
Branding Ban
It does not work

What is branding ban?
A branding ban, also known as plain packaging, means trademarks, logos, non-prescribed 

colors and graphics would be removed and only the use of a brand name would be 

permitted in a standard font/size.

JTI is categorically opposed to a branding ban:

• There is no reliable evidence put forward in favor of a branding ban;

• Data from countries with a branding ban in place shows that it has failed to achieve any 

health benefits; 

• It is disproportionate and unnecessary;

• It has widespread negative consequences.

The role of branded packaging 

Branded packaging of tobacco products, like any other packaging of fast moving consumer 

goods, is necessary to identify and differentiate brands quickly and navigate consumer’s 

options. Branding also assigns responsibility for the product to a particular manufacturer,  

so a credible brand signals a certain level of quality and performance.

Branded packaging does not influence smoking behavior

Branding ban proposals are based on a misunderstanding of the role of branded  

packaging. Expert reports explain that a branding ban is not effective in influencing 

smoking behavior as such regulation incorrectly assumes that packaging causes people  

to smoke or to smoke more.

Expert analysis of adolescent decision making confirms that a branding ban will not  

reduce underage smoking, in terms of either initiation or progression. The decision to  

begin smoking is influenced by a well-documented set of factors such as the smoking 

behavior of peers - not branded packaging. This has also been acknowledged by 

proponents of a branding ban.1 

Policies that limit minors’ ability to obtain tobacco products, regardless of their packaging, 

are likely to have the greatest impact on underage smoking.2 Measures directed at adult 

smoking behavior need to be targeted at the adult decision making process, taking due 

account of the analysis that they employ when making decisions about risk.3 

Australian example of a branding ban for 
cigarettes, implemented in 2012. Health 
warnings cover 75% of the front and 90%  
of the back of the pack. 

French example of a branding ban for cigarettes, 
implemented in January 2017. Health warnings 
cover 65% of the front and the back of the pack.

UK example of a branding ban for cigarettes, 
implemented in May 2017. Health warnings 
cover 65% of the front and the back of the pack.
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There is no reliable evidence 
that a branding ban  
changes or is likely to change 
smoking behavior.

Australia’s branding ban 
measure has done nothing to 
accelerate the existing decline 
in smoking rates or generate 
any health benefits.

The evidence emerging from 
France and the UK confirms 
the ineffectiveness of the 
branding ban.

It is not the ambitions, but 
the actual experience from 
Australia, and – going 
forward – from France 
and the UK, that should be 
determinative of whether the 
branding ban works.

The branding ban will not 
reduce tobacco consumption 
but, as the Australian 
evidence and expert analysis 
confirm, will have serious 
negative consequences.

The adoption of a regulatory 
regime which deprives 
legitimate businesses of the 
value of their key assets and 
substantially diminishes their 
fundamental rights would  
set a dangerous precedent  
for the potential loss of 
intellectual property rights  
for other industries.4

Branding ban proposals are based on a hypothesis   

Proponents of a branding ban often rely on consumer surveys that seek to demonstrate 

what the reactions of people to unbranded packs might be rather than measuring their 

actual smoking behavior. Indeed, expert review5 demonstrates that these surveys fail 

to account for the actual smoking behavior of adults and minors and, as such, do not 

constitute reliable evidence that could ever show that a branding ban would be effective 

in achieving the public policy goals of changing actual smoking behavior.6

 

The experiment in Australia has been a failure

Claims have been made about the positive impacts of the branding ban on smoking 

rates in Australia, the first country that introduced the measure. 

The Australian Government’s Post-Implementation Review (PIR) was issued in February 

2016 and unsurprisingly speculated that the branding ban is “expected to have 

substantial public health outcomes in the future”. It reported a statistically significant 

decline in smoking prevalence of 0.55 percentage points attributed to the combined 

effect of larger health warnings and the branding ban.7 

Some of the data used in the analysis to support the conclusions of the PIR was made 

available by the Australian Department of Health in May 2016 in response to a Freedom 

of Information Request. Applying the expert analysis of these data, there becomes 

no basis for suggesting that there was a statistically significant decline in Australia’s 

smoking prevalence since the introduction of the branding ban. This invalidates the 

conclusion in the PIR that the branding ban has led to an additional reduction in 

smoking prevalence.8 

The real evidence emerging from Australia reveals that the branding ban has done 

nothing to accelerate the existing decline in smoking rates, or has had any positive 

behavioral impact at all: smokers actually continue buying cigarettes in unbranded 

packs with “dreary” colors and “more noticeable” graphic health warnings.

Data published by the Australian Government even shows that the decline has halted, 

following the implementation of the branding ban along with larger warnings: “While 

smoking rates have been on a long-term downward trend, for the first time in over two 

decades, the daily smoking rate did not significantly decline over the most recent 3 year 

period (2013 to 2016)”.9  

It has been also reported that tobacco consumption in Australia “has risen for the first 

time in more than a decade”.10 

Even Australia’s public health experts acknowledge the failure of their national tobacco 

control policies in changing smoking behavior: ““punitive and coercive” policies to curb 

smoking have “run out of steam.””11  

Conversely, the branding ban has resulted in down trading, with premium brands losing 

market share to the value-end of the category.12 In addition, the level of illegal tobacco 

consumption has increased since the implementation of the branding ban in Australia, 

reaching 15% of total consumption in 2017.13 

 

France and the UK have followed Australia and are also failing

While the Australian experience remains the key indicator of the effects of the branding 

ban, the data emerging from the first stages of the implementation of the measure in 

the UK and France is pointing in the same direction.

Data, published by the French public authorities14 and quoted by the French Health 

Minister,15 demonstrates that the combination of the branding ban and the requirements 

of the Tobacco Products Directive 2014/40/EU (TPD2) has not had any discernible effect 

on tobacco sales in France.



• Creating barriers for legitimate manufacturers to enter the market 

and inhibiting the introduction of new brands;

• Significant losses in business and reducing employment in the 

whole tobacco industry supply chain;

• Setting a negative precedent for the country on the protection of 

intellectual property rights and raising doubts about its reliability 

from an investment perspective.

In addition and as explained by experts,20 the branding ban 

facilitates illegal trade. Counterfeiters will be effectively given 

a blueprint of how to make every pack, with the specifications 

being identical for all packs. This risks increasing the availability of 

illegal tobacco and a corresponding reduction in tax collected by 

governments from legal tobacco products. Criminals who sell illegal 

tobacco products do not discriminate who they sell to, and often 

target children or adults from lower socio-economic backgrounds. 

This will serve to undermine public health objectives. 

 

It is right to create a regulatory framework for tobacco 

control, which can tackle youth smoking and remind the 

population of the health risks of smoking. However, the 

introduction of a measure that creates incentives for illegal 

trade and unjustifiably attacks the key assets of legitimate 

businesses without any health benefits is not the right 

policy to pursue.

This is consistent with the latest expert analysis16 that indicates 

that, following the implementation of the branding ban and the 

TPD2 requirements, there has not been any statistically significant  

impact on smoking prevalence and tobacco consumption in  

France or in the UK.

As the French Health Minister acknowledged in Parliament: 

“We know that [plain packaging] doesn’t lead smokers to stop 

smoking… Unfortunately… official cigarette sales have increased 

in France: plain packaging therefore did not contribute to reducing 

official tobacco sales”.17 It is also notable that UK authorities have 

started to discover counterfeit unbranded packs.18 

 

The negative implications of the branding ban are 
serious and widespread  

The branding ban will not reduce tobacco consumption but, 

as the evidence from Australia and expert analysis confirm,19  

will have serious economic consequences, including:

• Distorting market dynamics, specifically damaging within-price-

segment competition and ultimately down trading to the value 

end of the market;

• Pressure on prices and tending towards potential 

commoditization of tobacco products;

Alternative measures
 

There are alternative measures that can generate health benefits with no negative 
consequences for legitimate businesses, policy makers and society.

Effective enforcement of the minimum  

legal purchase age.

Greater resources and manpower for 

effective, targeted enforcement strategies.

Implementation of a negative licensing 

scheme for retailers.

Reinforcement of retail access prevention 

measures, such as ‘No ID, No Sale!’

Focused public information campaigns. Criminalization of proxy purchasing by 

adults for minors.
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JTI is a leading international tobacco company with operations in more than 130 countries. It is the global owner of both Winston, the number 
two cigarette brand in the world, and Camel outside the USA and has the largest share in sales for both brands. Other global brands include 
Mevius and LD. With its internationally recognized brand Logic, JTI is also a major player in the e-cigarette market and has, since 2011, 
been present in the heated tobacco category with Ploom. Headquartered in Geneva, Switzerland, JTI employs close to 40,000 people and was 
awarded Global Top Employer for four consecutive years. JTI is a member of the Japan Tobacco Group of Companies.

As a responsible company, JTI actively seeks dialogue, both written and oral, with government authorities around the world regarding 
the regulation of tobacco products that it makes and sells. We are open and transparent in our dialogue, and we propose more rational, 
proportionate and targeted alternative measures where we believe proposed regulations are flawed and are based on speculative evidence. 

For more information, visit jti.com
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