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1. Introduction  

 Does in-utero exposure to cigarette 
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Zinman, 2000; Decicca and Mcleod, 2008). Recent studies also confirm that the relationship 
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time of which I know that the event study empirical model has been 
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exposure (Barreca, 2010), food stamp introduction (Hoynes et al., 2012), as well as many others.  
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hand-side variable.  Measurement error in a right-hand-side variable attenuates its associated 

coefficient implying that the true effects that are somewhat larger than what I estimate.  The 

medical literature (as discussed above) 
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information
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full set of fixed effects �I�R�U�� �D�� �F�K�L�O�G�¶�V�� �D�J�H�� �L�Q�� �P�R�Q�W�K�V.  Jointly, the 
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included.  Plotting the coefficients on the event dummies makes explicit how the difference 

between the treatment 
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One way to get an estimate for the effect of smoking during pregnancy is to divide the 

change in sick days by the percentage point decrease in maternal smoking.  This gives the 

treatment on the treated (TOT), which measures the effect of a cigarette tax hike on the children 

of those mothers who are swayed to quit smoking due to the policy.  If we assume that mothers 

accurately report smoking during pregnancy in the vital statistics, and that there is no effect from 

second-hand exposure, then this represents the true TOT.  However, if mothers liy.
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trend.  An upward pre-trend in the event study is consistent with Table 3, in which including state linear 

trends increases the magnitude of the coefficient on the excise tax.  The upward pre-trend could reflect 

the effect of inflation decreasing the real value of a 
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this fades out completely for mother
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Figure 4 shows such a scatterplot with the coefficients for the reduction in sick days on 

the y-
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hikes. Th
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8. Economic Significance 

 To get a sense of the monetary value of my findings, I perform some back-of-the-

envelope calculations as shown in Appendix Table A.4.  These calculations are rough, hinge on 

several assumptions, and are meant to provide a sense of the magnitude of my treatment effects 

rather than to be wholly conclusive results.  Row 1 of Table A.4 reflects the costs related to each 
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together.  Instead, I add together the benefits of forgone asthma treatment and sick days to get a 

total value of $1,962 per child. 

 How should we think about the size of these amounts?  One way is to compare them to 

the value of reduc
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million children and using the health benefit per child from Table A.4, a $0.80 tax increase 

amounts to a savings of $6.1 billion.
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Figure 1. Number of Tax Hikes $0.25
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Figure 2. Tax Variation Ov
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Figure 3. Event Time Estimates of In-Utero Exposure to a Large Cigarette Tax Hike on Sick 
Days from School for Children Ages 5 �± 17 

 
For the purpose of implementing an event study any cigarette tax increase above the 85th percentile is treated as a 
dichotomou
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Figure 7: Subgroup Estimates of Cigarette Tax on Having Two or More Doctor Visits and 
Maternal Smoking during Pregnancy 

 



Table 1: Smoking Elasticities of Pregnant Mothers by Study



Table 3: The Impact of Cigarette Taxes on the Number of Sick Days from School in the Past 12
Months

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)







Table 9: The Impact of Cigarette Taxes on Other Childhood Health Outcomes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)



Appendices

A Tables

Table A.1: Outcomes by Tax Hike Era

1988 - 1995 1996 - 2000 2001 - 2005



Table A.2: Outcomes by Child Age

Ages 3-4 Ages 5-7 Ages 8-11 Ages 12-14 Ages 15-17

Sick Days



Table A.3: Sample robustness checks

Original sample Drop if missing mother id Drop if missing birth date Drop California

Sick Days
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B     Data  

B.1 Restricted-Use Geocoded National Health Interview Survey  
 Roughly 6
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