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Our Goal

For California residents, determine:

e Their knowledge and perception of cigarette litter as
an environmental threat

e Which parties they hold responsible for fixing the
problem, and whether this is influenced by
educational messages about cigarette litter

e The perceived effectiveness and level of support for
potential policy solutions

Background

e Cigarette butts are the most commonly littered plastic
item In the world, with an estimated 4.5 trillion butts
littered across the world annually. These leach
chemicals and break down into microplastics. Each
butt takes 5-10 years to decompose.®

e Solutions to the problem of cigarette butt litter range
from “upstream” prevention-focused solutions? that
address litter at the source to “downstream” reactive
solutions that are often labor-intensive and cost-
ineffective.

e A 2017 survey of New Zealand residents' found that
most considered cigarette butt litter harmful to the
environment. After a short educational message about
the environmental harms, more respondents were
willing to increase the responsibility for reducing or
eliminating cigarette butt litter to tobacco companies.

Methods

In February 2026, a 38-question online survey adapted
from the 2017 New Zealand study' was distributed to
residents of California (n=1,350) via Prolific.

Participants were asked to:

e Rate the environmental threat of various types of

nlastic waste and tobacco product waste.

e Answer standardized knowledge, attitude, and
behavior guestions about tobacco product waste’s
Impact on the environment.

e Rate the degree of responsibility of 6 different parties,
before and after reading a short educational message
on the environmental harm of cigarette litter.

e Rate 13 potential policy solutions, based on their

perceived effectiveness and support.
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