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ABSTRACT

This study aims to investigate the perceptions and attitudes of individuals towards the excise tax applied in Turkey since 2002
and whether the excise tax is accepted as an externality tax. We collected the data from 1304 participants across Turkey with
online and face-to-face survey methods and analyzed them with regression models. The results show that the excise tax directly
affects individuals’ expenditures in the high-income group. The perceptions of individuals with high general tax awareness and
those who expect an update in tariffs every year have positive attitudes about the excise tax. Those who think that the scope
of excise tax should be narrowed have negative perceptions of excise tax. Besides, the positive perceptions of excise tax by
individuals who consume harmful products more frequently and those who think that the excise tax on harmful products

should be raised support that the excise tax is an externality tax.
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INTRODUCTION

Pigou (1920) stated for the first time that units emitting
externalities should be taxed to internalize negative
externalities. Later, some other researchers [Plott (1966);
(1969); Baumol (1972); Diamond (1972)]
carried out more descriptive studies on corrective taxes.
Excise taxes, which tax certain goods such as alcoholic
beverages, tobacco products, and fuel products, are
separated from the value-added tax on all kinds of goods
and services (Hines, 2007: 50).

Buchanan

When we look at the goods that constitute the
subject of excise taxes, it is clear that they are mainly
harmful to the environment and human health. The
excessive consumption of these goods causes many
negative externalities,
and environmental pollution. Governments aim to
reduce negative externalities by preventing excessive

especially health problems

consumption with the excise tax. From this point of view,
the findings of Gruber and Koszegi (2004), O'Donoghue
and Rabin (2006), DeCicca and MclLeod (2008),

Eckerstorfer and Wendner (2013), King et al. (2020) show
that taxes are applied as an externality tax. Also, the
rigid price elasticity of the demand for goods subject to
excise tax (Cnossen, 2010: 237) made this tax an essential
source of revenue for governments. In Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
countries, the share of excise tax revenues in total tax
revenues was 7.2 on average in 2018 (OECD, 2020: 38).

As emphasized by Song and Yarbrough (1978), Torgler
and Schneider (2007), and Dornstein (1987), taxpayers’
attitudes, behaviors, and tax perceptions are essential for
reaching expected taxation targets. Studies measuring
attitudes and behaviors towards excise tax generally
focus on product groups subject to excise tax, such
as tobacco and fuel products. For instance, Farley et al.
(2015) found that smokers support increases in this
tax if the tax on tobacco products encourages healthy
lifestyles and supports smoking cessation. Scott (2012)
and Li et al. (2014) found that people reacted strongly
to the excise tax on fuel. Also, the increases in the tax in
question reduced their fuel consumption.
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Regarding the excise tax on alcoholic beverages, the
previous studies [Chaloupka et al. (2002); Wagenaar
et al. (2009)] show that people are sensitive to this tax.
Also, increases in this tax reduce the consumption of
alcoholic beverages. According to the experimental
study conducted by Chetty et al. (2009), when people
are aware that the excise tax on alcoholic beverages is
included in the price, they reduce their consumption of
alcoholic beverages.

Although some studies consider excise taxes as an
externality tax, others show that these taxes do not
reduce or internalize negative externalities. For example,
Rietveld and Woudenberg (2005) and Santos (2017)
provide evidence that excise taxes on fuel are very weak
in reducing negative externalities. Curti et al. (2019)
concluded that the excise tax on tobacco products
effectively reduced cigarette consumption. The increase
in this tax caused people to use illegal cigarettes and
increased the informal economy.

Very few studies measure attitudes towards the excise
tax applied in Turkey. From these studies, Gergerlioglu
(2017) concluded that the excise tax on fuel reduces the
frequency of vehicle use, and people prefer vehicles that
consume less energy. Hayrullahoglu (2015) states that
the excise tax levied on alcoholic beverages and tobacco
products do not cause much change in the consumption
of individuals in terms of public health. However, it
provides significant revenue to the government. Cetin
and Ozkan (2018) provide evidence that increases in
excise tax on alcoholic beverages and tobacco products
do not reduce consumption of these products.

So far, no study has examined whether the excise tax
applied in Turkey is an externality tax. In this context,
the study has two main objectives. The first aim is to
determine the factors affecting the perception of excise
tax by measuring individuals’ attitudes, behaviors, and
perceptions towards the excise tax applied in Turkey. The
second aim is to reveal whether this tax is an externality
tax based on the attitudes and behaviors of individuals
towards the excise tax. This study contributes to the
existing literature that the excise tax is an externality tax.
Also, this study is one of the rare studies that measure the
perception of excise tax applied in Turkey.

EXCISE TAX IMPLEMENTATION IN OECD
COUNTRIES

Although there is agreement on excise taxes on certain
products between the European Union (EU) and OECD
member countries, there are differences in practice. For

example, countries like Turkey, Australia, Canada, Belgium,
and France apply a single excise tax to tax goods subject to
particular consumption. Many countries, such as England
and Switzerland, tax these goods separately, including
tobacco tax, alcoholic beverage tax, and fuel tax. Also, the
tariffs applied by countries to product groups subject to
excise differ.

In the international arena, the EU took the first step
towards harmonizing excise taxes in 1992 (Gebauer et al.,
2005). First, the EU divided excise taxes into three main
product groups: tobacco and tobacco products, alcohol and
spirits, and mineral oils. In 2003 and 2004, it added energy
products and electrical groups to these product groups. It
made partial harmonization for product groups. However,
the rates and amounts of excise tax applied to these groups
vary depending on economic factors and factors such as
the traditions of the countries, consumption habits, and the
importance given to protecting the environment (Tyc, 2008:
88).

Excise tax covers a wide variety of product groups in
some country applications. Alcoholic beverages, tobacco
products, and mineral oils are common among these
product groups in all OECD countries. In recent years,
governments have frequently used the excise tax to provide
revenue and influence people’s consumption behavior who
consume products harmful to health and the environment
(OECD, 2018: 120). However, since the demand for tobacco
products and alcoholic beverages is rigidly elastic, it is
challenging to change people’s consumption behavior
through the excise tax (Warren, 2008: 15).

While specific tax bases are preferred in excise tax
generally, some countries may prefer the ad Valorem tax
base. Specific bases are preferred in excise tax, significantly
reducing negative externalities. The taxation of alcoholic
beverages according to the degree of alcohol and the
lead content of petroleum products are some significant
examples of this case (Keen, 1998: 20).

Countries tax alcoholic beverages at different rates or
amounts. For example, the Czech Republic, Germany,
Luxembourg, Slovak Republic, and Turkey have taxed
around USD five per hectoliter in the taxation of beer. Finland
charges USD 41, and Israel USD 66 in tax. Australia, Canada,
Iceland, Mexico, the Netherlands, Norway, and Switzerland
apply a progressive tariff in the taxation of beer. In addition,
Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Italy,
Luxembourg, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, and
Switzerland do not charge tax on wine. Finland and Ireland
charge more than USD four per liter of wine, and Norway
more than USD six. Australia, Chile, Korea, and Mexico apply
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a value-based tariff to wine instead of a quantity-based tariff
(OECD, 2020: 136).

There is harmonization and integration between the EU
member countries in the taxation of tobacco products.
There are two methods for taxing cigarettes from tobacco
products: the minimum excise tax as a percentage of the
cigarette price and the excise tax per thousand cigarettes.
Although there is harmonization among EU member
countries, the rates and amounts of excise tax applied by
governments to tobacco products differ. For example, in
countries among the founding members of the EU (Belgium,
France, Germany, and Luxembourg), high amounts of excise
tax are collected from cigarettes. On the other hand, in
countries such as the Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary,
which joined the EU in 2004 and later, the excise tax on
cigarettes is relatively lower. Although different rates and
amounts of excise tax are applied to tobacco products in
general, the tax imposed has increased the prices of these
products and reduced their affordability (Blecher et al.,
2013:1).

Mineral oils are taxed by dividing them into product
categories according to their technical characteristics.
Basic product categories are unleaded gasoline, diesel,
liquid petroleum gas (LPG), and fuel oil. In addition to these
products, some OECD countries also tax energy products
such as natural gas, electricity, and coal in this context. The
directive published by the EU in 2003 has also influenced
the taxation of energy products (OECD, 2018: 126). The
main reason for the tax on mineral oils and energy products
in EU countries is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Carbon dioxide emissions from the transportation sector
increased by 34 percent in 1990-2008, especially for the
Eurozone (Novytska, 2013: 8). For instance, Israel, England,
the Netherlands, and Sweden apply the highest excise
tax to fuel products such as diesel and gasoline used in
vehicles. However, the USA, Canada, and Chile apply the
lowest excise tax. While Israel, Estonia, and Sweden receive
higher excise tax than other countries for fuel oil used in
homes, Canada, Belgium, and Japan receive lower excise tax
amounts (OECD, 2018: 150-160).

In 2002, Turkey started to implement the excise tax to
simplify the complex structure of indirect taxes, comply
with EU legislation, save energy, and affect consumer
preferences in goods harmful to the environment and
human health. The goods that constitute the subject of
excise tax, which has a single-tier tax structure, are divided
into four groups (Ulgen, 2002: 30): Fuel products and mineral
oils; motor land, sea, and air vehicles; alcoholic beverages,
beer, wine, carbonated and cola drinks, and tobacco and
tobacco products; luxury goods and household appliances

include refrigerators, washing machines, air conditioners,
televisions.

The excise tax base is determined as specific and ad
Valorem regarding the type of goods subject to tax. In
this context, a quantity-based tax base was preferred for
fuel products and mineral oils, and the tax amount was
determined as fixed. The value-based tax base was generally
preferred for the other goods subject to excise tax, and the
tax amount was determined as fixed or proportional.

Except for tobacco and tobacco products, which are the
subject of excise tax in Turkey, the rates and amounts of
excise tax applied to other product groups are above OECD
averages. Although the excise tax tariff on tobacco products
is below the OECD average, the price of tobacco products
is close to the OECD average, as a high value-added tax is
levied on these products (OECD, 2020: 143-165). Another
aspect of the excise tax application in Turkey that differs
from other countries is that the goods subject to luxury
consumption are broad.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

We conducted this study, which we carried out in order
to measure the excise tax perception of the society and
to determine the factors affecting this perception, with
1,304 people across Turkey using face-to-face and online
survey methods. We collected the data for the study
in February 2021. We reached a sufficient number of
participants at the regional level by participating in the
survey from all provinces. The survey of this study was
created by the researchers, benefiting from previous
studies by Dornstein (1987), Torgler and Schneider
(2007), and Devos (2008).

We conducted a pilot study on 80 people to minimize
scale errors. Since the excise tax affects all segments
of society, we randomly selected the sample without
clustering, except to reach a certain number in
demographic groups. The hypothesis of the study is:

H,: Excise tax is an externality tax.
H,: Excise tax is not an externality tax.

One of the purposes of implementing the excise tax in
Turkey is to influence consumer preferences for products
harmful to the environment and human health. Thus,
the consumption of these products can be reduced.
The created hypothesis will test whether the excise tax
is perceived as an externality tax. In addition, the “What
are the factors affecting the perception of the excise tax?”
question will be answered.
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EMPIRICAL FINDINGS

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient obtained from the
reliability analysis of the scale used in the analysis is
0.727. We chose a five-point Likert scale for the survey
statements, excluding demographic factors. We coded
this scale as“Strongly Disagree: 1”and “Strongly Agree: 5".

The data from the survey study conducted throughout
Turkey on the perception of excise tax were analyzed
using OLS regression models. First, four questionnaire
statements tested to be a factor were averaged and
transformed into a single variable. This variable was
coded as“Excise Tax Perception”and used as the analysis’s
dependent variable. We calculated the mean value of the
dependent variable as 2.99.

These statements and their average values are as
follows.

1. Iknow from which goods and services excise tax is
taken (Mean: 3.24).

2. The purpose of the excise tax is to provide revenue
to the government (Mean: 3.41).

3. The excise tax aims to reduce the consumption of
goods harmful to human health (Mean: 2.46).

4. Excise tax helps ensure income distribution and
taxation (Mean: 2.41).

After conducting a regression analysis, we separated
the factors that affect the perception of excise tax into
demographic, socio-cultural, economic, and institutional
factors. Studies such as Frey and Torgler (2007), Torgler et
al. (2008), and Marandu et al. (2015) have been used in
grouping the factors. The level of explanation (R-squared
value) of the excise tax perception of the first model is
22.48 percent. Four more different models were created
by adding “Excise tax/Externality relationship-2", “Excise
tax/Externality relationship-3”, “Requirement of excise
tax-2",and”Excise tax rate-2"variables, respectively, to this
model. The explanation level of the excise tax perception
of the last model has increased to 30.62 percent. This
percentage shows that the models created to explain the
excise tax perception are meaningful. We also performed
robustness tests for each model.

Demographic Factors

In the study, gender, marital status, age, city of
residence, education status, profession, monthly average
income, motor vehicle ownership, zero km car purchase
or not were used as demographic factors (See Table

A.1). In addition, the frequency of smoking and the
consumption of carbonated beverages and alcoholic
beverages were used as harmful product consumption
(See Table A.2).

Approximately 39% of those participating in the
research are female, 61% are male; 55% are married,
45% are single; 71% are young (18-35 years old), 24%
are middle age (36-50 years old), 5% elderly (51 years
and above); 41% is official, 59% is in the other profession
group. Participants are divided into five groups in terms
of monthly average income. Approximately 36% of the
participants are low-income [0-2000 & (Turkish Lira)], 31%
low-middle income (2001-4000 %), 26% upper-middle-
income (4001-6500 %), 5% high-income (6501-10000 %),
2% the highest income group (10001 & and above). The
provinces in which participants lived were grouped by
geographical region. The regions where participants live
were added as control variables in the models created.

According to the results, excise tax perception differs
significantly in terms of the monthly average income
of the individuals, the frequency of smoking, and the
frequency of consuming carbonated drinks. Statistically,
at the 5% significance level, individuals in the high-
income group have a negative excise tax perception than
those in other income groups. individuals who smoke
more frequently have a positive excise tax perception
than others at the 10% significance level. The excise tax
perception of individuals who consume carbonated
beverages more frequently is positively differentiated at
the 5% significance level.

Socio-Cultural Factors

The questionnaire statements coded as “General tax
awareness” and “Excise tax awareness,” which are used
as socio-cultural factors in the regression analyzes, are
given below:

1. Payingtaxesis a civic duty (Tax awareness-1, Mean:
3.73).

2. Taxes are the equivalent of public expenditures
(Tax awareness-2, Mean: 3.38).

3. | closely follow the excise tax rates and amounts
(Excise tax awareness-1, Mean: 2.99).

4. When buying a product, | check whether this
product is subject to excise tax or not (Excise tax
awareness-2, Mean: 2.79).

According to the results of the analysis, excise tax
perception differed significantly at the level of 1% in
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Table 1. Factors Affecting Excise Tax Perception (OLS Regression Analysis Results)

Variables MODEL - 1 MODEL - 2 MODEL -3 MODEL - 4 MODEL - 5
Coeff. tstat.  Coeff. tstat. Coeff. tstat.  Coeff. t stat. Coeff. t stat.
Demographic Factors
Male -0.019 -1.09  -0.021 -1.25  -0.022 -1.31  -0.030* -1.76 -0.027 -1.64
Single -0.015 -0.76 -0.012 -0.63  -0.009 -0.50 -0.008 -0.43 -0.009 -0.47
Teenager -0.029 -0.64  -0.028 -0.64 -0.029 -0.67 -0.033 -0.77 -0.029 -0.69
Official 0.004 0.88 0.009% 167  0.008 1.46 0.006 1.23 0.006 1.23
High income -0.045**  -2.07 -0.045** -2.16  -0.046** -2.24  -0.047** -2.36 -0.045** -2.28
Education 0.008 0.51 0.014 0.93 0.016 1.06 0.012 0.79 0.012 0.80
Harmful Product Consumption
Smoking 0.024* 1.82 0.023* 1.83 0.025**  2.04 0.022* 1.77 0.022* 1.77
Carbonated beverage consumption 0.039* 1.81 0.043** 2.09 0.041**  2.04 0.042** 2.08 0.041** 2.03
Alcoholic beverage consumption -0.014 -0.63  -0.003 -0.15  0.011 0.54 0.016 0.77 0.019 0.91
Socio-Cultural Factors
Tax awareness-1 0.090*** 4,99 0.082*** 465 0.079*** 453 0.063*** 3.58 0.063***  3.62
Tax awareness-2 0.099*** 5,57 0.081*** 465  0.079*** 4.68 0.073*** 431 0.068*** 397
Excise tax awareness-1 0.065***  3.40 0.056***  3.10 0.063***  3.53 0.067*** 3.78 0.067***  3.81
Excise tax awareness-2 0.027 1.62 0.021 1.32 0.018 1.18 0.018 1.17 0.018 1.19
Economic Factors
Update in excise tax tariffs 0.073***  3.90 0.056***  3.10 0.042** 231 0.036** 1.95 0.037** 2.00
Scope of excise tax 0.098*** 4,94 0.090***  4.82 0.085***  4.66 0.077%** 413 0.075*** 405
Excise tax/Expenditure Relationship -0.057***  -2.62  -0.053** -2.56  -0.049** -2.38  -0.044** -2.14 -0.044** -2.13
New car purchase 0.017 0.79 0.009 0.47 0.013 0.65 0.022 1.07 0.033 1.61
Cigarettes etc. products 0.075*** 481 0.054*** 362 0.016 0.99 0.009 0.62 0.014 0.91
Excise tax rate-1 -0.032 -1.23  -0.023 -0.99  -0.017 -0.73  -0.010 -0.47 0.002 0.12
Institutional Factors
Requirement of excise tax-1 -0.046**  -2.23 -0.039%* -2.04 -0.043** -228 -0.029 -1.56 -0.025 -1.31
Excise tax reduction -0.011 -049  -0.002 -0.12 -0.005 -0.22  -0.003 -0.17 0.008 0.38
Excise tax/Externality Relationship-1 0.032%* 2.17 0.033** 235 0.048*** 334 0.0571%** 3.52 0.053*** 371
Other Variables Added to the Model
Excise tax/Externality Relationship-2 0.133***  8.64 0.122%** 795 0.127%* 7.99 0.120%** 793
Excise tax/Externality Relationship-3 0.092***  5.44 0.097%*** 551 0.089*** 535
Requirement of excise tax-2 -0.072%**  -3.93 -0.071%**  -3.91
Excise tax rate-2 -0.070***  -2.72
Observations 1,304 1,304 1,304 1,304 1,304
Prob. 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
R-squared 0.2248 0.2732 0.2913 0.3013 0.3062

Dependent Variable: Excise tax perception.

Reference Groups: Male, Single, Teenager, Official, High income.
Significance Levels: * 0.05 < p < 0.10, ** 0.01< p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

“Tax awareness-1", “Tax awareness-2", and “Excise tax
awareness-1".0n the other hand, no significant difference
was found in “Excise tax awareness-2". Accordingly, those
who see paying taxes as a civic duty and those who see
taxes as the equivalent of public expenditures made
by the government have a favorable view of excise tax
compared to other individuals. These findings show that
individuals with high tax awareness have a positive excise
tax perception. In addition, those who closely follow

excise tax changes have a positive excise tax perception
compared to other individuals.

Economic Factors

Survey statements used as economic factors in

regression analyzes are as follows:

1.

The goods on which excise tax is taken should be
updated every year (Update in excise tax tariffs,
Mean: 3.55).
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2. Excise tax must be taken from the household
appliance (refrigerator, washing machine, Etc.)
(Scope of excise tax, Mean: 2.01).

3. Excise tax directly affects my expenses. (Excise tax/
Expenditure relationship, Mean: 3.84).

4. Excise tax, taken from motor vehicles, prevents me
from buying a new car (New car purchase, Mean:
3.91).

5. Excise tax should be taken from addictive products
such as cigarettes (Cigarettes Etc. products, Mean:
3.75).

6. The excise tax charged on petroleum and
petroleum products is high (Excise tax rate-1,
Mean: 4.25).

7. Excise tax rates and amounts are high (Excise tax
rate-2, Mean: 4.18).

According to the results, excise tax perception, from
economic factors is “Update in excise tax tariffs,” “Scope
of excise tax,’ “Excise tax/Expenditure relationship,’
“Cigarettes, Etc. products’, and “Excise tax rate-2"also differ
significantly. Apart from these, no significant differences
were found in “New car purchase” and “Excise tax rate-1".

1% in the first two models and a 5% significance level
in the last three models, the perception of excise tax of
those who think that goods subject to excise tax should
be updated every year is favorable compared to those
who do not care about it. The excise tax perception of
those who think that excise tax should be taken from
white goods is statistically positive at the 1% significance
level compared to those who do not. The perception
of excise tax by those who think it directly affects their
spending is more negative at 5% significance than those
not in this opinion. In the first two models, the perception
of excise tax of those who think that excise tax should be
taken from addictive products such as cigarettes is more
positive at the 1% significance level than those not in this
idea. The excise tax perception of those who believe that
excise tax rates and amounts are high in Turkey differs
negatively at the 1% significance level.

Institutional Factors

The following survey statements were used as an
institutional factor in the regression analyzes:

1. The scope of goods and services subject to excise
tax should be narrowed (Requirement of excise
tax-1, Mean: 3.77).

2. The excise tax application in Turkey should be
ended (Requirement of excise tax-2, Mean: 3.27).

3. Excise tax received from goods harmful to human
health is high (Excise tax/Externality relationship-1,
Mean: 2.94).

4. Excise tax rates taken from goods harmful to
human health should be increased (Excise tax/
Externality relationship-2, Mean: 3.51).

5. Excise tax taken from goods harmful to human
health is the cost of health expenses made to
individuals using them (Excise tax/Externality
relationship-3, Mean: 2.62).

6. Excise tax reductions are required (Excise tax
reduction, Mean: 4.14).

According to the regression analysis results, excise tax
perception, from institutional factors is “Requirement
of excise tax-1", “Requirement of excise tax-2", “Excise
tax/Externality relationship-17, “Excise tax/Externality
relationship-2", and “Excise tax/Externality relationship-3”
also differ significantly. On the other hand, no significant
difference was found in the “Excise tax reduction.”

In the first three models with a 5% significance level,
the perception of excise tax by those who think that the
scope of goods subject to excise tax should be narrowed
is negative compared to those who disagree with this
view. Statistically, at the 1% significance level, those who
think that excise tax should be stopped in Turkey have a
negative view of excise tax.

The perception of excise tax from those who think that
excise tax from goods harmful to human health is high
and should be increased further is more positive at the 1%
significance level than those not in this idea. Supporting
this finding, the perception of excise tax for those who
think that excise tax taken from goods harmful to human
health is the price of health expenses made to individuals
who use them is also positive at a 1% significance level.
In this case, the H hypothesis is rejected, and the H1
hypothesis is accepted. That is, individuals perceive the
excise tax as an externality tax.

CONCLUSIONS

The survey throughout Turkey measured society’s
attitude, behavior, and perception toward excise tax.
According to the results, participants generally stated
that excise tax tariffs applied in Turkey are high, and the
scope of excise tax should be narrowed. The participants
think that the purpose of the excise tax is to provide
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revenue to the government. The rate of participation in
the survey statements stating that the excise tax rates
taken from goods harmful to human health should be
increased and that the excise tax prevents the purchase
of a new car is noticeably high.

According to the regression analysis results, the excise
tax perception differs significantly among demographic
factors only in income, smoking frequency, and the
frequency of consuming carbonated beverages.
According to this, while individuals in the high-income
group have a negative excise tax perception, individuals
who consume harmful products such as cigarettes and
carbonated beverages more frequently have a positive
tax perception. No significant difference was found in
other demographic variables.

The tax perception of individuals with high excise
tax awareness is more positive than others. Those who
expect an update in their excise tax tariffs every year have
a more positive view of excise tax. On the other hand,
those who think that the excise tax directly affects their
expenditures have a negative view of it in general. Those
who think that the excise tax application in Turkey should
be ended or the scope of the goods subject to excise tax
should be narrowed have higher negative perceptions
about excise tax.

One reason for applying the excise tax is to reduce
the consumption of goods harmful to health and the
environment. According to the regression analysis
results, the attitudes of those who think that the excise
tax taken from harmful goods is high and that it should
be increased even more have a positive attitude towards
excise tax. The findings obtained from the study, which
are limited to the perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors of
individuals towards the excise tax in Turkey, support that
the excise tax is an externality tax. This result indicates
that there may be a relationship between excise tax
revenues and the consumption of harmful goods to
health or the environment. From this point of view, this
study guides future studies to test whether the excise tax
is an externality tax with various time series.
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APPENDICES

Table A.1. Frequency Distributions of Demographic Variables

Variables Frequency Percent
Gender Female 510 39.1
Male 794 60.9
Marital Status Married 715 54.8
Single 589 45.2
Age 18-35 930 713
36-50 313 24.0
51 and above 61 47
Education Not graduated 24 1.8
Primary education 78 6.0
High school 182 14.0
Associate 159 12.2
Bachelor 674 51.7
Master/Doctorate 187 14.3
Income 0-2.000 & 472 36.2
2.001-4.000 & 404 31.0
4.001-6.500 & 343 26.3
6.501-10.000 & 63 4.8
10.007 & and above 22 1.7
Region of residence Mediterranean 214 16.4
Aegean 401 30.8
Marmara 241 18.5
Black Sea 68 5.2
Central Anatolia 255 19.6
East Anatolia 81 6.2
Southeast Anatolia 44 34
Profession Housewife 86 6.6
Student 292 224
Retired 32 25
Self-employed 108 83
Worker 178 13.7
Tradesman 65 5.0
Official 541 41.5
Farmer 2 0.2
Motor vehicle ownership  Yes 647 49.6
No 657 50.4
New car purchase Yes 242 18.6
No 1062 81.4
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Table A.2. Frequency Distributions of Harmful Product Consumption

Variables Smoking Carbonated beverage consumption  Alcoholic beverage consumption
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

Never 707 54.2 107 8.2 860 66.0

Rarely 139 10.7 568 43.6 204 15.6

Sometimes 110 8.4 464 35.6 176 13.5

Usually 170 13.0 130 10.0 50 3.8

Always 178 13.7 35 2.7 14 1.1
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