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CIGARETTE WARNING [.ABELS AS EDUCATI@NAL DEVICES

7 . } . v
: . ‘ v .
Is the warninp‘statemgnt or label on a product an educational devlcqﬁé ‘To
f R
' p ¢
the cextent that the purpose and placement of the label is to modify usape’ }_

j
provide information about a product, it can be classified as an educatlonal de—

vice with anticipated knowledfe gains or behavioral changes. The warning label

on ciparette packages and on cigarette advertisements is perhaps the most widely
distributed and most visible health warning label in,the United States today;

vet there appears to have been little effort made to determine whether the

L \ +

‘public is aware of fhe wordlnp of the warning label or understands its meanlng

v 5

In 1965, the U.S. Congress (PL 89-92) mandated health warnings on all
cigaro%tc packages produgéd fFor éqmestic sales. “This warning reéd: "CAUTION-
CIGARETTE SMOKING MAY BE HAZARDOUS TO-YOUR HEALTH. ! Since’1970, Section U4 of
the fublic Health Cigarotte Smoking Act (PL 9?—222) has required that all cigar-
ette packages for domestic sale carry a stronger warning label: "WARNING: THE
SURGEON GENERAL HAS DETERMINED THAT CIGARETTL SMOKING IS DANGBROUS TO YOUR HEALTH.™
On March 30, 1972, 'the Federal Trade Commission presenfedéorders and obtained
consent from sixlmajor domestic cigarefte companies requiriﬁg tha{ all print
cigaretté advertising carry the same warning, statement that appéared on cigarette
packares.

.

In accordance with the law, each year the TI'ederal Trade Commission submits

v

a report to Congress on the effectiveness of cipgarette labeling, current methods
ot ciparette advertising, and recommendations for legislation (1). Neither these

. . ,
reports nor the limited related literature in technical journals has adequatedy
KN N e ’ .
) A o ) - .
addressed the issue ofewhat awarcness . pOlelC audiences, partacuiggly youny,
L
« /'

peé%lo, have of the existence of the label and what they undevstand the label

A

J
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Dehl (2) has criticized the(cqrrent %ébgls as nothing more than a way to

-

limit goVérnment,regulation of the tobacco industry.} Horn (3) notes that pecple

who considered quitting smoking were more likely to accept the warning labek on

»

cigarette packages than those who had not. The American Cancer Society surveyed
’ >

young people ages 13-to 18 and concluded that they were '"familiar" with .the
" warning label on cjgarette packages (u4).

[ i
Attempts to assess the effectiveness of the 1label in changing cigarette

sales have been confounded by the introduction and later withdrawal of television

[
Y . £

o anti-smoking advertisements, the subsequent ban on, telévision advertising, the
new emphasis -on low tar and%niéotine cigarettes and the changing social norms

concerrning women and youth.
’ <

' '
This paper describes one aspett of a larger study of adolescent cigarette

smoking in a small midwestern community (population 36,000). Specifically, this

~paper réports an attempt to identify the degree to .which adolescents in grades

7, 9 and 1} were awére'of the cigarette warning labels who, among adolescents, |
copid identify theiloéétions_of the warning labels oh cigarette packages and ad;‘
vertiseménts; how many agtually knew .the wording of the warﬁing statement;'whaél
types of errors were made ?n restatiné the warning label and whether the%é were

any consistent errors in young people's recall of the warning statement ﬁhich
' \
were indicative of mis-information. . ) p/ ’
' -

Respondents were -frouped into categories of '"smokers" and "non-smokers' on =

. Al
the basis of responses to a question asking them to describe their current smoking
’ , ?
/ ) . > : L
behavior. Respondents who indicated they 'usually smoked just about everv day"

or 'smoked once in awhile but not every day" were classified "smokers'" and those

who indicated they "used to smoke but don't smoke now" or ''never smoked'' were

4

. . AY
classified-as ”non»smoiers.” .

- SN
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Location of Warning on Packages

Four hundred and nine seventh graders, 214 males, 195 females; 399 ninth’

graders, 213 nales, 187 females; and 409 eleventh graders, 210 males, 199 fe-
» .- A .
males, were asked, in multiple choice questions, to indicate the location of

[ ) d
S

the "Surgeen General's Warning" on cigarette packages and on cigarette adver-

tisements. At all grade levels, a greater portion of the smokers could cor-
. ¥ : . .,‘

. - . : » < . ’ )

rectly identify the location of the warning statement on the backage than non-

smokers (Table I), and for both grades 9 and 11, males and femaleé, these dif-

,C?/ ferences were statistically significant (9th grade_males,:x_ =12.BO,£:.001;

]

females, Z 2=l~l..67, <.OOl; 11th grade males, ZQ=8.59, <,.01.; feméles, 12:

15.19, £.001)(5). Smoking, as we would expect, led to g%eayer familiarity

e 4

with the Surgeon Genefral's Warning.

,

Location of Warning'on Advertisements

'%qspondents\werﬁ asked to identify where sthe warning statement was usually 4
¢ N_ S 4 "

’ . N, . .

located on cigarette advertisements: (upper right hand quadrant, upper left

hand quadrdnt, lower right hand quadrant, lower left hand quadrant). .Becghse

N

the actual location of the warning varies greatly, it was difficult <o inter-

N

pret responses. In an attempt to estimate the actual location of the warning

label, a.random sample of 200 different advertisements from(magazines reported
v ” . .
-q . ' . 3
to recelds a large percentage of their advertising r‘evenue from cdigarette ad-

. N / :
vertisements was/;élected (6). Seventy-five percent of these advertisements

carried thefwarning statement in the lowei/ﬂeft hand quadrant, 19 percent car-

.+ ried the warning in theéﬁower right hand quadrant, three percent carried the

warning in the upper right, hand quatirant and three percent carried it in the

upper left hand quadfant. Clearly there appeared. to be a preference among

cigarette advertisers fér the lower left hand quadrant of thg advertisements.
. : e
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The small number of respondents selecting the upper quadrants meant ail

w

‘“sexes and grades had to be treated together to assess statistical differences.

The distribution pattern ncted from the sampled -advertisements was considared

S

the "expected", and the student responsés were considered the “observed."

Smokers and non-smokers were considered separately and the observed freguencites

¥

were compared. to. the expected by means of the Chi scuare statistic tegting- the
no difference hypothesis. The no difference hypothesis could rot be supported;

2 ' ‘ 2 ' :
males, l =218, (.OClé females, Z, =57k, £.001 (Table II). S*udents' estimates

- . > . . :
of the location of the warning label ir. advertisements had little resemblance
- Id ) N

P

Al

to thé actual distribution as determined by our sampling of advertisement: .

. B . . .
. Students were ramiliar enough with the warning statement's location on

print advertis=2ments to know that onlv occasionally did the warnings appear in

- - .

the upper half of the advert isement byt there was no indication that students

[$

had- noted where the warndng statement usually occurred in the lower half-of

adverggseﬁents.

Wording of the Warning Statenent

The remainder of this paper focuses con students who claimed to know the

@

warning statement by attempting to write it out. Students were asked tg\write,”
. ¢ . . . .o .
in full] the wording of the warning which appezrs on all cigarette packages and

on all cigarette advertisements.® Questionnalre instructions indicated that

-

L

AR 3

*The word "WARNING" was nat counted as part of the analysis of the state-
ments in this study. Only thé words "The Surgeon General Has Betermined That
Cigarette Smoking is Dangerous to Your Health'" were considered the words on
the label. Many -students, especially younger. studknts, seemed toc-judge the
word WARNING, separated from the rest ofﬁ?be statement by a colon, as an atten--
tion getting device and omitted it from their statements. '

’

Q . : V] o«
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students could imdicate "Don't Know" if they felt.they could- not writé»the‘
statement adequately. ' .
i Seventy-three percent of the 1lth grade,. 142 males and 155 females; 67 !

. 4 ‘ '

percent of the 9th grade, 142 males and 125 females; and 47 percent of the 7th
. . . S L

grade; 105 males and '87 females, felt they knew the warning label well enough

to attempt to wgite it out. With-the exception of the 7th grade boys and girls,

<

kers than the non-smokers indicated they knew the warning label

‘more of the - M
T

% . . “ .
and éttempted to write it (Table III). Only_agong 11th grade girls, however,

was this difference statistically significant’(zz=u.92,‘\<-05)- ' “

J

Writing the Warning Statement Correctly

-

With the exception of the 7th grade boys and.the 9th grade girls, a larger
proportion of smokers than non-smokers were able to Qrite the statemept'cor—
"rquly (Table IV). oOnly. for the 11th grade girls, however, was this difference
statistically significant (;(E:27.59,<:.001). The Chil square analysis was hot
completéd‘in all cases because the number of cases in some .cells were too few.

Despite the fact that the warning statement has been visibly circulated for

te
‘

a long pariod of time, and despite the fact that smokers in particular have been
frequently exposed to'fhe statemegt on the cigarette package, it is intere;ting
to note that no more than six percent of the total 7th gr§de group, 16 pércenb
of the 3th grade group, and only 27 ﬁercent of the 1llth grade group could write
the words of the statement correctly. It is true that the words do not %aVQ to
be *identified correctly for the meaning to be understood, but it is logical to
-assume that there would be greater comprehension of the meaning of the warning
if more pecple kniylexactly what the warning saig. Aléo, fo better understand
the effects of such mass media warnings, it is imﬁartant to élosely examine the

Q

ublic's understanding of these statements. *Data presented later in(this paper
p : 2 P ; pap
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. "i1llustratie discrepancies in individual pebceptlnm of the warning statement's

wording #nd suggest additional questions for research. .
: - ™

These lgw levels of accurate knowledge of the warning statement. stand in”f

contrdst to the 1969 findings of the American Cancer Society that 95 percent of

-1

teenagers, 13-18 years of age, had seén the warning label on cigarette packages

' and 34 percent f¢lt the package warning "had affected them'" (4).
To gain additional insights 'into the nature Qf the errors and misstatements
. - . .
. ’
made by .students who thought they knew the warning label, we looked at three ad-

L

«
N4

* ditional factbrs; lﬁ whether or not the students inclided in. their statement

.

four words judged to be 'key" to uhderétanding the meaning of the warning, 2)

e . -

Py ’ .
whether there was a tendency to omit words from the warning, and 3) whether there

was a tendency.to add words to the warning which were, in reality, not there.

. . ) v B
Key Words . ' ) o N .

Table V shgws°that among students q%gdpaid they knew the Qarning statement
AY B i ,"" -': 3 f

and attempted to write it out, a higher proportion of smokers than non-smokers
S~ N

included in, thein statements the four words judged to be "key," or critical, to

\ b t

the meaning of the warning messages. The key words were SMOKING--DANGEROUS--
. o .

f

¥

YOUR--HEALTH. Saventh gor Females were the only exception. - The differences

v
noted between the smokers and non-smokers at the 7th and 9th grade levels were

. , . /o
not~statistically significant. At ‘the 1lth grade, the difference between smokers

. A . . 2
and non-smokers were statistically significant only for girls (:Z :6.u7,<“Ol).
. (S
o .

Missing and Extra Words ' §

K
-

There was a general tendency_ for smokers to‘omit fewer words in their gtate-
ment of the wording than non-smokers (Table VI). But as in the earlier examples,

this relatively consistent difference across groups was only statistically sir-

. ' . 2 o o= : e
nificant for fhe 11th grade girls (): :QS.QEi;g.OOl). Conversely, hon-smokers

El{lC | : O - : ' ‘
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. .
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-

-~ . were more likely, to add;extra words to thelr writing of the warning statement
: ‘ . ! ' ! ‘ : <t

- s

than were smokers (Table VII). Again, the consistency of these diffefenqes'

betweepn smokers énd-non—smokers;is sfriking but significant only for 1lth

Ed
~

’ F 2 ) \ f
grade girls (f“=22.90, <.001). - - .

Errors” of Interest

0

To'exﬁloré_différent wordings written by the respondents, a count of all

N A . ' A . ) - .
words used in the written statements of the Wwarning was conducted (7). With one

"

exception this analysis revealed little of interest. The exception, however,

raises a series of questions about mass public communication of health hazards.

’

"3 The two sets cﬁ‘Wbrds most oftén used -as synonyms by different respondents wexe

- the words '"Hazardous' and "Dangerous' and the words "is'" and "may be'" or '"can

pe."* " The word "hazardous" has not been-included in the. warning statement since’
A B
13970. However, among respondents who indicated they knew the warning statement

. 52 percent of the llﬁh graders, 22 percent of the 39th graders(ahd 23 percent of

7 .
. . C .
the 7th graders used the word "hazardous" in their reconstruction of the state-

ment. Similarly the words '"may be'" have not been included in the warning since
1970, yvet 34 percent of the llth‘gradérs, 18 percent of the 9th graders and 16

percent of the 7th graders used the words "may be." There was a greater proba-

bility that students in higher prades would use words not included in the warning

’

statement Since 1970.

- . - . ‘ . ~ p
The word "dangerous,'" used in the warang statement since 1970, was used
~

by 33 percent of the 11th graders, 32 percent of the 9th graders, and 29 percent

; . < N
of the 7th graders. The word of choice among the lower grades was "bad,'" used

| 1

*Other words Jjudped equal to the words| "may be" included can be, could be,
could, and may and might.

ERIC 7 L
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A

by 35 percent of the 7th praders, 28 pcrcenf:of the 9th graders, and 13 percent
of, the lLth grraders .,
_ . '
On the other hand, "is," the definite term identifying the danper of

. smoking used in®*the warning -statement since 1970, was selected by 564 percent
3 g ‘ ‘ S :

of the 1lth gradery, 74 percent of the 9th praders and 73 percent of the 7th )

« praders.

; When the words "dangerous" and "hazardous" werq examined along with the
- ' & — B A
(3] iSH

L\ . L ‘ . . . o ]
detinite and indefinite "may he,"™ interesting differences were noted. Re-

’ 1 N ‘ » ‘ . 3 ) . ]
spondents using the word "danperous'" were mdore likely to uze the word "is" -
B . 3

, A

bost 1970 wording - than "may be." For 9th grade boys and Lith gradé¢ boys and

pirls this differcnce was significant (Tahié'VTII). It appeared that two

1

separate messapes were being repeated by students when asked to state the

. 4
surgeon General's warning.  One message indicated clearly that ﬁmokinﬁ ""may be

)
‘ v

. . , . . N -
hazardoys,™ and.the other message indicated that smSking "is dangerous." Older

’ ;

) ¥ students wére more likely to. select the words used in the:warning, statement

. prior to 14970. And, if they selected one of the two pre-1970 words, there was

a significant likelihood they would select the other. In other words, pre—1970
3

o ! L

wordings were still circulating among, older respondents.
This response pattern could possibly be explained if the preater proportion "
of smokers In the highér grades weve selecting the less.definite "may be' and

. the less specific "hazardous™ fog rcasons related-to reducing dissonance. [t
AY . . v
was hypothesized, thercfore, that smokers more likely than non-smokers would

sclect the less definite, less apecific statement for their warnings ("may he

~

hazardous™).

‘An analysis of the use of the words "hazardous'" and."dangerous” hy smokers
' 4 .
and non-smokers did not support this hypothesis (Table [X). Similarly, there

was no significant difference between choice of the defindte "is" and the .

. »
o~

\

o - Lo .rw
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~rather than directly from the packet itselkf. Most of the 1lth prade respondents

and Bank Amewicard (to Visa). Without similar expensive and sophisticated ef-

©

indefinite "may be' by smokers or:non-smokers (Table X). These pesults suggest '

that the two messages (pre and post-1970) were circulating among young people g

independently of their smoking behavior,

The fact that the words '"hazardous" and '"may be" were used together and -

‘Ware more often the words chosien by the older students suggests that they may

R .
- . -

have learned the statement from others who originally learned the statement

from the pre-1970, possiﬁly in the classical two-step communication pattern,

-
R

wepe less than ll‘years of age in 1970 and likely not sufficiently familar with

cigaré%to Qackages to learn the pre-1970 statement firsthand. If this is a

plausible explanation for the higher propOrt}on of pre-1970 messages réprodpéed
by the older students, then the "delay" in lea;ning the new (post-1970):wordi;g
[ "e . -
Suggesté real hazards in introducing.public health messages that will, at- some )
latef time, i changed or Strengf;ened.t Successful changes in widély disseminatéd
1y . - :

names and messages have been achieved in the commercial sector through massive

public information campaigns suéh(aq'those conducted by Standard 0il (to Exxon)

forts, u pdatlnp the publlc perceptlons of warning statements may provevto be a

l?

more difficult task than receliving wide acceptance of such warning when they are

. b . . s . . - ! ‘ . . -
First introduced. Changing a meéssgge, in other words, mayebe more difficult

than the original introduction of_ﬁﬁe&message. o
By LK "
P, :
. . oo n
Summary and Implications v %ﬁ

Despite w1d0 knowledge of tho ex1%ﬁ£h¢ébof the )urgeon General's Warnlng on
» *(_- b ]

c1gar@ffe packages and on Cl?areffc advqp%lsements, ﬁewer than 27 percent of 7th,

e
O

9th and 11th graders can state the warning correctly.”*In goneral; smokers were .
more familiar with the label and its wording than were non-smokers but differenceas
’

between the two groups were only rarely statistically significant.

-
.

14
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The greatest consistent difference .between smokers and non-smokers occurred
among the girls in the 11th grade. In the high school year, girls ‘are generally

. N " 1 A}
recognized as better Atudents than boys.. This, coupled with previous findings

ke .
. .

that there is a grgéter Sbciai and acaaemic distance between Smokeré‘and non-
’ smokers in thg %@enage years (8, 9, 10), may expiain the'marked differences in
knleédgeibf-the Surgedn Génerai's Warnihg ambng the older. girls.
; From an ed&cétional pénépeétiQe, it‘dwés'nof appear that Ehe povernment 's

i . ’ . ) - i
warning has been incorporated into anti-smoking education efforts, if indeed

v

the schools have done anything about anti-smoking education. - <

This paper suggests that "official" warnings may be well known in general
T N . " ' .
~TErms butfpéorly known in specific terms. When the specific terms of a warning

| P 4 . T

are %earnedkpgey appear to retard the likeliﬁdod of learning new or revised

) - -

warnings.

Mass public warnings which are not'targeted at specific audiences run a-
2 : Y ' .
considerable risk eof being poorly known. /If such public warnings are also

poorlv developed and need tor be changed at a later date,.therevappears tq'be a

~ considerable lag in getting revised méanings accepted by peqpléiwho learned

.

-

earlier warnings. °
If mass public warning statements about health are educational devices, )

they should be developed and pfe*tested with appropriate care and evaluated
betore they are widely disseminated. - L . .

. o .
8 4 :
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Table I .

IDENTLFICATION OF LOCATION OF
 THE WARNING ON PACKAGE -

MALES . - FEMALES

.~ Right Wnron Right Wrong

N 8 %3 N 2
7th

Sm 23. 61 39 35 51 49
NSm 191 38 62 160 34 66

(X%=3.67, N.5.) (X?=3.13, N.S.)
9th

Sm 43 83 17 49 84 16
NSm 170 48 41 137 55 45

(X2=12.30, €.001) (X2=11.67, £ .001)
. )
11th
w49 90 10 54 91 9
NSm 161 67 33 145 61 39

(A2-8.59,£.01) (X2=15.19,<.001)



ﬁ-Tab1e Il

LOCATION OF SG's WARNING
ON CIGARETTE ADVERTLISEMENTS

: C
SMOKERS - N
. Observed 8.00 | 12.00 ! 20.00
Expected 5.76 5.76 | 11.52

Observed 59.00 | 113.00 | 172.00
] Expected  [144.00 | 36.48 | 180.48

(X2-=218.31, £..001)

NON-SMOKERS N

Observed | 24.00 | 31.00 | 55.00
Expected 18.84 | 18.84 37.68

Obsérved 231.00 "342.00 573.00
Expected - [471.00 | 119.32 | 590.32

(X2=547.12, £..001)

19




Table 111
STUDENTS INDICATING THEY
) KNEW THE SG's WARNING
MALES FEMALES
Know "DK Know DK
S N 3 5 N 3 g
’ © 7th \

Sm . 23 . 30 60 35 40 60
NSm 191 51 49 160 46 54

. (X%=2.79, N.5.) (X %=.18, N.S.)
" gth ! |

Sm 46 74 26 39 87 13
NSm 167 65 35 86 80 20

()12=.91, N.s.)  (A2=1.0, N.S.)

11th
Sm 37 84 16 48 77 23
NSm 105 69 31 107 59 41,

()%E=3.18, N.S.) (XP=4.92, .05)

10




_Table 1V

 STUDENTS. WHO STATED THE,
SG's WARNING CORRECTLY

MALES " FEMALES
Know- DK Know DK
‘ N $ % N 8 3
P 7th
Sm 7 14 86 14 7 93

NSm 98 20 80 73 4 96,

* *

9th )
™ Sm 34 29 71 38 18 82
NSm 108 25" 75 88 19 81

(X%=.08, N.5.) (f%.02, N.5.)
1th -~ % )
Sn 38 53 47 50 60 40
NSm 109 3763 114 17 83
(X2=2.38, N.s.) (X2=27.59,4..001)

~*Data o not meet requirements for Chi
square analysis.




)

Table .V

A
\ -~

KEY WORDS INCLUDED BY STUDENTS
WHO KNEW SG'S WARNING

. MALES C\ FEMALES
- 4 44 4, <4
N % 5 N 3 3
Ith |
Sm 7 8.14 14 57 43
NSm 98 75 25 83, .73 27
xR0, NS
9th R

Sm 34 85 15 39 90 10
NSm 108 /8 22 % - 77 23

(X%=.50, N.ST) (X 2=1.83, N.S.)
E
11th )

Sm 49 82 18 ) 48 74 26
NSm 93 57 43 116 .56 44

(Xl2=2,56, {.02) (7(?=6.47,<1%05)

*Data do not meet r@qufréments,for Chi
square analysis. ‘

&

1o
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Tab1e; V1

" i

NUMBER OF WORDS OMITTED BY STUDENTS
WHO. KNEW THE SG's WARNING

. MALES
' None Some
N $ %
7th e
Sm 8 " 14 86

NSm 97 21 79

*\
-
o

Sm / 33 71

NSm™ 109 25 75
(A%=.17, N.S.)

11th

Sm 37 55 45

NSm 110 38 62

(X %=2.25, N.S.)

\‘ ) T A
' FEMALES
None Some
N 8%y
14 7 93
73 - 4 A6
*
38 21 79
87 19 8]

(X%-2.36, 1.5.)

50 66 36
112 21 79

(X%=25.85, £ 1001)

*Data do not meet requirements for(Ch1

square analysis.

1.
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. | © Table VII

NUMBER OF EXTRA WORDS BY
STUDENTS WHO KNEW THE SG's WARNING

MALES FEMALES
None Some , None Some
N 8 % N - % %
7th |
‘ Sm 7 43 57 14 29 71
\\ NSm 98 39 61 73 40 60
, K ’ *
S9th

Sm 34 53 47 38 47 53.
NSm 108 45 55 88 40 60

(X233, N.5,)  (X(2=.35, N.S.)

11th |
Sm 37 62 38 48 71 29
NSm 105 53 47 120 29 71

(A2=58, N.5.) (X 2=22.90,4 .001)

*Data do not meet requirements for Chi
square analysis.




: . T Table VIII,

USE OF THE WORDS - -
DANGEROUS/HAZARDOUS & IS/MAY BE
MALES "7 FEMALES
1s MB " 1y MB

"N £ % N % %
‘ 7th (Sexes Combined) o
Dangerous 49 84 16
Hazardous 38 79 21

(7(2=.08, N.S.)

9th
Dangerous 50 86 14 44 82 18
Hazardous 25 48752 31 61 39

(7(2=10.44;<_f01)(7(2=2.94, N.S.)

. 11th
Dangerous 35 86 14 57 75 25
Hazardous 74 58 42 68 56 44

(- 2=6.99,<.o1) (7(2=4.38,<.05)

i
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Table IX

. DANGEROUS AND HAZARDOUS
\ BY SMOKING CATEGORY

MALES FEMALES
D H D H
N % N %%
1t |
(Not sufficient cases) ‘
9th -

Sm 28 75 25 23 70 30
NSm 44 66 34 52 62 38

=31, 08 (L%a7, Ns))

11th g
Sm 29 45 55 39 56 44
NSm 80 28 72 86 41 59

(QC2=2-19, N-S-)(12=2.07, N.S.)

oy
oy«




., L Table X
ke ‘% A} . ! i | N
, | IS AND MAY BE .
% ] . BY SMOKING CATEGORY -\
- i ’ Ko " - -
(L MALES FEMALES
. v e , Is MB 1s M8
- ‘ : N %4 N %
7th
. (Not sufficient cases)
9th ' |
St (Not sufficient 23 .61 39
. ) cases)
‘ NSm - 37 37 13

(X%=3.87, N.s,)

11th .
Sm 35 74 36 46 78 22
NSm 115 70 30 101 §£ 38

(7(’2305, N.S.) (X %2.93, N.S.)

B
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