for foreign 

brands, perceiving these to be “more luxurious, to have superior quality and to be associated 

with a higher social status than their domestically produced counterparts.”63 The authors of 

the study conducted in Sierra Leone describe how the country’s tobacco tax increase 

achieved its goal of decreased tobacco smoking prevalence (including smuggled cigarettes), 

but point to a “puzzle” in their results.65 They note that previous research investigating non-

price related drivers of ITT typically points to state enforcement capacity and the 

implementation of other tobacco control interventions as key drivers of a country’s ITT, yet 

Sierra Leone’s state capacity is relatively limited (especially their ability to address organised 

crime), the country does not have a track and trace system or tax stamps, and no new tobacco 

control interventions have been introduced in several years, suggesting that tobacco tax 

increases can be effective in reducing smoking prevalence, “even in contexts where other 

control measures are not fully established yet.”65 

In terms of the impacts of non-tax tobacco control policies, we found limited evidence 

of increased ITT following the implementation of a hypothetical VLNC standard mandate in 

the United States (n=2).78,79 The authors of both studies, however, noted that intention does 

not necessarily translate into behaviour,78,79 and recommended that the implementation of 

VLNC mandates is supplemented with key regulatory actions to prevent an increased ITT, 

such as encrypted tax stamps as part of a “track and trace” system for tobacco products.78 We 

also found limited evidence of increased ITT following a concurrent tobacco sales and public 

smoking ban in Bhutan (n=2)81,82 and a temporary tobacco sales ban implemented as part of 

COVID-19 restrictions in South Africa.77 Bhutan implemented a ban on the domestic sale, 

use, promotion, cultivation and distribution of tobacco products in 2004.88 However, this ban 

was lifted in 2020 in an attempt to reduce cross-border travel to source cigarettes during 

COVID-19-related border closures.88 Even before 2020, Bhutanese government officials 

acknowledged a “thriving black market” for tobacco, largely influenced by cross-border 

smuggling from neighbouring India.11 The authors of the study describing the impacts of 

South Africa’s abrupt temporary tobacco sales ban implemented during the COVID-19 

lockdown highlight that the demand- and supply-side preconditions for an effective sales ban 

were not in place,77 meaning that increased ITT following the ban was inevitable. These 
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preconditions include a low smoking prevalence, promotion of cessation support, a long lead-

in time before implementation, a controlled illicit market, and a coinciding ban on the 

manufacture, transport, and distribution of tobacco.77 South Africa’s increased ITT during the 

ban was also likely influenced by the country’s high levels of crime and corruption and 

inadequate law enforcement.89  

We found four studies reporting no association between the implementation of 

standardised packaging and ITT in Australia, France, Ireland, and the United 

Kingdom,17,18,74,75 and one recent study that actually described a decrease in England’s ITT 

following the policy’s implementation.76 This finding aligns with those of a 2017 systematic 

review by Haighton et al which also found no evidence to suggest that ITT increases 

following the implementation of standardised packaging.21 There was also mixed and limited 

evidence for the impacts of a menthol ban; two studies showed that the ban did not impact the 

ITT in Canada,69,73 and one found decreased illicit menthol cigarette purchasing in England,72 

but two USA-based studies found that some participants reported an intention to purchase 

illegal menthol cigarettes in the event of a hypothetical menthol ban.70,71 However, both 

studies’ authors noted that intention does not always predict behaviour.70,71 Similarly, there 

was limited evidence showing that the multi-component 'National Tobacco Control 

Provisions' policy, implemented in Albania in 2007, was associated with a decline in the 

ITT.83 However, the study’s authors also found that the policy was associated with an 

increase in smoking prevalence, and recommended the implementation of regular tax 

increases to counteract this, noting that the declining ITT should improve the effectiveness of 

these increased tobacco taxes.83 There was also very limited evidence for the impacts of 

decreasing allowable cigarette filter ventilation, with one study finding no association 

between the policy and illicit tobacco purchasing,71 and for substantially reducing the number 

of tobacco retailers, with one qualitative study conducted in Aotearoa/New Zealand finding 

that few participants anticipated purchasing illicit tobacco if the policy were implemented.80  

The mixed findings of this review, particularly for the impact of tobacco tax increases 

on the ITT, may be due to context-specific differences between study sites (e.g., proximity to 

jurisdictions with lower tobacco tax or inadequate law enforcement), differences in 

measurement of the ITT between studies and differences in the data sources used (i.e., 

household surveys, customs seizures, customs imports and exports, tobacco consumption 

surveys or discarded cigarette packs).38,39,66 Some authors also use data that have been 

commissioned and funded by the tobacco industry,27,28 even though the accuracy of these data 
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is widely contested.20,85 A review by van Walbeek et al90 notes that countries’ highly diverse 

research needs related to their social and political context and their position in the tobacco 

epidemic are further challenges to reliably measuring the ITT. In response, we recommend 

multi-disciplinary collaborative efforts engaging independent researchers and government 

agencies to develop more credible, systematic, and consistent methods to assess the scope of 

the ITT, and the impact of tobacco control policies on the ITT.90 We further recommend that 

studies assessing the ITT use a triangulation of credible data sources to overcome 

methodological limitations prevalent among studies using single data sources and/or non-

nationally representative samples.39,90  

The limited evidence on the impacts of tobacco control policies on the ITT, other than 

tobacco tax increases, highlights an overall need for further research on this topic, 

particularly research investigating the impact of tobacco endgame policies on the ITT, as 

these policies aim to dramatically reduce the affordability, availability and attractiveness of 

legal tobacco products, thus potentially inadvertently increasing demand for illicit tobacco.3 

As a priority, we recommend that future research focuses on the impact of tobacco endgame 

policies that have been implemented or seriously discussed, including product standards to 

reduce appeal or addictiveness (e.g., VLNC mandate91), promotion of reduced risk products 

such as e-cigarettes as a cigarette substitute (included in tobacco endgame policy documents 

in England,92 Canada,93 and New Zealand91), restrictions on the number of tobacco retailers 

(e.g. Hungary and the Netherlands,94 New Zealand91), ending commercial tobacco sales (e.g., 

U.S. cities of Beverly Hills and Manhattan Beach,95 Bhutan96), and a tobacco-free generation 

law (e.g., New Zealand,91 Balanga City Council (Philippines)97 and Brookline City Council 

(USA)98).  

There are ongoing international efforts to combat the global ITT. For example, in 

recognition of the serious impacts of the global ITT, the WHO FCTC developed the Protocol 

to Eliminate Illicit Trade in Tobacco Products in November 2012.6 The Protocol recommends 

a series of measures that governments should implement to tackle the ITT, including but not 

limited to the establishment of a global tracking and tracing regime, licensing, due diligence 

mechanisms, record keeping, and regulation of online and duty free sales to control the 

tobacco supply chain.6 The Protocol also aims to enhance international cooperation to target 

the ITT, specifically through improved information sharing, technical and law enforcement 

cooperation, legal and administrative support, and extradition.6 However, many FCTC Parties 

are yet to ratify the Protocol on illicit trade.99 Further examples of individual countries’ 
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efforts to address the ITT include Australia’s Parliamentary Inquiry into illicit tobacco, which 

concluded that an increased understanding of factors driving supply and demand is needed,100 

and the United States’ National Research Council and Institute of Medicine consensus report, 

which recommended several measures to combat the ITT, including digital tax stamps on 

tobacco products and a track and trace system.22 

Strengths and limitations  

To our knowledge, this is the first study to comprehensively synthesise the peer-reviewed 

literature on the impacts of all tobacco control policies on the ITT. We conducted two 

comprehensive literature searches across six databases, covering a range of tobacco control 

policies implemented internationally. While we used methods to capture all relevant literature 

that fit our criteria, such as broad search terms and multiple databases, we may have missed 

some relevant publications. Furthermore, although scoping reviews do not typically include a 

quality of assessment of the included studies, future studies may benefit from such an 

assessment to assist in the interpretation of the available evidence. This review was also 

limited by only including peer-reviewed journal articles, thus potentially excluding relevant 

evidence published in grey literature sources such as government reports. Finally, while we 

aimed to exclude any studies funded by the tobacco industry, we may have inadvertently 

included studies where this funding was not disclosed. In terms of potential biases due to 

industry data, we included two studies that used industry-funded data (from KPMG reports) 

in their analyses (but not as their only data source); one reported that tobacco tax differentials 

across 274 European Union nations are positively correlated with an increased illicit tobacco 

consumption rate,27 while the other reported no relationship between the level of tobacco 

taxation and the ITT in the Czech Republic.28 

 

Conclusion 

The majority of existing evidence describing the impact of tobacco control policies on the 

ITT is focused on the impacts of tobacco tax changes (n=43 studies; 72%). Of these, 18 

(42%) reported an increase in the ITT, a further 18 (42%) reported no association, four (9%) 

reported a decrease, and two (5%) reported mixed findings following tobacco tax increases, 

while one (2%) reported no change in the ITT following a tobacco tax decrease. There was 

only limited evidence on the impact of other policies on the ITT. Policies that did not result in 

an increase in the ITT include standardised packaging (n=5 studies), a menthol ban (n=5), 

decreasing cigarette filter ventilation levels (n=1), a substantial reduction in the number of 
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retailers (n=1), and a multicomponent intervention under the ‘National Tobacco Control 

Provisions’ (2007) in Albania. Policies with some limited evidence for increasing the ITT 

include tobacco sales bans (n=1), a concurrent tobacco sales and smoking ban (n=2), and a 

hypothetical VLNC standard mandate (n=2). Further research involving more robust, 

consistent, and multidisciplinary approaches is needed to better understand the impact of 

tobacco control policies, and in particular tobacco endgame policies, on the ITT. 
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Table 1. Summary of tobacco control policies’ impact on the illicit tobacco trade 

 

Tobacco control policy Articles 
(n) 

Location/country Policy impact on ITT 

Tobacco tax 43 USA,29-32,58  Canada,19,68 
Europe,27,33,47  England,48 Czech 
Republic,28 France,49 Turkey,50 
Georgia,51 Taiwan,34-36  
Philippines,52 Thailand,53 
Vietnam,54,63,64,66 Malaysia,55,56 
Mongolia,62 Australia,37 New 
Zealand,38  Brazil,39,40 Uruguay,41,57 
Colombia,42,43 5 South American 
countries (Brazil, Argentina, Chile, 
Colombia, Peru),67 Sierra Leone,65 
Malawi,59 South Africa.60,61 

An increase in the ITT was identified following an increase in tobacco tax in the United States,29-32 Europe,27,33 Taiwan,34-36 
Australia,37 New Zealand,38 Brazil,39,40 Uruguay,41 and Colombia.42,43  Two qualitative studies also reported perceived 
increases in the ITT.44,45 
No impact on the ITT following tax increases was identified in six West Balkan countries,46 28 member states of the 
European Union,47 England,48 Czech Republic,28 France,49 Turkey,50 Georgia,51 Philippines,52 Thailand,53 Vietnam,54 
Malaysia,55,56 Uruguay,57 Canada,19 USA,58 Malawi,59 and South Africa.60,61 
No significant impact on the ITT was identified following a tax decrease in Canada in 1994.68 
A decrease in the ITT following a tax increase was found in Mongolia,62 Vietnam,63,64 and Sierra Leone.65 
Two studies reported mixed findings: both an increase in tobacco smuggling and a decrease in illicit tobacco consumption was 
reported in Vietnam following a tobacco tax increase in 2006,66 and a study of five South American countries reported 
increased ITT in Brazil, a stable ITT in Argentina, and no evidence for an increased ITT in Chile, Colombia or Peru despite 
tobacco tax increases.67 

Menthol ban 5 Canada,69,73 England,72 USA70,71 No increase in illicit cigarettes was identified after a ban on menthol cigarette sales in Canada.69,73  
A decrease in menthol cigarette purchases was reported after a menthol ban in England.72 
Two USA-based studies reported that some participants intended to use illegal menthol cigarettes in the event of a 
hypothetical ban.70,71 

Standardised packaging 5 Australia,17,18,75 England,76 UK, 
France & Ireland74 

No evidence of an increase in the ITT was reported in four publications analysing the early implementation phase of 
standardised packaging in Australia,17,18,75 and the implementation of standardised packaging in the United Kingdom, France, 
and Ireland.74 
One study reported a decrease in ITT purchases following the implementation of standardised packaging in England.76 

Sales ban 1 South Africa77 A significant increase in the ITT was identified following a temporary tobacco sales ban.77  
Very low nicotine 
content mandate 

2 USA78,79 Some participants are willing to purchase illicit tobacco in the event of a 
hypothetical VLNC mandate.78,79 

Decreasing cigarette 
filter ventilation levels 

1 USA71 When illegal cigarettes were available, decreasing filter ventilation levels did not increase illegal cigarette purchasing.71 

Retailer reduction 1 New Zealand80 Although participants believed ITT would increase if number of tobacco retailers was substantially reduced, few anticipated 
purchasing illegal tobacco.80  

Multi-component 
policies 

4 Albania,83 Bhutan,81,82 Georgia51 A market decline of illicit cigarettes since 2007 was identified following the implementation of 'National Tobacco Control 
Provisions' in Albania.83  
An increase in the ITT was identified in Bhutan after the passage of the 2004 anti-tobacco legislation in Bhutan (concurrent 
tobacco sales and tobacco smoking ban).81,82 
No evidence of an increase in the ITT was reported in Georgia after the implementation of a new law comprising pictorial 
health warnings on packs, banning smoking in almost all public places, and limits on tobacco advertising.51 
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Figure 2. Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) flow diagram. 
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