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Objectives: Compare the brand availability, pricing and presence of illicit products in
semi-urban and rural areas in India across product types and states.

Methods: In late 2017, 382 unique tobacco products were purchased from localities with
populations under 50,000 in the states of Assam, Karnataka, Maharashtra, Rajasthan, and
Uttar Pradesh. Brand, printed maximum retail price, price paid, tax, and health warning
labels (HWLs) were used to compare the market for bidis, smokeless tobacco (SLT), and
cigarettes.

Results: Brand availability and pricing of SLT products was similar to cigarettes. Brand
availability and pricing of bidis was consistent with having many small producers. Bidis and
single serving SLT with spice mixtures were more affordable than cigarettes and SLT sold
alone. 2% of SLT and 10% of cigarettes did not feature an India HWL.

Conclusion: The elimination of single serving SLT packets and the removal of tax
exemptions for small producers, often exploited by bidi producers, could reduce their
respective affordability. State differences in illegal and illicit products could indicate a
greater need for enforcement in some states.
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INTRODUCTION

India is the second leading consumer, third largest producer and fifth largest exporter of tobacco
products globally [1]. According to the 2016–17 Global Adult Tobacco Survey (GATS), 28.6% (266.8
million) of the adult Indian population currently use some type of tobacco. What differentiates India
from other countries is that smokeless tobacco (SLT) use exceeds smoked tobacco use; 21.4% (199.4
million) of adults use SLT and 10.7% (99.5 million) use a smoked form. The number of current
cigarette smokers (37.5 million) is surpassed by the number of current bidi (a cheap, unfiltered
cigarette made of tobacco flakes wrapped in a tendu or temburni leaf) smokers (71.8 million) [2].
Bidis and SLT are particularly popular outside of urban areas and among people with lower incomes
and education [3–7].
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Compared to the market for cigarettes, where three companies
account for 94% of the market [8], the market for SLT and bidis is
relatively more complex [9]. There are many types of SLT
products (e.g., Khaini, Zarda, chewing tobacco) available and
the top two companies account for only 39% of the market [10].
SLT products are often sold in single-serving packets that are
inexpensive and easily accessible [11, 12]. The bidi industry is
largely unorganized; firms employ many small-scale, local
producers, that are unregulated, with a multitude of small
household production units and distributed by as many as a
million retailers [13]. The Indian Health Ministry has noted that
the bidi industry has taken advantage of the tax concession for
small producers by closing large producers and replacing them
with small ones under different names [14]. Previous research has
shown that bidis are much less expensive than cigarettes [13, 15].
Comparisons of the health warning labels (HWLs) on tobacco
products in India show that compliance and printing quality for
SLT and bidis is much worse than cigarettes [16–18].

This study focuses on brand availability, tax avoidance, prices
relative to the maximum retail price (MRP), and the presence of
illegal/illicit tobacco products. Brand availability, both within a
state and across states, is important to study as the number of
brands for a particular type of product can impact the pricing, the
enforcement efforts required, and influence whether state policies
can be effective or if country-level policies are necessary. Tobacco
producers in India are required by the government to pay taxes
and display the statement “inclusive of all taxes” on the
packaging, which has the equivalent function of a tax stamp.
Tax levels vary by tobacco product with the rate being
significantly lower for bidis than cigarettes and SLT. A tax
exemption exists for companies producing under two million
rupees (30,770 USD) worth of products. Products that do not
display “inclusive of all taxes” and are not exempt are illicit as
taxes were not paid. Companies are also required to display an
MRP, which is intended to avoid price spikes. Tobacco products
in India are required to display HWL covering 85 percent of the
two principal display areas (e.g., front and back of cigarette pack).
Regulations require that tobacco products with older versions of
the Indian HWL not be sold following the enactment of a newer
HWL policy. Products sold with an old HWL are considered
illegal to sell, but not illicit, which is a term designated for
products that avoid required taxation (e.g., smuggled foreign
products).

Because a majority (68.8%) of the Indian population resides
outside urban areas [19] and the consumption of bidis and SLT is
predominantly in these settings, this study aimed to examine
semi-urban and rural areas. Data from these areas are particularly
valuable since studies often focus on major cities. The 2016–2017
GATS compared the expenditure for the last purchase for bidis,
SLT, and cigarettes in rural and urban areas. Similar expenditures
were found for bidis and SLT, while the amount spent on the last
purchase of cigarettes was higher in urban areas [2]. Recent
research on the bidi industry focuses on the women workforce
[20], the economic impact of bidi smoking [21], and trends in bidi
consumption relative to cigarettes [22, 23]. This study goes
beyond previous studies and to assess the similarities and
differences in the tobacco product markets across product

types in the number of brands available, the pricing strategies,
and the presence of illicit/illegal products in semi-urban and rural
areas in five states in India. Understanding how different tobacco
products are marketed and how policies are implemented across
product types allows us to understand if policies have unintended
impacts on the relative demand for different tobacco products.

METHODS

The Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS) systematically
collects unique tobacco packs sold in low- and middle-income
countries with high tobacco use. The system attempts to collect
the Universe of unique tobacco packs in a country by visiting
diverse neighborhoods in multiple cities [24]. This study used an
adaptation aimed at collecting the Universe of unique tobacco
products available in rural and semi-urban areas in five Indian
states. In late 2017, bidis, SLT, and cigarettes were collected in
Assam, Maharashtra, Karnataka, Rajasthan, and Uttar Pradesh.
These states were selected based on geographic diversity and
prevalence of bidi and SLT users. The rural population in these
five states account for about 40% of the rural population in
India [25].

Within each state we identified the top five most populous
districts, excluding those containing state capitals. From those
districts, we selected two or three based on geographic proximity
for pragmatic reasons like travel time between districts.

Within the selected districts, localities were selected from the
Census Bureau of India classifications [25]. One locality with
population of 20,000–49,999 (class three city), two with
populations of 10,000–19,999 (class four towns) and two with
populations of 5,000–9,999 (class five villages) were selected for
data collection within each district (Supplementary Appendix
S1). Within each selected locality, we identified “hubs” (e.g.,
religious temples, educational structures and post offices),
which were proxies for neighborhoods. Between three and five
geographically distinct hubs were pre-selected before data
collection in each locality. Where available, multiple backup
hubs were identified in case a primary hub was incorrect,
inaccessible, or a lack of tobacco vendors prevented data
collection.

At each hub, a walking protocol was used to construct a sample
of tobacco vendors where unique bidis, SLT, and cigarettes were
purchased within each state. The types of vendors selected (small
grocery stores, paan bidi shops, street vendors, tobacco specialists;
Supplementary Appendix S2) were based on the most popular
tobacco vendor types according to Euromonitor [26] and GATS
[2]. At each vendor visited, any unique presentations not already
purchased within a state were collected for each type of tobacco
product.

Unique presentations were defined as having at least one
difference in a design feature or marketing appeal (e.g.,
different tobacco quantities, number of sticks, brand
presentations, or colors). SLT that was sold with a spice
mixture was considered unique if the pairing was unique.
HWLs from the same cycle were not considered a unique
difference.
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The resulting sample was coded independently by two trained
coders to capture information about each tobacco package.
Analysis included descriptive comparisons of the number of
unique product offerings, the number of brands, price, and the
type of HWL [current Indian, old Indian (illegal), none/foreign
(illicit)] across tobacco products and states.

RESULTS

Purchases were made at 125 stores (96 small grocery stores, 22
paan bidi shops, five street vendors, two tobacco specialists)
across five localities in each state and the sample included 71
bidi packs, 240 SLT packages, and 71 cigarette packs (Table 1).
SLT products had the greatest number of unique product
offerings available in every state. In Assam, Maharashtra, and
Uttar Pradesh, the number of unique cigarette packs were greater
than bidi packs, while the opposite was true in Karnataka and
Rajasthan. The state samples were similar across tobacco
products with a few exceptions. The availability of unique SLT
offerings was greater in Uttar Pradesh relative to other states and
the availability of unique bidi offerings in Assam and
Maharashtra was relatively smaller.

Unique Brands
An examination of the number of brands available to consumers
for each product type (Table 1) provides a sense of the diversity
for each tobacco product market. For example, if we purchased 20
products and found 20 unique brands (average products per
brand � 1) this would be a more segmented market than if we
purchased 20 products and found 1 unique brand (average
products per brand � 20). The bidi collection had the most
segmented market with 55 different brands from the 71 bidi
packs, an average of 1.29 packs per brand. The average number of
packs per bidi brand was lower than SLT and cigarettes in every
state. Only three bidi brands (5%) were found in more than one
state. SLT had the greatest number of brands available, with 99
different brands from the 240 SLT packets. The average packets
per brand (2.42) means that the SLT market was less segmented
than the bidi market. Uttar Pradesh had the greatest variety of
unique SLT brands (n � 39) and the least market segmentatio.
SLT products appeared to have a wider market presence with 16
brands (16%) available in multiple states. In each state, the

number of unique cigarette packs purchased was closer to the
number of bidis than SLT, but the average packs per brand (2.45)
indicated a market diversity similar to SLT. Similarly, the
percentage of the 29 cigarette brands found in multiple states
(24%) was more comparable to the SLT market. Lists of the
brands collected by product type can be found in Supplementary
Appendices S3–S5.

Price
The median price for a pack of bidis was 12 rupees (₹) (range:
₹5–₹25). The median price for SLT products was ₹5 (range:
₹1–₹300). The median price for a pack of cigarettes was ₹95
(range: ₹5–₹300). To make the prices of these products more
comparable they were adjusted by the number of sticks for bidis
(range:5–25) and cigarettes (range:10–20) and weight per Gram
for SLT. For comparison purposes we focus on the 103 SLT only
purchases with a weight listed and adjusted for weight (range:
0.3–100).

During data collection ₹65 was worth about one US dollar. The
median price of a pack of bidis was $0.18 and the per stick median
price was $0.01 (range:$0.004–$0.015). The median price of the
SLT was $0.08 and the per Gram median price was $0.01 (range:
$0.002–$0.27). The median price for a pack of cigarettes was
$1.46 and the per stick median price was $0.14 (range:
$0.008–$0.26). Similar to the package prices, the per stick bidi
price was similar to the per Gram SLT price and the price range
for bidis was smaller than SLT and cigarettes. Cigarettes had a
higher per unit cost than bidis and SLT but had a similar price
range to SLT.

Table 2 provides the comparison between the MRP printed on
the packaging and the price paid. Only 6% of bidi purchases had
the required MRP printed on the packaging compared to over
90% of SLT and cigarettes. Six of the seven cigarette packs without
a printed MRP were packs without an Indian HWL. For the small
sample of bidis with printed MRPs, most printed prices matched
the price paid. Similarly, the majority (57%) of SLT packs without
spice mixtures were bought at their MRP. For SLT packs with
spice mixtures there was still a higher frequency of paying the
MRP, while cigarette packs were most frequently purchased for
more than their printed MRP.

Figure 1 shows combinations of purchase and printed prices
for all products that had a printed MRP. The affordability of bidis
and SLT with a spice mixture and the wide range of prices for

TABLE 1 | Unique purchases and brands by state and product type (Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS), India, 2017).

State Bidi SLT Cigarettes

N Number
of unique
brands

Average
packs

per brand

N Number
of unique
brands

Average
packs

per brand

N Number
of unique
brands

Average
packs

per brand

Assam 8 7 1.14 42 22 1.91 11 5 2.20
Karnataka 19 18 1.06 36 16 2.25 8 4 2.00
Maharashtra 8 6 1.33 30 15 2.00 18 11 1.64
Rajasthan 21 17 1.24 42 28 1.50 16 12 1.33
Uttar Pradesh 15 11 1.36 90 39 2.31 18 10 1.80
Combined 71 55 1.29 240 99 2.42 71 29 2.45

Note: SLT � smokeless tobacco.
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cigarettes and SLTwithout a spice mixture are evident. The points
above the 45-degree line represent products that were bought for
less than the MRP, while points below the 45-degree line cost
more than the MRP. The purchases in the under MRP category
were, on average, 33% lower than the MRP for cigarettes, while
only 18% and 19% lower for SLT alone and SLT with spice
mixtures, respectively. While cigarettes were more likely to be in
the over MRP category, the margin of overpayment was only 20%
more than theMRP compared to 116% for SLT alone and 55% for
SLT with spice mixtures.

We also examined the frequency that products did not include
the statement “inclusive of all taxes”. Unsurprisingly, none of the
products without an Indian HWL included the statement
indicating that taxes were paid. None of the bidis had the tax
statement. SLT and cigarettes with the current HWL included the
tax statement at a higher rate than purchases with an older Indian
HWL (39 vs. 7% and 100 vs. 89%, respectively).

Illicit/Illegal Tobacco Products
The HWLs found in India during this data collection can be
broadly categorized into three groups: current Indian HWLs, old
Indian HWLs, and foreign/no HWLs (Supplementary Appendix
S6). The current (2017–18) IndianHWLswere required at the time
of data collection. The old Indian HWLs included the “last Indian
HWL” required in 2016–17 and “older Indian HWLs” that pre-
date the 85% coverage requirement. Products with these HWLs
were illegal at the time of data collection. Products not intended for
sale in India, with a foreign HWL or no HWL, are illicit.

For bidis, all the collected packs had an Indian HWL on them,
but 55% were illegal with an old Indian HWL (Tables 3–5).
Similarly, the SLT products collected predominately featured an
Indian HWL, but 43% were illegal and 2% were illicit. The
collection of cigarettes featured the lowest proportion of illegal
packs (25%), but also the highest proportion of illicit packs (10%).

There are some state-level differences in the HWL distribution
for bidis. Rajasthan had the lowest proportion of bidis with an
illegal HWL (24%) and Karnataka had the highest proportion
(79%). The state-level differences for SLT are less pronounced
than bidis. Similarly, Rajasthan had the lowest proportion (24%)
of SLT with an illegal HWL, while Uttar Pradesh had the highest
(54%). Uttar Pradesh also was one of two states with Rajasthan
where we found illicit SLT products.

In every state at least half of the cigarettes purchased had a
current HWL. Assam (9%) and Karnataka (13%) had the lowest
proportions of illegal HWLs and neither had any illicit packs. The
highest proportion of illegal HWLs on cigarettes (39%) was found
in Uttar Pradesh, while the highest proportion of illicit packs
(22%) was found in Maharashtra. Illicit cigarette packs were also
found in Uttar Pradesh (n � 2, 11%) and Rajasthan (n � 1, 6%).

DISCUSSION

SLT products had the greatest number of unique product
offerings available in every state. This is understandable
considering the variety of SLT product types and spice

TABLE 2 | Printed maximum retail price vs price paid (Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS), India, 2017).

Sample size w/Printed MRP Over MRP Equal MRP Under MRP

Bidis 71 4 (6%) 1 (25%) 3 (75%) 0 (0%)
SLT (w/spice mixture) 121 116 (96%) 44 (38%) 56 (48%) 16 (14%)
SLT (only) 119 112 (94%) 33 (29%) 64 (57%) 15 (13%)
Cigarettes 71 64 (90%) 27 (42%) 25 (39%) 12 (19%)

Note: SLT � smokeless tobacco, MRP � maximum retail price.

FIGURE 1 | Purchase and printed price, by product type (Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS), India, 2017). SLT � smokeless tobacco.
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mixtures. For SLT products without spice mixtures, the product
offerings were still higher than bidis and cigarettes in Assam and
Uttar Pradesh. SLT products were particularly prevalent in Uttar
Pradesh, which could be explained by its larger population or
greater number of unique brands available. The number of
product offerings for bidis are more similar to the product
offerings of cigarettes in all states.

Despite the strengths of this study, which include a collection
of bidis, SLT, and cigarettes in difficult to study rural and semi-
urban areas in five Indian states, there are limitations. The sample
of products does not represent the market share of brands, as only
one unique presentation of each tobacco product was purchased.
Among the products with an 85% HWL, only the first unique
presentation was purchased in each state. Given that the sample
was intended to capture the breadth of available products, there is
more confidence in the price range than the average. Despite the
attempt to collect the Universe of tobacco products in each state,
given the data collection undertaken, it is possible that some
available products were not collected. The purchase of unique
products within each state means that there could be some
duplicates when presenting aggregated results combined across
states. The collection of products in rural and semi-urban areas

may not be representative of other rural and semi-urban areas in
the same state, or in other states in India. The results may not
reflect brand availability and prices in urban areas. For
example, we would expect fewer available brands in areas
with lower demand for certain products. Previous work on
SLT HWL compliance found lower compliance for warning
location and warning label elements outside of urban areas
[17, 27]. This difference and the finding from the 2016–2017
GATS that participants notice HWLs at lower rates in rural
areas for all tobacco products [2] implies that urban areas
might have better implementation or stricter enforcement of
new policies.

The examination of brand availability revealed that the bidi
collection had the smallest average number of products per
brand, which was true across states. The average number of
products per brand for SLT products was similar to that of
cigarettes. Differences in products per brand across state could
indicate differences in consumer demand or producer supply for
certain tobacco products in these states. The bidi collection also
had the smallest number of brands found in more than one state,
while the number of SLT brands in more than one state was again
similar to that of cigarettes. These findings are consistent with the

TABLE 3 | Health warning label distribution by state, bidi (Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS), India, 2017).

State Total Current
(n, %)

Last
(n, %)

Older
(n, %)

Foreign/
None
(n, %)

Assam 8 2, 25 2, 25 4, 50 0, 0
Karnataka 19 4, 21 13, 68 2, 11 0, 0
Maharashtra 8 3, 38 2, 25 3, 38 0, 0
Rajasthan 21 16, 76 5, 24 0, 0 0, 0
Uttar Pradesh 15 7, 47 4, 27 4, 27 0, 0
Combined 71 32, 45 26, 37 13, 18 0, 0

TABLE 4 | Health warning label distribution by state, smokeless tobacco (Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS), India, 2017).

State Total Current
(n, %)

Last
(n, %)

Older
(n, %)

Foreign/
None
(n, %)

Assam 42 22, 52 15, 36 5, 12 0, 0
Karnataka 36 21, 58 13, 36 2, 6 0, 0
Maharashtra 30 20, 67 9, 30 1, 3 0, 0
Rajasthan 42 31, 74 7, 17 3, 7 1, 2
Uttar Pradesh 90 39, 43 24, 27 24, 27 3, 3
Combined 240 133, 55 68, 28 35, 15 4, 2

TABLE 5 | Health warning label distribution by state, cigarettes (Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS), India, 2017).

State Total Current
(n, %)

Last
(n, %)

Older
(n, %)

Foreign/
None
(n, %)

Assam 11 10, 91 1, 9 0, 0 0, 0
Karnataka 8 7, 88 0, 0 1, 13 0, 0
Maharashtra 18 9, 50 2, 11 3, 17 4, 22
Rajasthan 16 11, 69 2, 13 2, 13 1, 6
Uttar Pradesh 18 9, 50 5, 28 2, 11 2, 11
Combined 71 46, 65 10, 14 8, 11 7, 10
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notion that the bidi industry is highly localized with a movement
from large production units to smaller producers.

Bidis and SLT tend to be more affordable than cigarettes. The
price ranges for bidis and SLT with a spice mixture are much
smaller than the price ranges for cigarettes and SLT without a
spice mixture. The lower prices for bidis and SLT could reflect
lower production costs or more industry competition, while the
larger price ranges for SLT and cigarettes could be indicative of
the number of different types and weights of SLT and the
perceived differences in quality between economy and
premium cigarettes. Bidis were less likely to have a printed
maximum retail price on the packaging compared to cigarettes
and SLT products and no bidis included the statement “inclusive
of all taxes” on packaging. The latter is consistent with the
previously mentioned notion that the bidi industry features
small-scale production and the presence of a tax exemption
for production under two million rupees (30,770 USD). Tax
statements were more prevalent on cigarettes than SLT, which
could be the result of smaller producers or less enforcement for
SLT products. Given the production processes of these tobacco
products, it is likely that the bidi industry, which often centers on
in-home production, is better suited to take advantage of the tax
exemption for small-scale producers.

The examination of the HWLs on tobacco products provided
insight about illegal (old Indian HWL) and illicit (no Indian
HWL) products. Bidis did the best with no illicit HWLs found,
while 2% of SLT products and 10% of cigarette packs did not have
an Indian HWL. This result is consistent with lower levels of
foreign production for bidis and SLT compared to cigarettes. The
proportion of products with old Indian HWLs was lower for
cigarettes than SLT products and bidis. This finding could be the
result of cigarette inventory turning over faster than bidis and
SLT. It is also possible that more companies in the bidi and SLT
industries are less likely to implement new policies and more
willing to take a chance of being caught. The most noticeable
state-level difference was the low proportion of bidis with an old
HWL in Rajasthan. This may be an indication of a state-level
effect, as opposed to something specific about bidis in Rajasthan,
since the percentage of SLT and cigarettes without the current
Indian HWL were also low.

This study has important policy implications. At the product
level, consistent with previous research, we find that the bidi
market is different than the cigarette and SLT markets. Bidi
results are consistent with more localized production and
distribution, which could require a more extensive effort to
inform small-scale bidi manufacturers about how to
implement updated policies and regulations and a more
extensive enforcement effort to ensure compliance. This is one
possible explanation for why a majority of bidis do not feature the
current Indian HWL. While there is a range of prices for SLT
products and a clear pathway to reduce affordability by
eliminating the sale of single serving packets, all bidis were
uniformly affordable. The removal of tax exemptions for
small-scale producers, which appears to be concentrated

among bidi producers, could change the relative affordability.
State differences in product offerings could be indicative of
differences in consumer demand or available producers, but
differences in illegal and illicit tobacco products could indicate
a greater need for some states to better enforce country-level
policies.

In summation, the price and brand availability across the
states of SLT products looked more similar to cigarettes than
bidis. The observed brand availability and pricing of bidis is
consistent with having many small, local producers. Very few
bidis and SLT products were found without an Indian HWL, but
both products were more likely to feature old Indian HWLs than
the cigarette packs collected. It is important for all countries with
more than one tobacco product available to consider how policies
could change the relative landscape of the tobacco market. The
prevalence of older HWLs and little evidence of the taxation of
bidis highlights the implementation, enforcement and policy
limitations around India’s most popular smoked tobacco
product. Given that all tobacco products are harmful it is
important for governments make a concerted effort to
disseminate information about new policies widely, enforce
requirements across all segments of the industry, and close
policy loopholes that appear to be more easily exploitable for
one product than the rest.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Concept and design: KW, MI, SS, KS, JC, literature search: KW,
MI, SS, data acquisition: MI, SS, NP, PG, data analysis: KW,
article preparation: KW, article editing: KW, MI, SS, KS, NP, PG,
JC, article review: KW, MI, SS, KS, NP, PG, JC This article has
been read and approved by all authors.

FUNDING

This work was supported with funding from Bloomberg
Philanthropies’ Bloomberg Initiative to Reduce Tobacco Use
(Bloomberg.org).

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that
could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The SupplementaryMaterial for this article can be found online at:
https://www.ssph-journal.org/articles/10.3389/ijph.2021.1604005/
full#supplementary-material

Int J Public Health | Owned by SSPH+ | Published by Frontiers May 2021 | Volume 66 | Article 16040056

Welding et al. Tobacco Product Markets in India

https://www.ssph-journal.org/articles/10.3389/ijph.2021.1604005/full#supplementary-material
https://www.ssph-journal.org/articles/10.3389/ijph.2021.1604005/full#supplementary-material


REFERENCES

1. Mishra, G, Pimple, S, and Shastri, S. AnOverview of the Tobacco Problem in India.
Indian J Med Paediatr Oncol (2012). 33(3):139–45. doi:10.4103/0971-5851.103139

2. Tata Institute of Social Sciences (TISS), Mumbai and Ministry of Health and
FamilyWelfare, Government of India.Global Adult Tobacco Survey GATS 2 India
2016-17. [Internet]. Available from: http://www.who.int/tobacco/surveillance/
survey/gats/GATS_India_2016-17_FactSheet.pdf (Accessed June 1, 2020)

3. Corsi, DJ, and Subramanian, SV. Divergent Socio-Economic Gradients in
Smoking by Type of Tobacco Use in India [Short Communication]. Int
J Tuberc Lung Dis (2014). 18(1):122–4. doi:10.5588/ijtld.13.0246

4. Bhawan, G. Burden of Smoked and Smokeless Tobacco Consumption in
India–Results from the Global Adult Tobacco Survey India (GATS-
India)–2009–2010. Asian Pac J Cancer Prev (2013). 14(5):3323–9. doi:10.
7314/APJCP.2013.14.5.3323

5. Chockalingam, K, Vedhachalam, C, Rangasamy, S, Sekar, G, Adinarayanan, S,
Swaminathan, S, et al. Prevalence of Tobacco Use in Urban, Semi Urban and
Rural Areas in and Around Chennai City, India. PLoS ONE (2013). 8(10):
e76005. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0076005

6. Agrawal, S, Karan, A, Selvaraj, S, Bhan, N, Subramanian, SV, and Millett, C.
Socio-economic Patterning of Tobacco Use in Indian States. Int J Tuberc Lung
Dis (2013). 17(8):1110–7. doi:10.5588/ijtld.12.0916

7. Sorensen, G, Gupta, PC, and Pednekar, MS. Social Disparities in Tobacco Use
in Mumbai, India: The Roles of Occupation, Education, and Gender. Am
J Public Health (2005). 95(6):1003–8. doi:10.2105/ajph.2004.045039

8. Euromonitor International. Company Shares of Cigarettes in India–2018 (2019).
Available from https://www.portal.euromonitor.com/ (Accessed May 1, 2020).

9. Siddiqi, K, Vidyasagaran, AL, Readshaw, A, and Croucher, R. A Policy
Perspective on the Global Use of Smokeless Tobacco. Curr Addict Rep
(2017). 4(4):503–10. doi:10.1007/s40429-017-0166-7

10. Euromonitor International. Company Shares of Smokeless Tobacco in
India–2018 (2019). Available from https://www.portal.euromonitor.com/
(Accessed May 1, 2020).

11. National Cancer Institute and Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
Smokeless Tobacco and Public Health: A Global Perspective. Bethesda, MD: U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention and National Institutes of Health, National Cancer Institute. NIH
Publication No. 14-7983 (2014).

12. Schensul, JJ, Nair, S, Bilgi, S, Cromley, E, Kadam, V, Mello, SD, et al.
Availability, Accessibility and Promotion of Smokeless Tobacco in a Low-
Income Area of Mumbai. Tob Control (2013). 22(5):324–30. doi:10.1136/
tobaccocontrol-2011-050148

13. Gupta, PC, Ray, CS, Sinha, DN, and Singh, PK. Smokeless Tobacco: A Major
Public Health Problem in the SEA Region: A Review. Indian J Public Health
(2011). 55:199–209. doi:10.4103/0019-557X.89948

14. Dey, S. Government Wants 28 Per Cent Tax on All Tobacco Products (2017).
Available from: https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/wealth/personal-
finance-news/government-wants-28-per-cent-tax-on-all-tobacco-products/
articleshow/58121898.cms?from�mdr (Accessed May 1, 2020).

15. Pawar, PS, Pednekar, MS, Gupta, PC, Shang, C, Quah, ACK, and Fong, GT.
The Relation between Price and Daily Consumption of Cigarettes and Bidis:
Findings from TCP India Wave 1 Survey. Indian J Cancer (2014). 51(1):
S83–S87. doi:10.4103/0019-509X.147479

16. Saraf, S, Welding, K, Cohen, JE, and Smith, KC. Assessment of Health Warning
Label Compliance on Bidi Packages in Five States in India. Hyderabad, India:
Poster presentation at The 50th Union World Conference on Lung Health
(2019). Available from: https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/sites/default/
files/wlhc-bidi-poster.pdf (Accessed June 1, 2020).

17. Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS). Smokeless Tobacco Health
Warning Label Compliance: India–2017 [Fact Sheet]. Baltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health. Available from: https://www.
globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/India_smokeless_HWL_
5_20_2019.pdf (Accessed June 1, 2020).

18. Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS). Cigarette Health Warning Label
Compliance: India – 2016 [Fact Sheet]. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
Bloomberg School of Public Health. Available from: https://
globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/tpackss_indiawave2_
healthwarning_06_28_18.pdf (Accessed June 1, 2020).

19. Rural Urban Distribution of Population: Census of India. (2011). [Internet].
Available from: http://censusindia.gov.in/2011-prov-results/paper2/data_
files/india/Rural_Urban_2011.pdf (Accessed June 1, 2020)

20. Pande, R. Globalisation and Women’s Work in the Beedi Industry. Stud Hist
Oecon (2019). 37(1). doi:10.2478/sho-2019-0010

21. John, RM. Economic Costs of Diseases and Deaths Attributable to Bidi
Smoking in India, 2017. Tob Control (2019). 28:513–8. doi:10.1136/
tobaccocontrol-2018-054493

22. Nazar, GP, Chang, KC-M, Srivastava, S, Pearce, N, Karan, A, and Millett, C.
Impact of India’s National Tobacco Control Programme on Bidi and Cigarette
Consumption: a Difference-In-Differences Analysis. Tob Control (2020). 29:
103–10. doi:10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2018-054621

23. Mishra, S, Joseph, RA, Gupta, PC, Pezzack, B, Ram, F, Sinha, DN, et al. Trends
in Bidi and Cigarette Smoking in India from 1998 to 2015, by Age, Gender and
Education. BMJ Glob Health (2016). 1:e000005. doi:10.1136/bmjgh-2015-
000005

24. Smith, K, Washington, C, Brown, J, Vadnais, A, Kroart, L, Ferguson, J, et al.
The Tobacco Pack Surveillance System: A Protocol for Assessing Health
Warning Compliance, Design Features, and Appeals of Tobacco Packs Sold
in Low- and Middle-Income Countries. JMIR Public Health Surveill (2015).
1(2):e8. doi:10.2196/publichealth.4616

25. Office of the Registrar General & Census Commissioner, India. Population
Enumeration Data (Final Population) (2011). Available from: http://www.
censusindia.gov.in/2011census/population_enumeration.html (Accessed June
1, 2020).

26. Euromonitor International. Distribution of Cigarettes in India–2016 (2017).
Available from: https://www.portal.euromonitor.com/ (Accessed June 1,
2020).

27. Tobacco Pack Surveillance System (TPackSS). Smokless Tobacco Health
Warning Label Compliance: India–2016 [Fact Sheet]. Baltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health. Available from: https://www.
globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/tpackss_smokeless_HWL_
10_22_2018.pdf (Accessed June 1, 2020).

Copyright © 2021Welding, Iacobelli, Saraf, Smith, Puntambekar, Gupta and Cohen.
This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is
permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited
and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted

Int J Public Health | Owned by SSPH+ | Published by Frontiers May 2021 | Volume 66 | Article 16040057

Welding et al. Tobacco Product Markets in India

https://doi.org/10.4103/0971-5851.103139
http://www.who.int/tobacco/surveillance/survey/gats/GATS_India_2016-17_FactSheet.pdf
http://www.who.int/tobacco/surveillance/survey/gats/GATS_India_2016-17_FactSheet.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5588/ijtld.13.0246
https://doi.org/10.7314/APJCP.2013.14.5.3323
https://doi.org/10.7314/APJCP.2013.14.5.3323
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0076005
https://doi.org/10.5588/ijtld.12.0916
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2004.045039
https://www.portal.euromonitor.com/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40429-017-0166-7
https://www.portal.euromonitor.com/
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2011-050148
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2011-050148
https://doi.org/10.4103/0019-557X.89948
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/wealth/personal-finance-news/government-wants-28-per-cent-tax-on-all-tobacco-products/articleshow/58121898.cms?from=mdr
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/wealth/personal-finance-news/government-wants-28-per-cent-tax-on-all-tobacco-products/articleshow/58121898.cms?from=mdr
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/wealth/personal-finance-news/government-wants-28-per-cent-tax-on-all-tobacco-products/articleshow/58121898.cms?from=mdr
https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/wealth/personal-finance-news/government-wants-28-per-cent-tax-on-all-tobacco-products/articleshow/58121898.cms?from=mdr
https://doi.org/10.4103/0019-509X.147479
https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/sites/default/files/wlhc-bidi-poster.pdf
https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/sites/default/files/wlhc-bidi-poster.pdf
https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/India_smokeless_HWL_5_20_2019.pdf
https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/India_smokeless_HWL_5_20_2019.pdf
https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/India_smokeless_HWL_5_20_2019.pdf
https://globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/tpackss_indiawave2_healthwarning_06_28_18.pdf
https://globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/tpackss_indiawave2_healthwarning_06_28_18.pdf
https://globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/tpackss_indiawave2_healthwarning_06_28_18.pdf
http://censusindia.gov.in/2011-prov-results/paper2/data_files/india/Rural_Urban_2011.pdf
http://censusindia.gov.in/2011-prov-results/paper2/data_files/india/Rural_Urban_2011.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2478/sho-2019-0010
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2018-054493
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2018-054493
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2018-054621
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2015-000005
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2015-000005
https://doi.org/10.2196/publichealth.4616
http://www.censusindia.gov.in/2011census/population_enumeration.html
http://www.censusindia.gov.in/2011census/population_enumeration.html
https://www.portal.euromonitor.com/
https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/tpackss_smokeless_HWL_10_22_2018.pdf
https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/tpackss_smokeless_HWL_10_22_2018.pdf
https://www.globaltobaccocontrol.org/tpackss/sites/default/files/tpackss_smokeless_HWL_10_22_2018.pdf
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	The Market for Bidis, Smokeless Tobacco, and Cigarettes in India: Evidence From Semi-Urban and Rural Areas in Five States
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Unique Brands
	Price
	Illicit/Illegal Tobacco Products

	Discussion
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Conflict of Interest
	Supplementary Material
	References


