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ABSTRACT. Objective: At least one type of tax is applied to the sale
of alcoholic beverages in all U.S. states. The purpose of this study was
to characterize the composition and magnitude of alcohol taxes in states
and to assess the relationship between total alcohol taxes (federal plus
state) and the cost of excessive drinking. Method: The amount of tax (in
dollars per standard drink) by state was estimated from data on state ad
valorem excise, specific excise, and sales taxes in 2010 obtained from
the Alcohol Policy Information System and Tax Foundation. These taxes
were summed, and specific excise taxes were assessed as a proportion
of total state taxes. Tax data on beer were analyzed for all 50 states. Tax
data for wine and distilled spirits were restricted to the 32 license states
and Washington, D.C., with fully privatized distribution systems. Total

alcohol taxes for the 32 license states were compared on a per-drink basis
with published state estimates of the cost of excessive drinking in these
states in 2010. Results: Specific excise taxes accounted for a weighted
median of 20.1% of total state alcohol tax revenue in the 32 license states
and Washington, D.C. The median total alcohol tax per drink (based on
all federal and state taxes) was $0.21, which accounted for 26.7% of the
median cost to government and 10.3% of the median total economic
cost of excessive drinking. Conclusions: Specific excise taxes account
for one fifth of state alcohol taxes in the 32 license states; but even
considering all tax types, total alcohol taxes account for only one tenth
of alcohol-related costs (J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs, 80, 408-414, 2019)

N 2010, EXCESSIVE DRINKING cost the United States

approximately $249 billion, or $2.05 per drink, of which
approximately 40% was borne by the federal and state gov-
ernments (Sacks et al., 2015).

Alcohol taxes are levied in all states to raise government
revenue. Alcohol taxes increase the price of alcohol, and
there is substantial evidence that both higher alcohol taxes
and higher prices reduce excessive alcohol consumption
and related harms (e.g., cancers, hypertension, injuries, and
violence) (Elder et al., 2010; Wagenaar et al., 2009, 2010).

There are three types of taxes that may be applied to
alcoholic beverages sold in states: specific excise taxes,
ad valorem excise taxes, and general sales taxes. The two
excise taxes single out a particular type of product (i.e.,
alcoholic beverages). Specific excise taxes are typically
imposed at the wholesale level and are assessed per unit
of volume (e.g., per barrel of beer), not as a percentage of
the retail price. As a consequence, specific excise taxes can
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erode over time as a result of inflation unless they are peri-
odically increased.

In fact, a recent study found that, on average, alcohol-
specific excise taxes in states declined approximately 30%
across all beverage types from 1991 to 2015 (Naimi et al.,
2018). Ad valorem excise taxes are assessed as a percentage
of the retail or wholesale price of alcoholic beverages. They
can be imposed on alcohol sold for on-premise consumption
(e.g., in bars, restaurants), off-premise consumption (e.g.,
sold at liquor stores), or both.

In contrast to specific excise taxes, ad valorem taxes au-
tomatically adjust based on changes in the price of alcoholic
beverages and, thus, do not erode in real terms when prices
increase as a result of inflation or other market factors. How-
ever, these price-based taxes may drive consumers toward
lower quality beverages or beverages with higher alcohol
content in order to reduce consumers’ tax burden per unit
of ethanol, which in turn incentivizes producers to increase
production of those types of products (Sornpaisarn et al.,
2017). General sales taxes are applied to most goods and
services and may be applied to alcohol as well. Similar to
ad valorem excise taxes, general sales taxes are assessed as
a percentage of the retail price of alcohol; however, they are
not alcohol specific.

In addition to these state alcohol taxes, there are bever-
age-distinct (beer, wine, and distilled spirits, respectively),
federal-specific excise taxes on alcohol that are applied
based on a fixed amount per volume of alcohol and, thus, are
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independent of price. These taxes are applied at the whole-
sale level and then are passed through to the retail price of
alcoholic beverages, rather than being administered at the
point of sale. However, in contrast to state alcohol excise
taxes, federal alcohol excise taxes are identical across all
states (Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau, 2016).

Recent studies have evaluated changes in state alcohol-
specific excise taxes on an inflation-adjusted basis (Naimi
et al., 2018). However, there is limited information on total
state alcohol taxes, the contribution of state alcohol-specific
excise taxes to total state alcohol taxes, and the relationship
between total state and federal alcohol taxes (i.e., total alco-
hol taxes in states) and the societal cost of excessive drink-
ing. This information could help inform discussions on how
to reduce excessive alcohol consumption and related harms
and identify potential disparities between the cost of exces-
sive drinking and alcohol taxes.

The purposes of this study, therefore, were to assess the
different taxes that are applied to alcoholic beverages in U.S.
states on a beverage-specific basis (i.e., for beer, wine, and
distilled spirits), to assess alcohol-specific excise taxes as a
percentage of total state alcohol taxes, and to compare the
total alcohol taxes in states with published estimates of the
total and government per-drink cost of excessive drinking in
states.

Method

The amount of tax dollars per standard drink was esti-
mated by state using tax rates, definitions of standard drinks,
estimates of drink prices, and estimates of the proportion
of alcohol consumed on-premise versus off-premise. These
amounts were then compared with published estimates of the
per-drink economic cost of excessive drinking in states.

Data on tax rates

State-level alcohol tax data were obtained from several
sources including the Alcohol Policy Information System,
the Tax Foundation, and the WestlawNext legal database
using standard legal research methods (National Institute
on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2013; Tax Foundation,
2010; Thomson Reuters, n.d.). Data on 2010 alcohol taxes
were used in this study to align with current estimates of
the economic cost of excessive drinking in states (Sacks et
al., 2015). Taxes for beer, wine, and distilled spirits were
assessed on a per-drink basis by converting taxes on larger
volumes of alcoholic beverages (e.g., excise taxes per gal-
lon of beer) into equivalent taxes per standard U.S. drink,
defined as 12 oz. of 5% alcohol-by-volume (ABV) beer, 5
oz. of 12% ABV wine, and 1.5 oz. of 40% ABYV distilled
spirits—all of which contain 14 g, 17.7 ml, or 0.6 oz. of
ethanol (National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol-
ism, 2017).

Limited analyses on data from states with alcohol
monopolies

Tax data on beer were collected and analyzed for all 50
states. However, tax data on wine and distilled spirits were
only assessed among the 32 states and Washington, D.C.,
that do not have wholesale or retail monopolies on either
of these beverage types (i.e., “license” states) because
beverage-specific taxes are not generally available for state-
controlled beverage sales. Therefore, the assessment of total
alcohol taxes for wine and distilled spirits were restricted to
these 32 license states and Washington, D.C., to assure the
comparability of state alcohol tax data across beverage types
by state.

Calculating dollars per drink for taxes based on
percentage of price

Calculating taxes that are based on a percentage of
price (i.e., ad valorem excise taxes and general sales taxes)
requires estimates of the average prices paid for alcohol
in off-premise establishments (e.g., liquor stores) and on-
premise establishments (e.g., restaurants), respectively, on
a beverage-distinct basis (i.e., for beer, wine, and distilled
spirits), and the state alcohol ad valorem excise and/or
general sales tax rates. However, state-specific retail alcohol
price estimates are generally unavailable or not comparable.
Therefore, we used average national alcohol price estimates
from the IMPACT Databank Review and Forecast for bever-
age type and consumption location (beer, wine, and distilled
spirits, and on-premise consumption versus off-premise
consumption) (Shanken, 2011). We were then able to mul-
tiply the ad valorem taxes, sales taxes, or both charged by
individual states by the estimated national prices for beer,
wine, and distilled spirits, respectively.

Calculating total tax per drink

The total state alcohol taxes per drink by beverage type
and consumption location (on-premise vs. off-premise)
were calculated by summing the per-drink value of state-
specific excise taxes, state ad valorem excise taxes, state
sales taxes, and federal tax. In 2010, the federal excise
tax per standard drink was $0.05 for beer, $0.04 for wine,
and $0.16 for distilled spirits (Alcohol and Tobacco Tax
and Trade Bureau, 2016). To estimate the average tax per
drink by beverage type, we modeled a 3:1 ratio of off- to
on-promises sales (i.e., that 75% of alcohol is purchased in
off-premise establishments) (Beverage Information Group,
2014). To estimate the average total state alcohol taxes per
drink for the combination of the three beverage types (beer,
wine, and distilled spirits) in the 32 states and Washington,
D.C., where the sale of these beverages is fully privatized,
we calculated the weighted average of beverage-specific
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taxes using state beverage-specific alcohol sales data from
the Alcohol Epidemiological Data System (LaVallee & Yi,
2012). State-specific excise taxes were then assessed as a
proportion of total state alcohol taxes across beverage types
by state in these 32 states and Washington, D.C.

Comparing tax per drink with economic cost per drink

The 2010 combined total state and federal alcohol taxes
by drink in states were then compared with published esti-
mates of the economic cost of excessive drinking in states
and in the United States (Sacks et al., 2015). This study used
a standard cost-of-illness approach to calculate the state-spe-
cific costs for excessive drinking, including lost productivity,
medical costs, and legal and criminal justice system costs.
Consistent with cost-of-illness methodology, this study did
not include intangible costs, such as pain and suffering, in
the cost estimates (Sacks et al., 2015).

Results

All 50 states and Washington, D.C., applied excise taxes
to beverages sold by private retailers (Table 1). In addition,
43 states applied sales taxes to alcohol, and 14 states and
Washington, D.C., had ad valorem excise alcohol taxes.
Among the 50 states and Washington, D.C., only 4 states
(Alaska, Delaware, Montana, and Oregon) applied only
specific excise taxes, whereas the remainder also levied a
sales tax, an ad valorem excise tax, or both on alcoholic
beverages.

Overall, in the 32 license states and Washington, D.C.,
specific excise taxes accounted for a weighed state median
of 20.1% of the total state alcohol taxes for all alcoholic
beverages, 19.0% of alcohol tax revenues for beer, 13.3% of
tax revenues for wine, and 28.6% for distilled spirits (Table
1). Twelve of the 14 states (85.7%) with ad valorem excise
taxes on beer had above-median total beer taxes. In contrast,
Delaware, Montana, and Oregon—three of the four states
that levy only specific excise taxes on beer—had the lowest
total state beer taxes in the United States in 2010.

The median-weighted total state alcohol taxes per drink
across all beverage types in the 32 license states and Wash-
ington, D.C., was $0.13 (range: $0.03 [Delaware] to $0.27
[Tennessee]) (Table 2). After also including federal alcohol
taxes, the median-weighted total alcohol taxes in states per
drink across all beverage types was $0.21 (range: $0.11
[Delaware] to $0.35 [Tennessee]).

These federal and state taxes were then compared with
the total economic cost per drink of excessive drinking based
on a previous study (which ranged from $0.92 to $2.77;
state median = $2.05); we also compared them with the
cost incurred by government per drink (which ranged from
$0.36 to $1.19; state median = $0.79) in 2010 (Sacks et al.,
2015). Total alcohol taxes accounted for a median of 26.7%

of the economic cost to government per state (range: 15.2%
[Colorado] to 40.6% [North Dakota], and 10.3% of the total
economic cost of excessive drinking per state (range: 6.6%
[Colorado] to 15.3% [Tennessee]) (Table 2, Figure 1).

Discussion

This is the first study to assess the contribution of specific
excise taxes to total state alcohol taxes and the relationship
between total alcohol taxes in states (i.e., state and federal
alcohol taxes combined) and the economic cost of excessive
drinking in the United States. In 2010, the median total state
alcohol tax across all beverage types in the 32 license states
and Washington, D.C., was 13 cents per drink, with specific
excise taxes accounting for about one fifth of this amount.
Adding federal taxes brought total taxes to 21 cents per
drink. Even with the addition of federal taxes, however, the
total tax per drink accounted for only one quarter of the cost
per drink to government from excessive drinking and cov-
ered only one tenth of the total cost of excessive drinking.

This study shows that, in general, states with a greater
variety of alcohol taxes (e.g., specific excise taxes along with
ad valorem excise taxes, sales taxes, or both) tend to have
higher total state alcohol taxes. This is not only because of
the additive effects of combining different types of state al-
cohol taxes but also because of the economic characteristics
of different types of alcohol taxes. For example, the value
of specific excise taxes erodes over time with inflation un-
less they are increased regularly (e.g., indexed for inflation)
because specific excise taxes are based on the volume of
alcohol sold and not the price. In contrast, both ad valorem
excise and sales taxes are assessed as a percentage of the
retail price and, thus, automatically adjust to changes in
alcohol prices (Naimi et al., 2018).

Therefore, states that combine these taxing strategies tend
to have higher total alcohol taxes over time, particularly when
compared with states that only levy specific excise taxes on
alcoholic beverages. For example, as shown in this study,
Delaware and Alaska—the only two license states to apply
only specific excise taxes to alcohol—have below-average total
taxes (3 cents per drink in Delaware and 12 cents per drink
in Alaska), and their taxes cover a relatively low percentage
of alcohol-attributable costs in the state (7.0% for Delaware
and 8.8% for Alaska) compared with most other states.

This study also demonstrates the importance of account-
ing for all types of state alcohol taxes when conducting
alcohol tax—related research and policy evaluations. Previous
research has documented that measures of alcohol taxes that
incorporate all tax types improve the strength of statistical
models assessing the association between total state alcohol
taxes and binge drinking prevalence in states (i.e., there is
a stronger association between state alcohol taxes and binge
drinking prevalence when these models include all state
alcohol taxes vs. specific excise taxes alone) (Xuan et al.,
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TaBLE 1. Presence of sales and ad valorem taxes, total state alcohol taxes (including excise, sales and ad valorem taxes) by beverage type, and proportion of
total tax that is excise tax, United States, 2010

Distilled All
Beer Wine spirits beverages
Ad Proportion Proportion Proportion Proportion
Sales valorem  Total tax from Total tax from Total tax from from
States tax taxes ($/drink) excise tax ($/drink) excise tax ($/drink) excise tax excise tax
Median 0.10 19.0% 0.18 13.3% 0.15 28.6% 20.1%
Alabama Va 0.15 65.6% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Alaska 0.10 100.0% 0.10 100.0% 0.15 100% 100.0%
Arizona v 0.10 14.9% 0.18 18.1% 0.14 25.3% 19.6%
Arkansas v Ve 0.18 12.8% 0.32 9.5% 0.27 11.2% 11.5%
California v 0.13 14.9% 0.19 4.0% 0.17 23.0% 15.9%
Colorado v 0.05 16.6% 0.08 16.1% 0.07 36.9% 25.1%
Connecticut v 0.10 18.6% 0.16 14.9% 0.15 35.9% 25.1%
Delaware 0.02 100.0% 0.04 100.0% 0.04 100% 100.0%
Florida v 0.12 36.7% 0.22 39.6% 0.17 44.8% 40.5%
Georgia v 0.15 64.7% 0.15 39.8% 0.11 41.5% 54.0%
Hawaii v 0.14 62.6% 0.14 37.5% 0.13 52.7% 55.3%
Idaho v 0.09 15.2% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Illinois v 0.10 21.1% 0.19 28.0% 0.20 50.6% 36.1%
Indiana v 0.10 10.6% 0.18 10.5% 0.14 22.3% 15.1%
Towa ‘/“ 0.10 18.6% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Kansas v 0.15 11.5% 0.23 5.1% 0.18 16.1% 11.7%
Kentucky v Ve 0.15 4.9% 0.23 8.6% 0.17 13.6% 7.8%
Louisiana v 0.08 36.9% 0.09 4.7% 0.09 31.9% 29.9%
Maine vgb Vis 0.11 29.4% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Maryland v 0.09 9.8% 0.15 10.5% 0.11 15.8% 12.2%
Massachusetts v 0.09 10.9% 0.16 13.3% 0.15 32.6% 20.6%
Michigan Va 0.10 19.7% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Minnesota v Ve 0.14 10.3% 0.22 5.3% 0.21 28.6% 17.0%
Mississippi Va 0.13 30.6% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Missouri v 0.06 9.3% 0.11 14.8% 0.09 26.1% 17.2%
Montana 0.01 100.0% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Nebraska v 0.10 28.9% 0.16 23.2% 0.13 33.8% 29.6%
Nevada v 0.10 14.4% 0.18 15.1% 0.15 28.1% 20.0%
New Hampshire Vier 0.09 31.0% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
New Jersey v 0.10 11.0% 0.19 17.9% 0.17 37.0% 23.7%
New Mexico v 0.10 37.1% 0.18 37.2% 0.15 47.4% 41.3%
New York v 0.07 20.1% 0.10 11.6% 0.14 54.6% 36.1%
North Carolina ‘/“ 0.13 43.7% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
North Dakota Ve 0.11 14.2% 0.18 11.1% 0.14 21.1% 16.2%
Ohio Va 0.09 19.0% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Oklahoma v Ve 0.19 19.9% 0.29 9.6% 0.26 25.4% 20.1%
Oregon 0.01 100.0% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Pennsylvania Va 0.09 8.8% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Rhode Island v Ve 0.11 8.5% 0.19 12.2% 0.16 27.0% 16.8%
South Carolina v cfh 0.15 48.1% 0.18 24.0% 0.19 28.0% 36.3%
South Dakota v ol 0.08 33.1% 0.14 26.1% 0.12 39.1% 33.1%
Tennessee v v 0.21 6.2% 0.39 12.3% 0.30 17.4% 11.9%
Texas Vs Ve 0.15 12.1% 0.24 3.3% 0.20 14.4% 11.2%
Utah v 0.11 34.1% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Vermont v Vs 0.13 19.0% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Virginia Va 0.09 29.0% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Washington Va 0.16 45.7% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Washington, D.C. Ve 0.13 6.4% 0.23 5.2% 0.17 10.5% 7.7%
West Virginia v 0.09 17.6% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.
Wisconsin v 0.07 8.5% 0.12 8.0% 0.12 33.4% 19.2%
Wyoming Va 0.05 3.1% N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A.

Notes: N.A. = not applicable. “Did not apply to off-premise sales of distilled spirits and wine because the state directly controlled the sale of these beverages in
2010 (i.e., these were control states at that time). YApplied only to locations selling alcohol for consumption elsewhere (off-premise retailers). “Applied at the
retail level. “Kansas had an ad valorem tax applied at the wholesale level for beverages purchased by on-premises retailers only; this tax was in addition to a
retail ad valorem tax for both on- and off-premise establishments. ¢Applied at the wholesale level. /Applied only to locations selling alcohol for consumption
on site (on-premise retailers). €Applied to beer only. #“Applied to distilled spirits only. ‘Excludes beer. /Tennessee had an ad valorem tax on distilled spirits and
wine applied at the retail level only for on-premises consumption, and a wholesale ad valorem tax on beer.
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TabLE 2. Total state and federal alcohol taxes in license states’ compared with the total costs for excessive drinking, United States, 2010

Weighted state Federal plus state
tax per drink for alcohol tax per Cost of Federal plus state Federal plus state
all beverage drink for all excessive tax per drink as a %  tax per drink as a %
types® beverage types® drinking? of government of total
States? ($ per drink) ($ per drink) ($/drink) cost per drink cost per drink
Median 0.13 0.21 2.05 26.7% 10.3%
Alaska 0.12 0.20 2.25 20.9% 8.8%
Arizona 0.13 0.20 2.27 21.7% 8.9%
Arkansas 0.23 0.31 227 36.2% 13.6%
California 0.15 0.23 2.44 22.3% 9.2%
Colorado 0.06 0.14 2.14 15.2% 6.6%
Connecticut 0.12 0.20 2.04 24.9% 9.9%
Delaware 0.03 0.11 1.64 16.8% 7.0%
Florida 0.15 0.23 1.80 31.9% 12.8%
Georgia 0.13 0.21 2.10 24.5% 10.0%
Hawaii 0.14 0.21 1.58 34.0% 13.4%
Illinois 0.15 0.23 1.86 31.0% 12.2%
Indiana 0.13 0.20 1.96 25.8% 10.4%
Kansas 0.18 0.26 2.18 30.6% 11.8%
Kentucky 0.19 0.27 2.36 28.1% 11.3%
Louisiana 0.09 0.17 1.91 21.6% 8.7%
Maryland 0.10 0.19 2.22 19.8% 8.4%
Massachusetts 0.12 0.20 1.93 25.7% 10.3%
Minnesota 0.17 0.26 1.74 37.2% 14.8%
Missouri 0.08 0.16 1.83 22.1% 8.6%
Nebraska 0.12 0.20 1.61 28.8% 12.2%
Nevada 0.13 0.21 1.49 34.8% 14.2%
New Jersey 0.14 0.22 1.70 31.4% 12.9%
New Mexico 0.13 0.21 2.77 18.4% 7.5%
New York 0.10 0.17 2.28 17.7% 7.5%
North Dakota 0.13 0.21 1.40 40.6% 15.1%
Oklahoma 0.23 0.31 2.49 31.5% 12.3%
Rhode Island 0.14 0.22 1.82 29.7% 11.9%
South Carolina 0.17 0.25 2.13 31.7% 11.6%
South Dakota 0.10 0.18 1.59 28.6% 11.5%
Tennessee 0.27 0.35 2.25 39.7% 15.3%
Texas 0.18 0.26 1.99 32.7% 12.8%
Washington, D.C. 0.16 0.24 2.14 27.7% 11.3%
Wisconsin 0.10 0.18 1.83 24.8% 9.6%

@Refers to the 32 states and Washington, D.C., without wholesale or retail monopolies on distilled spirits and/or wine. "Weighted tax-per-drink
values across all beverage types in a state were calculated by averaging the tax-per-drink values for each beverage type (beer, wine, and distilled
spirits) after weighting the values to correspond with the proportion of ethanol consumed for each beverage type in that state using data from
the Alcohol Epidemiological Data System (LaVallee & Yi, 2012). ¢This adds the weighted federal tax per drink to the weighted state tax per
drink in the previous column. 9The cost of excessive drinking in 2010 on a state-specific basis was obtained from Sacks et al. (2015).

2015). As a consequence, studies that have only assessed
specific excise taxes in states may have underestimated the
potential impact of alcohol taxes on excessive drinking and
related harms.

Our finding that total alcohol taxes in states account
for only a fraction of the total economic cost of excessive
drinking in states is consistent with other analyses that have
compared costs and taxes based on specific excise taxes
alone (Naimi, 2011). However, current cost estimates do not
include certain alcohol-attributable costs (e.g., economic
losses attributable to reduced productivity among excessive
drinkers who are not alcohol dependent) and are, therefore,
conservative. Nonetheless, of the $249 billion in economic
cost resulting from excessive drinking in 2010 ($2.05 per
drink), about $2 in $5 ($0.80 per drink) were paid by state
and federal governments, and these per-drink costs were still
several times higher than the median-weighted total alcohol

taxes in states per drink ($0.21) estimated in this study
(Sacks et al., 2015).

This study is subject to limitations. Although the tax-to-
cost estimates in this study were limited to the 32 license
states and Washington, D.C., that did not have a wholesale
or retail monopoly on any type of alcohol (because there are
no comparable taxes in control states), the total magnitude of
beer taxes—which accounts for the most alcohol consumed
in all states and about two thirds of the alcohol consumed
during binge drinking episodes (Naimi et al., 2007)— was
similar between license and control states. There are other
sources of government revenue (i.e., retail license fees) from
alcohol not accounted for in this study. Furthermore, because
there are no reliable state-level data on the price of alcoholic
beverages, we used national price estimates to calculate the
value of ad valorem and sales taxes in all states in which
these taxes were applied.
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FiGure 1. Proportion of costs attributable to excessive alcohol use accounted for by total alcohol taxes on a per-drink basis among the 32
license states in the United States, 2010. License states included the 32 states that did not have wholesale or retail monopolies on either wine

or distilled spirits in 2010.
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The methods used to generate the average beverage-
specific prices on a national level are difficult to evaluate
because they are proprietary. However, using the national
average retail prices will overstate price in states with low
alcohol excise taxes and understate prices in states with high
alcohol excise taxes. Last, we compared the total alcohol
taxes in states with total state costs attributable to excessive
alcohol use in 2010 because that was the most recent year
for which cost data were available. However, absent any
adjustment in excise tax rates, the current total state alcohol
taxes (in 2010 dollars) would likely be even lower than they
were in 2010 because of inflation.

Increasing alcohol taxes could improve public health
and reduce the disparity between alcohol-related costs and
total alcohol taxes in states. This could also help prevent
the reallocation of the societal cost of drinking from those
who drink excessively to the general public. Conversely, if
specific excise taxes are not increased, these taxes are likely
to further erode over time because of inflation, which could
result in an even greater disparity between alcohol taxes and
alcohol-attributable costs.
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