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Objectives: Standardized (‘plain’) packaging is effective in reducing the appeal of cigarettes among young
people. This study examined the impact of plain packaging and brand imagery on interest in trying e-
cigarettes among youth.
Study design: Experimental design.
Methods: Two online experiments were conducted in February 2020 as part of the ITC Youth Tobacco &
Vaping Survey, conducted with 13,624 16- to 19-year-olds in Canada, England, and the USA. In the
between-group Experiment 1, participants were randomized to view a set of 3 e-cigarette brands, in
either their original external packaging (‘branded’ condition) or standardized olive-green packaging
(‘standardized’ condition), and asked to select the product they would be most interested in trying. The
within-group Experiment 2 examined brand imagery directly on devices, including potential differences
in appeal among subgroups. Each participant viewed 4 pod-style e-cigarette devices: one ‘plain’ and 3 in
colourful ‘skins’. Logistic regression models were conducted to test the effect of condition, adjusting for
demographics, smoking and vaping status.
Results: In Experiment 1, participants in the ‘standardized’ packaging condition were significantly more
likely to indicate ‘I have no interest in trying any of these products’ (72.3%) than those in the ‘branded’
condition (66.9%, AOR 1.45, 95% CI 1.33e1.59). Experiment 2 results indicated differences in e-cigarette
appeal by sex in the selection of male- and female-oriented designs, and by cannabis use for a
Rastafarian-themed design.
Conclusions: Brand imagery on e-cigarettes can target products to specific subgroups. Removal of im-
agery, in the form of standardized packaging, has the potential to reduce interest in trying e-cigarettes
among young people.

© 2024 The Royal Society for Public Health. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
Introduction

The e-cigarette market is diverse, with thousands of different
brands and varieties of e-liquids and device types.1,2 Package design
is an integral means through which manufacturers convey differ-
ences between e-cigarette brands and varieties. For example, a
retail scan of the Canadianmarket identified awide range of images
and designs, including extensive use of colours, nature-related
themes, playful font styles such as bubble fonts, as well as life-
style references (e.g., references to persons or characters).3,4 Images
ences, University of Waterloo, 200
mond).

h. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All ri
related to flavours (e.g., pictures of fruit) were common, while
approximately 10% of e-liquid packages featured a real or fictional
person, character, or animal.3 Packaging can also be used to high-
light attributes with particular appeal to young people, including
references to flavours.5 In addition, several e-cigarette manufac-
turers offer customizable ‘over-wrapping’ or ‘skins’dwhich can be
purchased separately and are wrapped around the device using
adhesivesdto further increase consumer appeal and personalize a
product.6 The designs on these skins feature a wide range of im-
agery, including references to cannabis-related imagery. There is a
University Ave W, Waterloo, ON, N2L 3G1, Canada. Tel.: þ1 519 888 4567 x 46462.

ghts reserved.

mailto:dhammond@uwaterloo.ca
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.puhe.2024.02.001&domain=pdf
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00333506
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/puhe
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2024.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2024.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2024.02.001


M.N. Gomes, J.L. Reid and D. Hammond Public Health 230 (2024) 223e230
strong association between the use of nicotine e-cigarettes and
vaping cannabis products, particularly among young people.7,8

Indeed, in some cases, the same device can be used to vape both
nicotine and cannabis-containing cartridges.

There is an extensive evidence base indicating that brand im-
agery on tobacco packaging is an important source of promotion
that can enhance the appeal of products to young people and
minimize perceptions of risk.9,10 Brand imagery on packages is also
an effective means of targeting tobacco products to specific sub-
populations, such as the use of female-oriented branding to pro-
mote smoking to young females.11,12 In recognition of the
promotional role of tobacco packaging, several countries have
implemented standardized packaging regulations for tobacco
products (also referred to as ‘plain packaging’).13 Standardized
packaging typically prohibits brand imagery from appearing on
packages and requires a uniform colour and font size, such that all
packages have the same general appearance.14,15

Evidence on the impact of e-cigarette packaging is still
emerging. As is the case for tobacco products, exposure to e-ciga-
rette promotions has been found to influence the appeal of vaping,
particularly among young people.14,16 A range of experimental
studies have also indicated that exposure to advertisements and
promotions increases interest in vaping among young people.17e22

To date, three experimental studies have examined the appeal of
exterior e-cigarette packaging among youth; generally, these
studies found standardized packaging less appealing to
youth.14,23,24 One study in Great Britain compared perceptions of
standardized packaging between youth and adults, finding that
standardized packaging reduced the appeal of e-cigarettes among
youth participants without reducing the appeal among adult par-
ticipants.14 Another study found that British youth were less
interested in e-cigarette products in plain (white) packaging with
no brand descriptors compared to branded products; however,
there was no difference in interest when comparing branded
products to plain packages with brand descriptors, indicating that
brand descriptors likely enhance the appeal of e-cigarettes to
youth.23

Packaging for e-cigarettes differs from conventional tobacco
packaging in an important respect. Cigarette packages are typically
carried by people who smoke and are displayed to others at the
time of smoking and often left out on tables and other surfaces for
display.9 In contrast, the outer packaging of e-cigarette devices and
e-liquids is often discarded after purchase, such that visibility is
much higher for the device itself.3,4 Branding on e-cigarette devices
themselves is likely to be particularly important to young people
given the sharing of vaping devices that often occurs, particularly
among novel users.25 To date, all studies on e-cigarette packaging
have focussed on exterior packaging, with little research on the
impact of brand imagery on the device itself.14,23,24

This study examined the impact of e-cigarette packaging and
brand imagery on youth interest in trying e-cigarette products,
including brand imagery on exterior packaging (Experiment 1) and
the device itself (Experiment 2). More specifically, this study
examined the appeal of brand imagery and device ‘skins’ in terms of
targeting subgroups of young people, including the use of tradi-
tional gendered colours, as well as cannabis-related imagery
(Experiment 2). The study also examined whether standardized
package designs were associated with reductions in appeal among
young people (Experiment 1).

Methods

Two experiments were conducted as part of the ITC Youth To-
bacco & Vaping Survey (Wave 3.5), conducted online between
224
February 6 and March 2, 2020. Participants included 13,624 16- to
19-year-olds in Canada, England, and the USAwho were part of the
cross-sectional survey samples.26

Participants

Participants were recruited from the Nielsen Consumer Insights
Global Panel, either directly or through their parents, via email
invitations (with a unique link). Panellists with children aged
16e19 in their household were asked for permission for their child
to complete the survey (if more than one child, specifically the one
whose birthday was coming up next), and all potential respondents
were provided with information about the study and asked to
provide consent before participating. Respondents received remu-
neration in accordance with their panel's usual incentive structure,
which could include points-based or monetary rewards (redeemed
for catalogue items, as cash or donated) and/or chances to win
monthly prizes.

Measures

Sociodemographic variables
Sociodemographic variables include sex (sex-at-birth; inferred

from current gender where not stated), age (years) and country
(Canada, England or the USA).

Vaping status
Participants were asked: ‘Have you ever tried an e-cigarette/

vaped, even one or two puffs?’ Respondents answering ‘Yes’ were
then asked, ‘When was the last time you used an e-cigarette/
vaped?’ Respondents answering, ‘Earlier today, ‘Not today but
sometime in the past 7 days’ or ‘Not in the past 7 days but sometime
in the past 30 days’were categorized as having used an e-cigarette/
vaped within the past month.

Smoking status
Participants were asked: ‘Have you ever tried cigarette smoking,

even one or two puffs?’ Respondents answering ‘Yes’ were then
asked, ‘Whenwas the last time you smoked a cigarette, even one or
two puffs?’ Respondents answering, ‘Earlier today’, ‘Not today but
sometime in the past 7 days’ or ‘Not in the past 7 days but sometime
in the past 30 days’ were categorized as having smoked a cigarette
within the past month.

Cannabis use
Participants were asked: ‘When was the last time you used

marijuana/cannabis?’ Respondents answering, ‘Earlier today’, ‘Not
today but sometime in the past 7 days’ or ‘Not in the past 7 days but
sometime in the past 30 days’ were coded as having used cannabis
within the past month.

Experiment 1

Experiment 1 examined external packaging using a between-
group design, where participants were randomized to one of two
packaging conditions: ‘branded’ or ‘standardized’. Each participant
was presented with a set of 3 images of ‘starter kits’ (i.e., device and
cartridges) from leading e-cigarette brands, according to their
assigned condition: either the original external packaging
(‘branded’ condition) or standardized olive-green packaging with
plain font and no design elements (‘standardized’ condition)dsee
Fig. 1 (Note: the brand names and images used in the study have
been blinded at the journal's request; however, all study images are
available upon request to the corresponding author or at this



Fig. 1. Experiment 1: E-cigarette starter kit images [brand text and images redacted] by experimental condition. Experiment 2: Description of images of device ‘skins’. Note: all text
was the same between the branded and standardized version of each starter kit package.
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https://davidhammond.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/Figure1_
withimages.pdf)

Participants were asked, ‘Which of these products would you
be most interested in trying?’ and could select one of the product
images, ‘I have no interest in trying any of these products’
(presented as an image the same size as products), ‘don't know’

or ‘refused’ (as text). The main outcome was whether the ‘no
interest in trying any’ option was selected (vs selecting any pack).
225
It was hypothesized that more youth in the standardized pack-
aging condition would report no interest in any of the products
than youth assigned to the branded condition. At the time of the
survey, the brands included were among the top 5 brands used
by youth in each of the countries, and pod/cartridge devices were
the most popular device type among youth in Canada and the
USA, second-most popular in England (following refillable
tanks).27
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Table 1
Sample characteristics, youth aged 16e19 years, by country, unweighted % (n).

Canada (n ¼ 4,217) England (n ¼ 4,275) USA (n ¼ 5,132) Total (n ¼ 13,624)

Age (years); mean (SE) 17.7 (0.02) 17.6 (0.02) 17.5 (0.01) 17.6 (0.01)
Sex
Male 38.2% (1,612) 37.6% (1,609) 33.2% (1,702) 36.1% (4,923)
Female 61.8% (2,605) 62.4% (2,666) 66.8% (3,430) 63.9% (8,701)
Perceived family SESa

Not meeting basic expenses 4.7% (200) 5.1% (217) 6.9% (355) 5.7% (772)
Just meeting basic expenses 25.7% (1,083) 26.2% (1,119) 26.5% (1,359) 26.1% (3,561)
Meeting needs with a little left over 32.2% (1,358) 32.7% (1,396) 31.2% (1,603) 32.0% (4,357)
Living comfortably 32.5% (1,370) 30.8% (228) 32.5% (1,615) 31.6% (4,300)
Don't know/Refused 4.9% (206) 5.3% (228) 3.9% (200) 4.7% (634)
E-cigarette use
Used in past 30 days 24.1% (1,016) 15.1% (646) 21.6% (1,106) 20.3% (2,768)
Else 75.9% (3,201) 84.9% (3,629) 78.4% (4,026) 79.7% (10,856)
Cigarette smoking
Smoked in past 30 days 14.6% (617) 22.1% (943) 12.4% (636) 16.1% (2,196)
Else 85.4% (3,600) 77.9% (3,332) 87.6% (4,496) 83.9% (11,428)
Cannabis use
Used in past 30 days 25.3% (1,068) 14.1% (604) 22.8% (1,172) 20.9% (2,844)
Did not use in past 30 days 72.5% (3,058) 82.9% (3,543) 74.8% (3,837) 79.6% (10,438)
Don't know/Refused 2.2% (91) 3.0% (128) 2.4% (123) 2.5% (342)

a Participants were asked: ‘How would you describe your family's financial situation?’
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Analysis
A logistic regression model was fit to test for differences be-

tween experimental conditions (branded vs standardized pack-
aging) in youth reporting ‘no interest in trying any’, adjusting for
age (years), sex, country, past 30-day e-cigarette use and past 30-
day smoking. ‘Don't know’ (n ¼ 161 for branded, n ¼ 181 for
standardized) and ‘Refused’ (n ¼ 31 for branded, n ¼ 33 for stan-
dardized) responses were excluded. In subsequent steps, two-way
interaction terms were added to the regression model to test po-
tential interactions between packaging conditions (standardized vs
branded) and each of the covariates.

Experiment 2

Experiment 2 used a within-group design to examine brand
imagery directly on e-cigarette devices. Each participant viewed a
set of four images of pod-style e-cigarettes, including one solid
black device and three devices in ‘skins’ with colourful designs.
Devices within the set were identical other than the colour/design.
To increase generalizability, sets of devices from two leading brands
were tested, with half of the respondents randomly assigned to
Table 2
No interest in trying any product, by standardized vs branded packaging condition and p

Any product selected (ref)

% (n)

Total
Branded packaging 33.1% (2,189)
Plain packaging 27.7% (1,827)
Country
Canada 33.7% (1,377)
England 30.3% (1,257)
USA 27.7% (1,382)
Sex
Male 29.7% (1,411)
Female 30.8% (2,605)
E-cigarette use
Used in past 30 days 79.3% (21,21)
Else 18.0% (1,895)
Cigarette smoking
Smoked in past 30 days 66.7% (1408)
Else 23.5% (2,608)

Bolding indicates significance at a ¼ 0.05.
a From a logistic regression modelling ‘no interest in trying any (vs selecting any produ

day cigarette smoking.
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view each brand/setdsee Fig. 1. Participants were asked ‘Which of
these products would you be most interested in trying?’, and could
select one of the four product images, ‘I have no interest in trying
any of these products’, or text options ‘Don't know’ or ‘Refused’.

The ‘skins’ tested were commercially available designs from the
manufacturer (for Brand 2) or a major retailer (for Brand 1). Skins
were selected to test several hypotheses. First, both the Brand 1 and
Brand 2 product sets included skins that featured stereotypical
‘feminine’ vs ‘masculine’ colours. It was hypothesized that products
featuring feminine colours (‘pink’ and ‘pastel design’) would be
more likely to be selected by females, whereas the darker skins
featuring technical patterns (‘grey texture’ and ‘grey camouflage’)
would be more likely to be selected by males. Second, the Brand 1
product set included a skin featuring the Rastafarian symbol and
colours that are commonly associated with cannabis use, which
was hypothesized to be selected to a greater extent by youth who
reported cannabis use.

Analysis
The primary outcome was the product selected by respondents.

Responses were recoded as ‘selected a specific device’ vs ‘else’.
articipant characteristics (experiment 1).

No interest in trying any product

% (n) AORa (95% CI) P

66.9% (4428) 1 ref
72.3% (4774) 1.45 (1.33e1.59) <.0001

66.3% (2,707) 0.76 (0.68e0.84) <.0001
69.7% (2,885) 0.75 (0.67e0.84) <.0001
72.3% (3,610) 1 ref

70.3% (3,336) 1.13 (1.03e1.25) .010
69.2% (5,866) 1 ref

20.7% (554) 1 ref
82.0% (8,648) 13.80 (12.32e15.48) <.0001

33.3% (703) 1 ref
76.5% (8,499) 3.34 (2.94e3.78) <.0001

ct), adjusting for age (years), sex, country, past 30-day e-cigarette use, and past 30-
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Separate logistic regression models were fit to test each of the hy-
potheses. Forexample, a logistic regressionmodelwasfit to examine
the likelihood of selecting the ‘pink’device (1¼ selected pink device
vs0¼ all else), inwhichage, sex, country, past30-daye-cigaretteuse
and past 30-day smoking were included as predictor variables. All
models included the same set of predictor variables, except for the
model predicting the selection of the Rastafarian-themed skin,
which also included a variable for past 30-day cannabis use; re-
spondents that answered, ‘Don't know’ or ‘Refused’ (n ¼ 167 for
Brand1andn¼175 forBrand2) for cannabisusewereexcluded from
this model only.
Results

Sample characteristics, overall and by country, are shown in
Table 1. Overall, there was a greater proportion of females (63.9%)
compared to males (36.1%) and the average age of respondents
was 17.6 years. Among the sample, past 30-day vaping was more
prevalent among respondents in Canada and the USA (24.1% and
21.6% respectively) compared with England (15.1%). However, past
30-day smoking was more prevalent among respondents in En-
gland (22.1%) compared with Canada and the USA (14.6% and
12.4% respectively). Chi-squared tests indicate that participants
were successfully randomized to conditions for Experiment 1,
enabling the use of unweighted data (see Supplemental Table S1).
Experiment 1: Starter kits

Table 2 shows the percentages that selected each option, by
experimental condition. Participants in the standardized pack-
aging condition were significantly more likely to indicate ‘I have
no interest in trying any of these products’ (72.3%) than those in
the branded condition (66.9%; AOR 1.45, 95% CI 1.33 to 1.59).

A significant interaction between packaging condition (stan-
dardized vs branded) and country was observed (F ¼ 4.0,
P ¼ 0.018). Within each country, youth in the standardized
packaging condition were more likely to report ‘no interest in
trying’ (Canada: AOR 1.29, 95% CI 1.10 to 1.52; England: AOR 1.76,
95% CI 1.49 to 2.07; USA: AOR 1.35, 95% CI 1.17 to 1.56dsee
Supplemental Tables S2 and S3); however, the effect of stan-
dardized packaging was greater among youth in England versus
Canada and the USA (standardized vs branded in England to
standardized vs branded in Canada: AOR 1.36, 95% CI 1.08 to 1.71;
standardized vs branded in England to standardized vs branded in
the USA: AOR 1.30, 95% CI 1.10 to 1.52). No other significant two-
way interactions with packaging condition were observed.
Experiment 2: Device skins

Brand 1
The percentage of youth who selected each option in the Brand

1 set is shown in Table 3. Three models tested differences in the
choice of brand imagery directly on Brand 1 e-cigarette devices by
subgroups: two models by sex and one by past 30-day cannabis
use. A greater percentage of females reported interest in trying the
‘pink’ device than males (17.2% vs 3.1%; AOR 7.25, 95% CI 5.67 to
9.27). Similarly, a greater proportion of males (9.2%) selected the
‘grey texture’ device compared with females (7.2%; AOR 1.29, 95%
CI 1.07 to 1.56). In addition, a greater percentage of youth who
used cannabis within the past 30 days reported interest in the
Rastafarian-themed device compared with youth who did not use
cannabis (15.6% vs 3.7%; AOR 2.89, 95% CI 2.25 to 3.72).



Table 4
Proportion selecting each option for Brand 2 ‘skin’ by participant characteristics (experiment 2).

‘I have no interest trying any of
these products’

‘Plain black’ ‘Pastel design’ ‘Grey camouflage stripe’ ‘Teal swirl’

% (n) % (n) % (n) AORa (95%CI) P % (n) AORb (95%CI) P % (n)

Total selected 66.7% (4,422) 9.0% (600) 14.2% (943) e e 5.0% (331) e e 5.1% (335)
Sex
Male 65.6% (1,591) 11.7% (283) 6.7% (162) 1 ref 8.5% (207) 3.35 (2.63e4.26) <.0001 4.3% (104)
Female 64.6% (2,831) 7.2% (317) 17.8% (781) 3.32 (2.75e4.01) <.0001 2.8% (124) 1 ref 5.3% (231)
Country
Canada 62.7% (1,323) 9.2% (194) 14.7% (310) 1.18 (0.99e1.40) 0.074 5.1% (108) 1.12 (0.84e1.48) 0.447 5.2% (110)
England 61.9% (1,322) 10.9% (233) 14.3% (306) 1.32 (1.10e1.58) .003 5.5% (117) 1.29 (0.97e1.71) 0.084 4.6% (98)
USA 69.3% (1,777) 6.7% (173) 12.8% (327) 1 ref 4.1% (106) 1 ref 5.0% (127)
E-cigarette use
Used in past 30 days 20.0% (273) 20.6% (281) 32.8% (448) 4.31 (3.64e5.11) <.0001 11.4% (155) 2.91 (2.19e3.88) <.0001 11.4% (155)
Else 76.2% (4,149) 5.9% (319) 9.1% (495) 1 ref 3.2% (176) 1 ref 3.3% (180)
Cigarette smoking
Smoked in past 30 days 28.5% (309) 19.9% (216) 27.4% (297) 1.75 (1.46e2.12) <.0001 12.2% (132) 2.34 (1.74e3.14) <.0001 8.8% (95)
Else 71.9% (4,113) 6.7% (384) 11.3% (646) 1 ref 3.5% (199) 1 ref 4.2% (240

Bolding indicates significance at a ¼ 0.05.
a From a logistic regressionmodelling selecting the ‘pastel design’ Brand 2 device (vs else), adjusting for age (years), sex, country, past 30-day e-cigarette use and past 30-day

cigarette smoking.
b From a logistic regression modelling selecting the ‘grey camouflage stripe’ Brand 2 device (vs else), adjusting for age (years), sex, country, past 30-day e-cigarette use and

past 30-day cigarette smoking.
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Brand 2
Table 4 shows the percentage of youth who selected each option

in the Brand 2 set. Two models tested differences in the choice of
brand imagery on Brand 2 devices by sex. A greater proportion of
females reported interest in trying the ‘pastel design’ device than
males (17.8% vs 6.7%; AOR 3.32, 95% CI 2.75 to 4.01), whereas more
males expressed interest in trying the ‘grey camouflage stripe’
device compared with females (8.5% vs 2.8%; AOR 3.35, 95% CI 2.63
to 4.26).

Discussion

The current study is among the largest to date to examine the
impact of e-cigarette packaging on appeal among youth. The study
has three primary findings: (1) brand imagery on e-cigarette pack-
aging increases the number of youth interested in trying vaping; (2)
brand imagery directly on vaping devices helps to target products at
specific sub-groups; and (3) restricting brand imagery by using
standardized packaging reduces interest in trying vaping products
among youth. The findings are described in more detail below.

This study adds to the literature that brand imagery and col-
ourful designs displayed on the packaging of vaping products
enhance their appeal to young people. Approximately 5% more
youth reported interest in trying one of three leading vaping brands
when shown products displayed with their usual packaging, with
colours and brand imagery. This magnitude of difference is similar
to other recent studies conducted with e-cigarettes,14,23,24 as well
as previous studies examining the effect of tobacco packaging
among youth.28

The current findings also extend the existing literature by
testing the impact of design directly on the device itself. As hy-
pothesized, the colours of devices preferentially appealed to
different sexes: for example, females were more interested in
trying devices with pink and pastel colours than males. These
findings are highly consistent with the tobacco literature demon-
strating that designs can be used to target subgroups of smokers by
attaching attributes related to stereotypical gender (e.g., pink
colour).11,29,30 The study also found that a device with Rastafarian
imagery had greater appeal among youth who reported past 30-
day cannabis use. This is particularly notable given that using
nicotine e-cigarettes and vaping cannabis products are highly
228
correlated among youth, as noted previously.7,8 To our knowledge,
this is the first study to experimentally test the effect of designs
directly on the devices themselves, which may be particularly
relevant to young people. Not only is the exterior packaging for
vapes often discarded prior to first use, but exposure to the device
itself is likely higher during sharing of vapes among young peo-
ple.31 This is particularly true in the case of disposable e-cigarettes,
which may be sold with little exterior packaging and with brand
imagery often displayed directly on the device.

Finally, the findings suggest that standardized packaging of e-
cigarettes has the potential to reduce interest in trying among
young people. Standardized packaging reduced interest in trying e-
cigarettes in all countries but had a greater effect among youth in
England compared to youth in Canada and the USA; the reason for
this difference is unclear. The uniform colour used in the stan-
dardized packaging condition warrants consideration. The current
study used a dark olive-green as the standard colour, similar to that
used in Canada and the UK for standardized tobacco packaging.
Studies of both tobacco and e-cigarette packaging indicate that
using darker colours is associated with higher perceived risk and
lower appeal than packages that use white as the standard
colour.24,28 In countries that have implemented standardized
packaging regulations for tobacco products, using white as a stan-
dard colour for e-cigarettes may be appropriate to signal the lower
relative risks of vaping versus smoking.
Limitations

The current study did not account for other factors associated
with e-cigarette appeal, including flavour descriptors and other
product attributes commonly displayed on packages. Research on
tobacco packaging has shown that descriptors can interact with
package design in terms of their effect on consumer perceptions
and brand appeal.11,30 The current study also did not examine other
individual factors, such as additional sociodemographic variables
(e.g., socioeconomic status) or more detailed patterns of use of
tobacco and vaping products, that may be associated with e-ciga-
rette appeal. In addition, the study did not examine the effect of
brand imagery and plain packaging on interest in using e-cigarettes
for smoking cessation among adults.
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Conclusions

Packaging design is an important promotional channel for e-
cigarettes. The experimental findings indicate that the brand im-
agery on e-cigarettes can increase the overall interest in vaping, as
well as target products to specific subgroups. Thefindings add to the
evidence that standardized packaging may be an effective means of
reducing the appeal of e-cigarettes to youth. Research from other
studies suggests that restrictions on packaging design may have
little or no impact on the appeal of vaping as a substitute for smoking
among adults.14 Thus, standardized packaging for vaping products
may be used to preferentially target e-cigarettes to adults for the
purpose of smoking cessation, while reducing appeal among young
people. Israel became the first country to mandate standardized
packaging for e-cigarettes in 2020, with other countries proposing
to do the same.13,32,33 Future research should consider post-
implementation studies to examine the impact of these regulations.
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