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The Honorable Thomas S. Foley
Speaker of the House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

It is my pleasure to transmit to the Congress the Surgeon
General’s report on the health consequences of smoking
entitled Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People. This
report is mandated by section 8(a) of the Public Health
Cigarette Smoking Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-222) and includes
the health effects of smokeless tobacco products as mandated
by section 8(a) of the Comprehensive Smokeless Tobacco Health
Education Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-252). The report was
prepared by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s
Office on Smoking and Health.

This report focuses on the vulnerable adolescent ages of 10
through 18 when most users start smoking, chewing, or dipping
and become addicted to tobacco. It examines the health
effects of early smoking and smokeless tobacco use, the
reasons that young men and women begin using tobacco, the
extent to which they use it, and efforts to prevent tobacco
use by young people.

Smoking kills 434,000 Americans each year. Adolescent smoking
and smokeless tobacco use are the first steps in this totally
preventable public health tragedy. The facts are simple: one
out of three adolescents in the United States is using tobacco
by age 18, adolescent users become adult users, and few people
begin to use tobacco after age 18. Preventing young people
from starting to use tobacco is the key to reducing the death
and disease caused by tobacco use. This report documents that
intervention programs targeting the broad social environment
of adolescents are both effective and warranted.

A great opportunity lies before us to prevent millions of
premature deaths and improve the quality of lives. This
report points out the overwhelming need in public health for
efforts directed toward stopping young people before they

start using tobacco.

Donna E! Shalala

Enclosure




THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
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The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr.
President of the Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. President:

It is my pleasure to transmit to the Congress the Surgeor
General’s report on the health consequences of smoking
entitled Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People. This
report is mandated by section 8(a) of the Public Health
Cigarette Smoking Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-222) and includes
the health effects of smokeless tobacco products as mandated
by section 8(a) of the Comprehensive Smokeless Tobacco Health
Education Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-252). The report was
prepared by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s
Office on Smoking and Health.

This report focuses on the vulnerakle adolescent ages of 10
through 18 when most users start smoking, chewing, or dipping
and become addicted to tobacco. It examines the health
effects of early smoking and smokeless tobacco use, the
reasons that young men and women begin using tobacco, the
extent to which they use it, and efforts to pievent tobacco
use by young people.

Smoking kills 434,000 Americans each year. Adolescent smoking
and smokeless tobacco use are the first steps in this totally
preventable public health tragedy. The facts are simple: one
out of three adolescents in the United States is using tobacco
by age 18, adolescent users become adult users, and few people
begin to use tobacco after age 18. Preventing young people
from starting to use tobacco is the key to reducing the death
and disease caused by tobacco use. This report documents that
intervention programs targeting the broad social environment
of adolescents are both effective and warranted.

A great opportunity lies before us to prevent millions of
premature deaths and improve the quality of lives. This
report points out the overwhelming need in public health for

efforts directed toward stopping young people before they
start using tobacco.

Donna E. Shalala

Enclosure
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Foreword

This Surgeon General’s report on smoking and health is the twenty-third in a
series that was begun in 1964 and mandated by federal law in 1969. This report is the
first in this series to focus on voung people. It underscores the seriousness of tobacco
use, its relationship to other adoleseent problem behaviors, and the responsibility of all
citizens to protect the health of our children.

~Since 1964, substantial changes have occurred in scientific knowledge of the
health consequences of smoking and smokeless tobacco use. Much more is also known
about programs and policies that encourage nonsmoking behavior among adults and
protect nonsmokers from exposure to environmental tobacco smoke.  Although con-
siderable gains have been made against smoking among U.S. adults, this progress has
not been realized with voung people. Onset rates of cigarette smoking among our
vouth have not declined over the past decade, and 28 percent of the nation’s high school
seniors are currently cigarette smokers.

The onset of tobacco use occurs primarily in early adolescence, a developmental
stage that is several decades removed from the death and disability that are associated
with smoking and smokeless tobacco use in adulthood. Currently, very few people
begin to use tobacco as adults; almost all first use has occurred by the time people
graduate from high school. The earlier voung people begin using tobacco, the more
heavilv thev are likely to use it as adults, and the longer potential time thev have to be
users. Both the duration and the amount of tobacco use are related to eventual chronic
health problems. The processes of nicotine addiction further ensure that many of
today’s adolescent smokers will regularlv use tobacco when thev are adults.

Preventing smoking and smokeless tobacco use among voung people is critical to
ending the epidemic of tobaecco use in the United States. This report examines the past
few decades’ extensive scientific literature on the factors that influence the onset of use
among voung people and on strategies to prevent this onset. To better understand
adolescent tobacco use, this report draws not only on medical and epidemiologic
research but aiso on behavioral and social investigations. The resulting exarhination of
the advertising and promotional activities of the tobacco industry, as well as the review
of rescarch on the effects of these activities on young people, marks an important
contribution to our understanding of the epidemic of tobacco use in the United States
and elsewhere. In particular, this research on the social environment of voung people
identifies kev risk factors that encourage tobacco use. The careful targeting of these risk
factors—on a communitvwvide basis—has proven successful in preventing the onset
and development of tobacco use among, voung people.

Philip R. Lee, M.D. David Satcher, M.D., Ph.D.
Assistant Secretary for Health Director
Public Health Service Centers for Disecase Control

and Prevention
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Preface
from the Surgeon General,
U.S. Departiment of Health and Hiuman Services

The public health movement against tobacco use will be successful when young
people no longer want to smoke. We are not there yet. Despite 30 years of decline in
overall smoking prevalence, despite widespread dissemination of information about
smoking, despite a continuing decline in the social acceptability of smoking, substantial
numbers of young men and women begin to smoke and become addicted. These
current and future smokers are new recruits in the continuing epidemic of disease,
disability, and death attributable to tobacco use. When young people no longer want to
smoke, the epidemic itself will die.

This report of the Surgeon General, Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People,
delineates the problem in no uncertain terms. The direct effects of tobacco use on the
health of young people have been greatly underestimated. The long-term effects are, of
course, well established. The addictive nature of toiacco use is also well known, but it
is perhaps less appreciated that early addiction is the chief mechanism for renewing the
pool of smokers. Most people who are going to smoke are hooked by the time they are
20 years old.

Young people face enormous pressures to smoke. The tobacco industry devotes
an annual budget of nearly $4 billion to advertising and promoting cigarettes. As this
report so well describes, there has been a continuing shift from advertising to promo-
tion, largely because of banning cigarette ads from broadcast media. The effect of the
ban is dubious, however, since the use of promotional materials, the sponsoring of
sports events, and the use of logos in nontraditional venues may actually be more
effective in reaching target audiences. Clearly, young people are being indoctrinated
with tobacco promotion at a susceptible time in their lives.

A misguided debate has arisen about whether tobacco promotion “causes” young
people to smoke—misguided because single-source causation is probably too simple
an explanation for any social phenomenon. The more important issue is what effect
tobacco promotion might have. Current research suggests that pervasive tobacco
promotion has two major effects: it creates the perception that more people smoke than
actually do, and it provides a conduit between actual self-image and ideal self-image—
in other words, smoking is made to look cool. Whether causal or not, these effects foster
the uptake of smoking, initiating for many a dismal and relentless chain of events.

On the brighter side, a large portion of this report is devoted to countervailing
influences. We have the justification: there is a substantial scientific basis for primary
prevention of cigarette smoking and smokeless tobacco use. A number of successful
prevention programs, based on the psychological and behavioral fuctors that create
susceptibiiity to smoking, are available. We have the means: the report defines a
coordinated, effective, nonsmoking public health program for voung people. And we
have the will: schools, communities, legislatures, and public opinion all testify to the
growing support for encouraging young, people to avoid tobacco use.

I
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Introduction

Previous Surgeon General’s reports on tobacco use
and health have largelv focused on the epidemiologic,
clinical, biologic, and pharmacologic aspects of adult use
of tobacco products. This report on Preventing Tobacco
Use Among Young People provides a more detailed look at
adolescence, the time of life when most tobacco users
begin, develop, and establish their behavior. Because
regular use soon results in addiction to nicotine, this
behavior may persist through adulthood, significantly
increasing, through the extended vears of use, the risk of
long-term, severe health consequences.

Despite three decades of explicit health warnings,
large numbers of voung people continue to take up
tobacco; currently, over three million adolescents smoke
cigarettes, and over one million adolescent males cur-
rently use smokeless tobacco. Clearly, effective interven-
tions are neaded to prevent more voung people from
trving tobacco. To achieve significant long-term reduc-
tions in tobacco use and tobacco-related deaths in the
United States, we mwust examine the nature and scope of
adolescent tobacco use, consider the social, psvchologi-
cal, and marketing, factors that influence voung peoplein
their decision to use tobacco products, and evaluate cur-
rent efforts to prevent young people from becoming
users, This report addresses the crucial problems of
adolescent tobacco use.

Development of the Report

This report of the Surgeon General was prepared
by the Office on Smioking and Heealth, National Center
for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion,
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Public Health
Service, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
as part of the department’s responsibility, under Public
Law 91-222 and Public Law 99-252, to report current
information on the health cffects of cigarette smoking
and smokeless tobacco use to the United States Congress.
This report is the first to focus on the problem of tobacco
use among voung people. Given the continuing onset of
use in adolescence and the growing evidence of health
consequences associated with carly use, the report was
seen as both needed and timely,

The current report has been produced through the
cfforts of experts in the medical, pharmacologic,
epidemiologic, developmental, economic, behaviorai,
legal, and public health aspects of smoking and smoke-
less tobacco use among voung people. Initial manu-
scripts for the report were prepared by 28 scientists who

were selected for their expertise in specific content arcas.
This material was consolidated into chapters, each of
which underwent peer review. The entire document was
reviewed by anumber of experts in the field, as well as by
institutes and agencies within the U.S. Public Health
Service. The final draft of the report was reviewed by
the Assistant Secretary for Health and by the Secretary,
Department of Health and Human Services.

Several concerns guided the development of this
report. The first, which is addressed in Chapter 2, is
whether tobacco use is associated with health conse-
quences during the period of adolescence (broadly de-
fined as ages 10 through 18, although research cited in,
this report varies somewhat in the ages considered ado-
lescent).  The long-term health consequences—that is,
those that emerge in adulthood—have been the subject
of extensive review and are widely acknowledged in the
scientific and public literature. The chapter thus focuses
on the serious health consequences, as well as the in-
creased risk factors for subsequent health consequences,
that are evident early in life among voung smokers and
smokeless tobacco users.  Chapter 3 examines the
epidemiologic patterns of tobacco use among the young,
National data on trends inadolescent use are analvzed to
determine the extent of the current problem, as well as to
note changes in patterns of initiation and use. The factors
that influence adolescents in their decision to use tobacco
are examined inChapter 4, which considers psvchosocial
risk factors, and Chapter 5, which examines the influence
of tobacco advertising and promotion. The final concern,
the focus of Chapter 6, was to assess what has been
done—from the individual level to the legislative fevel—
to prevent tobacco use among voung people.

Major Conclusions

1. Nearly all first use of tobacco occurs before high
school graduation; this finding suggests that if ado-
lescents can be kept tobacco-free, most will never
start using tobacco.

2. Most adolescent smokers are addicted to nicotine
and report that they want to quit but are unable to do
s0; they experience relapse rates and withdrawal
svmptoms similar to those reported by adults.

3, Tobaccois often the first drug used by those voung
people who use alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs.

Intraduction 5



QO

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

1. Adolescents with lower levels of school achieve-
ment, with fewer skills to resist pervasive influences
to use tobacco, with friends who use tobacco, and
with lower self-images are more likely than their
pecrs to use tobacco.

Surgeon General's Report

perceptions of the pervasiveness, image, and func-
tion of smoking,

6. Communitywide efforts that include tobacco tax in-
creases, enforcement of minors” access laws, youth-
oriented mass media campaigns, and school-based
tobacco-use prevention programs are successful in
reducing adolescent use of tobacco.

5. Cigarctte advertising appears to increase young
people’s risk of smoking by affecting their

Summary

Introduction

The health effects of cigarette smoking have been
the subject of intensive investigation since the 1950s. Ciga-
rette smoking is still considered the chief preventable
cause of premature disease and death in the United
States. As was documented extensively in previous Sur-
geon General’s reports, cigarette smoking has been caus-
ally linked to lung cancer and other fatal malignancies,
atherosclerosis and coronary heart discase, chronic ob-
structive pulmonary disease, and other conditions that
constitute a wide array of serious health consequences
(USDHHS 1989). More recent studies have concluded
that passive (or involuntary) smoking can cause discase,
including lung cancer, in healthy nonsmokers. In 1986,
an advisory committee appointed by the Surgeon Gen-
eral released a special report on the health consequences
or smokeless tobacco, concluding that smokeless tobacco
use can cause cancer and can lead to nicotine addiction
(USDHHS 1986). In the 1988 report, nicotine was desig-
nated a highly addictive substance, comparable in its
physiological and psychological properties to other ad-
dictive substances of abuse (USDIHHS 1988).

Considerable evidence indicates that the health
problems associated with smoking are a function of the
duration (years) and the intensity (amount) of use. The
younger one begins to smoke, the more likely one is to be
a current smoker as an adult.  Earlier onset of cigarette
smoking and smokeless tobacco use provides more life-
years to use tobacco and thereby increases the potential
duration of use and the risk of a range of more serious
health consequences.  Earlier onset is also associated
with heavier use; those who begin to use tobacco as
younger adolescents are among the heaviest users in
adolescence and adulthood.  Heavier users are more
likely to experience tobacco-related health problems and
are the least likely to quit smoking cigarettes or using
smokeless tobacco. Preventing tobacco useamong young
people is therefore likely to affect both duration and

6 Ilutroduction

intensity of total use of tobacco, potentially reducing
long-term health consequences significantly.

Health Consequences of Tabxcco Use
Among Young People

Active smoking by young people is associated
with significant health problems during childhood
and adolescence and with increased risk factors for
health problems in adulthood.  Cigarette smoking,
during adolescence appears to reduce the rate of lung
growth and the level of maximum lung function that
can be achieved. Young smokers are likely to be less
physically fit than young nonsmokers; fitness levels
are inversely related to the duration and the intensity
of smoking. Adolescent smokers report that they are
significantly more likely than their nonsmoking peers
to experience shortness of breath, coughing spells,
phlegm production, wheezing, and overall dimin-
ished physical health. Cigarette smoking during child-
hood and adolescence poses a clear risk for respiratory
symptoms and problems during adolescence; these
health problems are risk factors for other chronic con-
ditions in adultheod, including chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease.

Cardiovascular discase is the leading cause of
death among adults in the United States. Atheroscle-
rosis, however, may begin in childhood and become
clinically significant by young adulthood. Cigarette
simoking has been shown to be a primary risk factor
for coronary heart discase, arteriosclerotic peripheral
vascular discase, and stroke.  Smoking by children
and adolescents is associated with an increased risk of
carly atherosclerotic lesions and increased risk factors
for cardiovascular discases. These risk factors include
increased levels of low-density lipoprotein cholesterol,
increased very-low-density lipoprotein cholesterol,
increased triglveerides, and reduced levels of
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high-density lipoprotein cholesterol. If sustained into
adulthood, these patterns significantly increasc the risk
for carly development of cardiovascular disease.

Smokeless tobacco use is associated with health
consequences that rarge from halitosis to severe health
problemis such as various forms of oral cancer. Use of
smokeless tobacco by young people is associated with
early indicators of adult health consequences, including
periodontal degeneration, soft tissue lesions, and general
systemic alterations. Previous reports have documented
that smokeless tobacco use is as addictive for young
peopleas it is for adults. Another concern is that smoke-
less tobacco users are more likely than nonusers to be-
come cigarette smokers.

Among addictive behaviors such as the use of alco-
hol and other drugs, cigarette smoking is most likely to
become established during adolescence. Young people
who begin to smoke at an earlier age are more likelv than
later starters to develop long-term nicotine addiction.
Most young people who smoke regularly are already
addicted to nicotine, and they experience this addiction
in a manner and severity similar to what adult smmokers
experience. Most adolescent smokers report that they
would like to quit smoking and that they have made
numerous, usually unsuccessful attempts ta quit. Many
adolescents say that they intend to quit in the future and
yet prove unable todo so. Those who try to quit smoking
report withdrawal symptoms similar to those reported
by adults. Adolescents are difficult to recruit for formal
cessation programs, and when enrolled, are difficult to
retain in the programs. Success rates in adolescent cessa-
tion programs tend to be quite low, both in absolute
terms and relative to control conditions.

Tobacco use is associated with a range of problem
behaviors during adolescence.  Smokeless tobacco or
cigarettes are generally the first drug used by young
people in a sequence that can include tobacco, alcohol,
marijuana, and hard diags. This pattern does not imply
that tobacco use causes other drug use, but rather that
other drug use rarely occurs before the use of tobacco.
Still, there are a number of biological, behavioral, and
social mechanisms by which the use of one drug may
facilitate the use of other drugs, and adolescent tobacco
users are substantially more likely to use alcohol and
illegal drugs than are nonusers. Cigarette smokers are
also more likely to get into fights, carry weapons, atterapt
suicide, and engage in high-risk sexual behaviors. These
problem behaviors can be considered a syndrome, since
involverent in one behavior increases the risk for in-
volvement in others. Delaying or preventing, the use of
tobacco may have implications for delaving or prevent-
ing these other behaviors as well.

The Epidemiology of Tobacco Use Among
Young People

Overall, about one-tr -d of high-school-aged ado-
lescents in the United States smoke or use smokeless
tobacco. Smoking prevalence among U.S. adolescents
declined sharply in the 1970s, but this decline slowed
significantly in the 1980s, particularly among white males.
Although female adolescents during the 1980s were more
likely than male adolescents to smoke, female and male
adolescents are now equally likely to smoke. Male ado-
lescents are substantially more likely than females to use
smokeless tobacco products; about 20 percent of high
school raales report current use, whereas only about 1
percent of females do. White adolescents are more likely
to smoke and to use smokeless tobacco than are black
and Hispanic adolescents.

Sociodemographic, environmental, behavioral, and
personal factors can encourage the onset of tobacco use
among adolescents. Young people from families with
lower socioeconomic status, including those adolescents
living in single-parent homes, are at increased risk of
initiating smoking. Among environmental factors, peer
influence seems to be particularly potent in the early
stages of tobacco use; the first tries of cigarettes and
smokeless tobacco occur most often with peers, and the
peer group may subsequently provide expectations, re-
inforcement, and cues for experimentation. Parental
tobacco use does not appear to be as compelling a risk
factor as peer use; on the other hand, parents may exert a
positive influence by disapproving of smoking, being
involved in children’s free time, discussing health mat-
ters with children, and encouraging children’s academic
achievement and school involvement.

How adolescents perceive their social environment
may be a stronger influence on behavior than the actual
environment. For example, adolescents consistently over-
estimate the number of young people and adults who
smoke. Those with the highest overestimates are more
likely to become smokers than are those with more accu-
rate perceptions. Similarly, those who perceive that ciga-
rettes are easily accessible and generally available are
more likely to begin smoking than are those who per-
ceive more difficulty in obtaining cigarettes.

Behavioral factors figure heavily during adoles-
cence, a period of multiple transitions to physical matu-
ration, to a colherent sense of self, and to emotional
independence. Adolescents are thus particularly vulner-
able to a range of hazardous behaviors and activities,
including tobacco use, that may seem to assist in these
transitions. Young people who report that smoking serves
positive functions or is potentially useful are at increased
risk for smoking. These functions are associated with
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bonding with peers, being independentand mature, and
having a positive social image. Since reports from
adolescents who begin to smoke indicate that they have
lower self-esteem and lower self-images than their non-
smoking peers, smoking can become a self-enhancement
mechanism. Similarly, not having the confidence to be
able to resist peer offers of tobacco seems to be animpor-
tant risk factor for initiation. Intentions to use tobacco
and actual experimentation also strongly predict subse-
quent regular use.

The positive functions that many voung people
attribute to smoking are the same functions advanced in
most cigarette advertising. Young people are a strategi-
cally important market for the tobacco industry. Since
most smokers try their first cigarette before age 18, voung
people are the chief source of new consumers for the
tobacco industry, which each vear must replace the many
consumers who quit simoking and the many who die
from smoking-related diseases. Despite restrictions on
tobacco marketing, children and adolescents continue to
be exposed to cigarette advertising and promotional ac-
tivities, and young people report considerable familiar-
ity with many cigarette advertisements. In the past, this
exposure was accomplished by radio and television pro-
grams sponsored by the cigarette industry. Barred since
1971 from using broadcast media, the tobacce industry
increasingly relies on promotional activities, including,
sponsorship of sports events and public entertainment,
outdeor billboards, point-of-purchase displays, and the
distribution of specialty items that appeal to the voung.
Cigarette advertisements in the print media persist; these
messages have become increasingly less informational,
replacing words with images to portray the attractive-
ness and function of smoking. Cigarette advertising fre-
quently uses human models or human-like cartoon
characters to display images of youthful activities, inde-
pendence, healthfulness, and adventure-seeking. In pre-
senting attractive images of smokers, cigarette
advertisements appear to stimulate some adolescents
who have relatively low self-images to adopt smoking as
a way to improve their own selt-imege. Cigarette adver-
tising also appears to affect adolescents” perceptions of
the pervasiveness of smoking, images of smokers, and
the function of smoking. Since these perceptions are
psvchosocial risk factors for the initiation of smoking,
cigarette advertising appearsto increase voung people’s
risk of smoking,.

Efforts to Prevent the Onset of Tobacco Use

Most of the U.S. public strongly favors policies that
might prevent tobacco use among voung people. These
policies include mandated tobacco education in schools,
acomplete ban on smoking by anvone on school grounds,

8  Intraduction
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further restrictions on tobacco advertising and promo-
tional activities, stronger prohibitions on the sale of to-
bacco products to minors, and increases in earmarked
taxes on tobacco products. Interventions to prevent ini-
tiation among young, people—even actions that involve
restrictions on adult smoking or increased taxes—have
received strong support among smoking and nonsmok-
ing adults.

Numerous research studies over the past 15 vears
suggest that organized interventions can help prevent
the onset of smoking and smokeless tobacco use. School-
based smoking-prevention programs, based on a model
of identifving social influences on smoking and provid-
ing skills to resist those intluences, have demonstrated
consistent and significant reductions in adolescent smok-
ing prevalence; these program effects have lasted one to
three vears. Programs to prevent smokeless tobacco use
have used a similar model to achieve modest reductions
in initiation of use. The effectiveness of these school-
based programs appears to be enhanced and sustained,
at least until high school graduation, bv adding coordi-
nated communitvwide programs that involve parents,
vouth-oriented mass media and counteradvertising, com-
munity organizations, or other elements of adolescents’
social environments.

A crucial element of prevention is access: adoles-
cents should not be able to purchase tobacco products in
their communities.  Active enforcement of age-at-sale
policies by public officials and community members ap-
pears necessary to prevent minors’ access to tobacco.
Communities that have adopted tighter restrictions have
actieved reductions in purchases by minoss. Atthe state
and national levels, price increases have significantly
reduced cigarette smoking; the voung have been at least
as responsive as adults to these price changes. Maintain-
ing higher real prices of cigarettes provides a barrier to
adolescent tobacco use but depends on further tax in-
creases to offset the effects of inflation. The results of this
review thus suggest that a coordinated, multicomponent
campaign involving policy changes, taxation, mass me-
dia, and behavioral education can effectivelv reduce the
onset of tobacco use ameng, adolescents.

Summary

Smoking and smekeless tobacco use are almost
always initiated and established in adolescence. Besides
its long-term effects on adults, tobacco use produces
specific health problems for adolescents. Since nicotine
addiction also occurs during adolescencee, adolescent to-
bacco users are likely to become adult tobacco users.
Smoking and smokeless tobacco use are associated with
other problem behaviors and occur early in tle sequence
of these behaviors, The outcomas of adolescent smoking
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and smokeless tobacco use continue to be of great public
health importance, since one out of three U.S. adoles-
cents uses tobacco by age 18. The social environment of
adolescents, including the functions, meanings, and im-
ages of smoking that are conveved through cigarette
advertising, sets the stage for adolescents to begin using
tobacco. As tobacco products arc available and as peers
begin to try them, these factors become personalized and

Chapter Conclusions

relevant, and tobacco use may begin. This process most
affects adolescents who, compared with their peers, have
lower self-esteem and self-imagges, are less involved with
school and academic achievement, have fewer skills to
resist the offers of peers, and come from homes with
lower socioeconomic status.  Tobacco-use prevention
programs that target the larger social environment of
adolescents are both efficacious and warranted.

Following, are the specific conclusions for each chap-
ter of this report:

Chapter 2. The Health Consequences of
Tobacco Use by Young People

1. Cigarette smoking during childhood and adoles-
cence produces significant health problems among,
voung people, including cough and phlegm pro-
duction, an ircreased number and severity of respi-
ratory illnesses, decreased physical fitness, an
unfavorable lipid profile, and potential retardation
in the rate of lung growth and the level of maximum
lung function.

19

Among addictive behaviors, cigarette smoking is the
one most likely to become established during ado-
lescence. People who begin to smoke at an carly age
are more likely to develop severe ievels of nicotine
addiction than those who start at a later age.

3. Tobacco use is associated with alcohol and illicit
drug use and is generally the first drug used by
voung people who enter a sequence of drug use that
can include tobacco, alcohol, marijuana, and harder
drugs.

4. Smokeless tobacco use by adolescents is associated
with early indicators of periodontal degenceration
and with lesions in the oral soft tissue. Adolescent
simokeless tobacco users are more likely than nonus-
ers to become cigarette smokers.

Chapter 3. Epidemiology of Tobac.c Use
Among Young People in the United States
I. Tobacco use primarily begins in carly adolescence,

tvpically by age 16; almost all first use occurs before
the time of high school graduation.

™~

Smoking, prevalence among, adoicscents declined
sharply in the 1970s, but the decline slowed

significantly inthe 1980s. Atleast 3.1 million adoles-
cents and 25 percent of 17- and 18-vear-olds are
current smokers.

3. Although current smoking prevalence among fe-
male adolescents began exceeding that among males
by the mid- to late-1970s, both sexces are now equally
likely to smoke. Males are significantly more likely
than females to use smokeless tobacco. Nationally,
white adolescents are more likely to usc all forms of
tobacco than are blacks and Hispanics. The decline
in the prevalence of cigarette smoking among, black
adolescents is noteworthy.

4. Many adolescent smokers are addicted to cigarettes;

these young smokers report withdrawal symptoms
similar to those reported by adults.

5. Tobaccouseinadolescenceisassociated witharange
of health-compromising behaviors, including being
involved in fights, carrying weapons, engaging in
higher-risk sexual behavior, and using alcohol and
other drugs.

Chapter 4. Psychosocial Risk Factors for
Initiating Tobacco Use

1. Theinitiation and development of tobacco use among,
children and adolescents progresses in five stages:
from forming attitudes and beliefs about tobacco, to
trying, experimenting with, and regularly using to-
bacco, to being addicted.  This process generally
takes about three vears.

2. Sociodemographic factors associated with the onset
of tobacco use include being an adolescent from a
family with low socioeconomic status.

3. Environmental risk factors for tobacco use include
accessibility and availability of tobacco products,
perceptions by adolescents that tobacco use is
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normative, peers’ and siblings” use and approval of
tobacco use, and lack of parental support and in-
volvement as adolescents face the challenges of
growing up.

Behavioral risk factors for tobacco use include low
levels of academic achievement and school involve-
ment, lack of skills required to resist influences to use
tobacco, and experimentation with any tobacco prod-
uct.

Personal risk factors for tobacco use include a lower
self-image and lower self-esteem than peers, the be-
lief that tobacco use is functional, and lack of self-
efficacy in the ability to refuse offers to use tobacco.
For smokeless tobacco use, insufficient knowledge
of the health consequences is also a factor.

Chapter 5. Tobacco Advertising and
Promotional Activities

1.

u

10

Young people continue to be a strategically impor-
tant market for the tobacco industry.

Young people are currently exposed to cigarette
messages through print media (including outdoor
billboards) and through promotional activities, such
as sponsorship of sporting events and public enter-
tainment, point-of-sale displays, and distribution
of specialty items.

Cigarette advertising uses images rather than infor-
mation to portray the attractiveness and function of
smoking. Human models and cartoon characters in
cigarette advertising convey independence, health-
fulness, adventure-seeking, and youthful activities—
themes correlated with psvchosocial factors that
appeal to voung people.

Cigarette advertisements capitalize on the disparity
between an ideal and actual self-image and imply
that smoking may close the gap.

Cigaretteadvertising aprears to affect young people’s
perceptions of the pervasiveness, image, and func-
tion of smoking,. Since misperceptions in these areas
constitute psvchosocial risk factors for the initiation
of smoking, cigarette advertising appears to increase
voung people’s risk of smoking,
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Chapter 6. Efforts to Prevent Tobacco Use
Among Young People

1.

Most of the American public strongly favor policies
that might prevent tobacco use among young people.
These policies include tobacco education in the
schools, restrictions on tobacco advertising and pro-
motions, a complete ban on smoking by anyone on
school grounds, prohibition of the sale of tobacco
products to minors, and earmarked tax increases on
tobacco products.

School-based smoking-prevention programis that
identify social influences to smoke and teach skills to
resist those influences have demonstrated consistent
and significant reductions in adolescent smoking
prevalence, and program effects have lasted one to
three years. Programs to prevent smokeless tobacco
use that are based on the same model have also
demonstrated modest reductions in the initiation of
smokeless tobacco use.

The effectiveness of school-based smoking-preven-
tion programs appears to be enhanced and sustained
by comprehensive school health education and by
communitywide programs that invo!ve parents, mass
media, community organizations, or other elements
of an adolescent’s social environment.

Smoking-cessation programs tend to have low suc-
cess rates. Recruiting and retaining adolescents in
formal cessation programs are difficult.

lllegal sales of tobacco products are common. Active
enforcement of age-at-sale policies by public officials
and community members appears necessary to pre-
vent minors’ access to tobacco.

Econometricand other studies indicate that increases
in the real price of cigarettes significantlv reduce
cigarette smoking; young people are at least as re-
sponsive as adults to such price changes. Maintain-
ing higher real prices of cigarettes depends on further
tax increases to offset the effects of inflation.
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Introduction

The healtl consequences of tobacco use among
adults have been reviewed extensivelv in previous
Surgeon General’s reports (Public Health Service
[PHS] 1964; U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services [USDIHHS] 1986b, 1989). Among voung, people,
the short-term health consequences of smoking include
respiratory and nonrespiratory effects, addiction to a
toxic substance (nicotine), and the associated risk of other

drug use. Long-term health consequences of adolescent
smoking may be seen in the association between early
onset of tobacco use and future (adult) smoking, with
concomitant health consequences. Passive (also called
“involuntary”) smoking during adolescence is also asso-
ciated with harmful respiratory and rionrespiratory
effects. Lastly, the use of smokeless tebacco poses seri-
ous health consequences to voung people.

Health Consequences of Smoking Among Young People

Introduction

The health effects of cigarette smoking have been
the subject of intensive investigation since the 1950s.
Extensive evidence, documented in numerous reports of
the Surgeon General, has causally linked cigarette
smoking to a wide array of health outcomes that extend
from annoving symptoms to fatal malignancies
(USDHHS 1989). Until recently, thisresearch was largely
directed at the effects of smoking on adults. As is
discussed in Chapter 3 (see “Age or Grade When Smok-
ing Begins”), the onset and development of cigarette
use occur primarily during adolescence (USDHHS 1989);
the health consequences of smoking among voung
people thus have great public health significance. In
recent years, investigations of the health effects in school-
age vouth have reported sufficient data to support
conclusions about adverse effects of smoking during
childhood and adolescence.

Most of the evidence reviewed here is gathered
from epidemiologic studies of young people ranging
from 10 through 20 years old. Selected studies that relate
to older age groups, vet are relevant to voung people,
are also included. Emphasis is placed on the res-
piratory effects of smoking, for which the evidence is
abundant. Data on smoking and cardiovascular
risk factors and atherogenesis are also addressed, as
are the adult health implications of starting to smoke
during childhood.

Overview of the Toxicology of
Tobacco Smoke
Cigarette smoke is a complex mixture of organic

and inorganic compounds generated by the combustion
of tobacco and additives. Current knowledge about the

physicochemical nature of tobacco smoke is well de-
scribed in earlier Surgeon General’s reports (PHS 1964;
USDHHS 1981, 1989). Thousands of individual com-
pounds have been isolated in cigarette smoke, including
pharmacologically active agents (e.g., nicotine), toxic
agents (e.g., carbon monoxide, hvdrogen cyanide, and
acrolein), and mutagens and carcinogens (e.g., polycy-
clic aromatic hydrocarbons).

Cigarette smoke is further classified as mainstream
smoke (MS), the smoke drawn through the mouthpiece
of the cigarctte, and sidestream smoke (SS), the smoke
given off by smoldering tobacco between puffs and the
smoke diffusing through the cigarette paper and escap-
ing from the burning cone during puffing. Because of the
differing combustion conditions under which MSand SS
are generated, their chemical compositions differ; in par-
ticular, undiluted SS tends to have higher concentrations
of many toxic and tumorigenic agents (USDHHS 19864,
1989). The quantitative yiclds of tar (the material depos-
ited in a filter as MS is being drawn), nicotine, and carbon
monoxide from cigarettes cain be assessed by using a
smoking machine standardized to a particular pattern of
puffing (USDHHS 1989).

Passive smoking refers to nonsmokers’ inhalation
of tobacco smoke. The term "environmental tobacco
smoke” (ETS) is now widely used to refer to the mixture
of predominantly 55 and exhaled MS that is inhaled by
the passive smoker. Passive smoki g was the subject of
the 1986 Surgeon General's report (USDHES 1986a); that
report reviews in detail the components of ETS, as did a
contemporaneously prepared report of the National Re-
search Council (1986). n 1991, the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health recoommended that ETS
be regarded as a potential occupational carcinogen and

Health Consequences 15
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that ¢«posures to ETS be reduced to the lowest feasible
concentration (USDHHMHS 1991b). A recent monograph
bv Guerin, Jenkins, and Tomkins (1992) updates and
avtends these carlier reviews. The US. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) also recently reviewed the
evidence on involuntary smoking and respiratory health
(USEPA 1992). These and other health consequences of
passive smoking are discussed later in this chapter.

Many of the components of S5 and MS have been
identitied in ETS. On the otherhand, ETS is an inherently
dvnamic mixture that changes in physical and chemical
characteristics as it ages and reacts with other pollutants
inindoor air and with surfaces (USDHHS 1986a; Guerin,
Jenkins, Tomkins 1992). The 1986 Surgeon General’s
report concluded, however, that ETS was sufficiently
close to MS and S5 to permit generalization of the evi-
dence on the health consequences of active smoking to
passive smoking (USDHHS 1986a).

The human body ismost susceptible to these health
consequences along cigarette smoke’s path of ingress
through the respiratory tract. The respiratory tract in-
cludes the upper airway (nose, oropharynx, and larynx)
and the lung (airwavs and the parenchyvma). The air-
wavs are lined by an epithelium that varies in form and
function at diffe..nt levels of the respiratory tract. The
parenchyma includes the alveoli pulmonis (the delicate
gas-exchanging surface of the lung) and the interstitium
(the location of the blood and lvmphatic vessels and of
the lung’s supporting connective tissuic).

The effects of active' cigarette smoking on these
structures of the tung and on many phvsiological func-
tions of the lung have been extensively studied (USDFHHS
1984, 1990; Bates 1989). Changes in lung physiology
attributable to smoking include the weakening of an
individual’s defenses ageinst infectious organisms and
inhaled particles and gases, changes in the numbers and
tvpes of cells present within the lung, and the activation
of potentially damagjing proteolytic enzymes and the
inactivation of the proteins that inhibit them. Many of
these effects of smoking have been demonstrated in youny
adult smokers who have served as volunteer research
subjects (USDHIHS 1984).

The effects of smoking on lung siructure and func-
tion have been demonstrated repeatedly in voung adult
smokers (USDIHHS 1984; Bates 1989).  Studies using
spirometry, tests of small airway function, and lung, vol-
ume measurements have shown a higher frequency of
abnormalities in smokers than nonsmokers (USDHIT1S
1984; Bates 1989). Effects of smoking on lung structure,
particularly the small airways, have been found in smok-
ors in their mid-twenties. Niewochner, Kleinerman, and

Unless otherwise indicated, "smoking * will hence refer to
active smoking,.

160 Health Consequences
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Rice (1974) examined peripheral airways of 20 nonsmok-
ers and 19 smokers who had died from nonrespiratory
causes at an average age of 25. A characteristic lesion,
termed “respiratory bronchiolitis,” was found inall 19 of
the smokers but in only 5 of the nonsmokers.  The
affected small airways of the smokers demonstrated
an inflammatory process consisting of aggregates of
pigment-containing macrophages with edema, fibrosis,
and epithelial hyperplasia in adjacent bronchioles
and alveoli.

These observations on the effects of smoking in
voung people are consistent with current concepts of
pathogenesis and natural history in adult smokers
(USDHHS 1984, 1990). Severe chronic airflow obstruc-
tion, sufficient to result in a clinical diagnosis of chronic
obstructive pulmonary discase (COPD), follows sustained
smoking and lung injury with progressive loss of respi-
ratory function through adulthood. In smokers who
develop COPD, decline of lung function at a rate well
bevond that associated with aging alone eventually leads
to impairment. Changes in lung function can be demon-
strated in young adult smokers; these losses are consis-
tent svith the histopathologic evidence that the small
airways of voung smokersarc damaged (USDHHS 1984).

Epidemiologic Evidence of Respiratory
Effects
Respiratory Symptoms

The cardinal symptoms of respiratory iract injury
and disease are cough, sputum production, wheezing,
and dyspnea (or shortness of breath). In epidemiologic
studies of respiratory discases, svmptoms are usually
discovered through responses to a standardized ques-
tionnaire (Samet 1978). In adults, the occurrence of cough
and phlegm is causally associated with cigarette smok-
ing; the frequency of the symptoms rises with the num-
ber of cigarettes smoked per day (USDHHS 1984). In
some studies, wheezing is also more frequent in adult
smokers than in adults who have never smoked
(Schenker, Samet, Speizer 1982).  The frequency of
dvspnea rises as the extent of smoking-related impair-
ment of lung function increases (Samet 1978).

Questionnaire-based epidemiologic studies of chil-
dren and adolescents document that smoking is also a
cause of respiratory symptoms in preteen and teenage
regular smokers (those who smoke at least weekly).
Studies conducted from the 1960s through the 1980s
involving thousands of children provide consistent evi-
dence that smoking is associated with the occurrence of
coughand phlegm (Table 1; see Table 31 in Chapter 3 for
additional data). In several studies, smoking also in-
creased the frequency of wheezing and dyspnea. These
associations have been found in studies conducted in the
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United States, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, and
Scandinavia and at levels of smoking as low as one
cigarette per week.

In one of the first studies on smoking and respira-
tory symptoms in children, Holland and Elliott (1968)
administered a questionnaire concerning respiratory
svmptoms and cigarette smoking to all children in
schools in four areas of southeast England.  Smoking
education was then provided to half of the schools, and
the questionnaire was readministered one vear later.
Although the intervention had no effect on the preva-
lence of smoking, the study documented that smoking in
childhood was associated with cough and phlegm and
that these symptoms were reduced in those who had
stopped smoking.

Many later studies continued to show that smok-
ing increased the frequency of respiratory svmptoms in
children and adolescents. In the United States, research
with high school students (Addington et al. 1970; Seely,
Zuskin, Bouhuys 1971; Rush 1974) and college students
(Peters and Ferris 1967) provided early evidence of ad-
verse effects of smoking on young smokers. Large stud-
ies of schoolchildren (including preteens) in the United

Kingdom showed that symptom rates were increased by .

smoking. Bewley, Halil, and Snaith (1973) reported that
the frequency of cough was increased in boys and girls
no older than 11.5 years who repoited smoking at least
one cigarette per week. Other studies in the United
Kingdom and the United States found further evidence
of the effects of smoking on symptom frequency in chil-
dren of similar ages (Bewley and Bland 1976; Charlton
1984; see Table 31 in Chapter 3).

The health effects of smoking among adolescents
may be confounded by a history of passive smoking if
the parents of an adolescent smoker also smoke. How-
ever, in a study of 5835 secondary schoolchildren in
Derbyshire (United Kingdom), students who smoked at
least one cigarette per week persisted in having an in-
creased risk for cough and dyspriea even after parental
smoking was taken into account (Bland et al. 1978).

Control for other potential confounding or mediat-
ing factors varies among the investigations. Residence
location, a surrogate for exposure to ambient air pollu-
tion, was considered in several of the studies (Bewley,
Halil, Snaith 1973; Bewley and Bland 1976), and a study
of 20-vear-olds (Colley, Douglas, Reid 1973) controlled
for socioeconomic status.

Lung Function

Numerous cross-sectional studies of adults have
shown that cigarette smokers have a lower level of lung
function, as assessed by tests of lung mechanics and gas
exchange, than persons who have never smoked

(USDHHS 1984; Bates 1989). Longitudinal studies show
that smoking speeds the age-related decline of lung func-
tion. The most abundant evidence describes changes in
lung function as assessed by spirometry, or the measure
of the volume of air entering and leaving the lungs. One
measure of scientific and clinical interest obtained through
spirometry is the forced expiratory volume in one se-
cond (FEV), the volume of air blown out during the
first second of the forced vital capacity maneuver.
FEV, increases with lung growth and development dur-
ing childhood, and rises even more steeply with the
growth spurt of adolescence (Tager et al. 1988; Sherrill
et al. 1992). In persons who have never smoked,
FEV, begins to decline from a maximum at some time
during the third or fourth decades of life (Beck, Doyle,
Schachter 1982; Tager et al. 1988). In simokers, the age-
related decline commences at a younger age and pro-
ceeds at a steeper average rate (Beck, Doyle, Schachter
1982; USDHHS 1984; Tager et al. 1988). When people
stop smoking, their average decline gradually returns
to the rate observed in those who never smoked
(USDHHS 1990).

Cross-sectional and longitudinal data show that
smoking also adversely affects lung function in children
and adolescents (Table 2). The evidence comes princi-
pally from spirometry studies of high school students,
although one of the first studies to show reduced lung
function in young people involved college seniors (Pe-
ters and Ferris 1967). In these studies, impaired lung
function has been primarily indicated through reduced
flow rates after 50 percent or more of the vital capacity
has been exhaled. This effort-independent, latter portion
of the flow-volume loop is sensitive to abnormalities of
the lung’s small airways and the lung parenchyma (Bates
1989). Several studies have also found that smokers have
a reduced peak expiratorv flow rate (PEFR) (Table 2).
This effort-dependent portion of the flow-volume loop is
more sensitive to abnormal function of the lung’s larger
airways than of its small airways (Bates 1989).

Among the first researchers to study smoking
among vourger people were Peters and Ferris (1967), who
obtained spirometric and peak-flow data from 124 Harvard
College seniors. Simokers had lower (although not signifi-
cantly) FEV, than persons who had never smoked. Spiro-
metric flow rates and PEFR were significantly lower in the
smokers. In an early study involving high school students,
Seely, Zuskin, and Bouhuvs (1971) found evidence of abnor-
mal function of the small airways in both boys and girls who
smoked.  Subsequent cross-sectional studies of teenagers
have tended to confirm that smokers have reduced lung
tunction, as assessed by spirometry or PEFR mieasurenment.

More recent, longitudinal data show that smoking
reduces the rate of lung growth, as would be anticipated

Health Consequences 17
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Table1. Published studies of the effects of smoking on respiratory symptoms among young people,
various countries, 1965-1983

Reference* Location/year Study population

Peters and Ferris 1967 Massachusetts, 1963 124 Harvard College seniors

Holland and Elliott 1968 England, 1965-1966 9,786 13- and 14-year-olds in 1965;
' 9,433 in 1966

Addington et al. 1970 Oklahoma® 557 high school students,

(grades 9-12) aged 13-19 years

Seeley, Zuskin, Bouhuys 1971 Connecticut? 195 male and 170 female high
scheol students aged 15-19 years

Bewley, Halil, Snaith 1973 England, 1971 8,682 schoolchildren
aged 10 and 11 vears

Colley, Douglas, Reid 1973 United Kingdom, 1966 3,899 persons aged 20 years
sampled from 1946 birth cohort
study

Rush 1974 New York, 1968 12,595 high school students aged

13-18 years

*Listed chronologically by publication date.
*Year not provided.
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Symptoms Prevalence (%) by smoking status

Never smoker Smoker'
Phlegm 2 3 months/yvr 2.4 26.5
Breathlessness 24 20.5¢
Wheezing (apart from colds) 7.3 31.3¢
Colds go to chest 4.9 313

General findings: Increased cough and phlegm in smokers of 2 1 cig/week versus never smokers. Dose-response
evident. Prevalence of cough and phlegm dropped among smokers who quit smoking between 1965 and 1966.

Never smoker Smoker!
Dailv cough 2 3 months 4 10
Daily phlegm 2 3 months 3 9
Dyspnea when hurrying 16 30
Chest cold for 1 week 22 30
Wheezing or asthma 12 13
Number of cigarettes smoked per day
0 <1 1-10 11-20 >20
Cough 20 58 18.1 278 64.7
Phlegm 33 5.8 19.4 K - 588
Shortness of breath 5.3 13.5 13.5 3€.1 58.8
Never smoker Smoeker®
Morning cough
Boys 5.4 18.2
Girls 5.9 19.8
“ough 3 months
Boys 38 15.4
Girls 35 12.1
Never smoker Ex-smoker Present smoker
Cough (day or night in winter)
Boys 52 7.1 139
Girls 6.5 10.5 16.0
Nonsmoker Ex-smoker Smoker
Number of cigarettes smoked per day
Cough 2 3 months/yr? <19 10-14 215
Bovs 29 4.5 9.2 16.2 29.0
Girls o 4.4 6.0 12.0 23.1 35.9
*At least one cigarette daily for the past vear.
tp<0.01

*Smoking at least one cigarette weekly. Pereentages combine data reported separately in authars” Table 4 for urban
and rural children.

TFor white children only.
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Table1. Continued

Reference Location/year Study population

Stanhope and Prior 1975 New Zealand, 1972 Maori and European high school
students aged 13-15 vears

Bewley and Bland 1976 Englar o, 1971 5,355 schoolchildren
aged 10-12 years

Bland ct al. 1978 England, 1974 5,835 schoolchildren; first-vear
level in secondary school

Weiss et al. 1980 Massachusetts, 1975 650 children aged 5-9 years,
population sample

K-jala 1981 Finland, 1976 1,075 male military recruits,
mean age = 20 vears

Charlton 1984 England, 1982 15,709 students aged 8-19
years

Adams ct al. 1984 England, 1975-1979 405 secondary schoolchildren

Rimpela and Rimpela 1985 Finland, 1983 4,279 16- and 17-year-olds

in a national sample
L}

Oechsli, Seltzer, California, 1977-1979 1,445 children in a cohort
van den Berg 1987 study

#Smoking at least one cigarette weekly. Percentages combine data reported separately inauthors” Table V for urban and rural children.
“RR = Relative risk for children smoking 2 one cigarette weekly versus children who had never smoked, adjusted tor parental smoking,
"Smoking at least one cigarette weehlv.
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Symptoms Prevalence (%) by smoking status

General finding: Cough grade, phlegm grade, and loase cough sign significantly associated with smaoking,.

Never smoker Smoker** RR*"
Morning cough
Boys 8.3 16.3 5.9
Girls 85 28.6 6.8
Cough 3 months
Boys 7.2 13.4 24
Girls 6.0 107 26
Never smoker Smokert RR#
Morning cough
Boys 3.1 19.2 5.9
Girls 1.8 135 6.8
Cough dav ar night
Boys 20.4 16.5 2.4
Girls 18.5 47.3 26
Breathlessness
Bays 11.8 319 29
Girls 16.5 39.2 23

General findings: Persistent wheezing reported for 13.8% of ever smokers and 9.7% of never smokers;
difference not significant.

Nonsmoker*® Ex-smoker? Smoker***
Cough all dav 1 2 8
Phlegin all day 1 ] 7
Wheezing 5 13 22
Number of cigarettes smoked per day
Frequent cough 0 1-6 >6
Boys
Age 11-13 23 32 42
Age>14 9 16 29
Girls
Age11-13 _19 34 49
Age>14 .9 18 32

General findings: Increased risk of cough, dvspnea, and phlegm.

Never smoker Low-tar smoker** Medium-tar smoker#
Morning phlegm 27 7.6 114
Morning cough 6.3 20.7 20.5
Phlegm day or night 52 13.8 13.2
Cough day or night 19.1 439 40.6

General findings: Starting smoking associated with branchitis and pneumonia.

*RR = Relative risk for children smoking at least one cigarette weekle versas children who had never smoked.
“Nonsmoker = Never smoking, and stoking not more than one cigarette daly for € one vear.

Ex-smoker = Smoking one month or thore before date of the interview.

*Smoker - Sthoking 2 [y of tobacco daily; one cigaretle was estimated to contain 1 of tobaceo,

“Smoking dailv, cigarettes < [nys ot tar.

Smoking daily, cigarettes 10 - [8mg of tar,
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Table 2.  Published studies of the effects of smoking on lung function among young people, various
countries, 1965-1981
Study
Reference* Location/year population Findings' Comment
Peters and Ferris Massachusetts, 124 Harvard Significant reduction Age distribution
1967 1965 College seniors in spirometric flow not given, non-
rates when compar- significant reduc-
ing NS with persons tion for FEV.
smoking a pack a day
for four years during
college; dose response
with amount smoked.
Addington et al. Oklahoma? 140 male and 417 No significant differ- Age distribution
1970 female high ence in VC and FEV, not given; no
school students when comparing NS adjustment for
aged 13-19 years with smokers of 2 1 height in analysis
(grades 9-12) cig/day tor last year. of spirometric data.
Seely, Zuskin, Connecticutt 195 male and 170 From MEFV curves, Age distribution
Bouhuys 1971 female high V., and V_ signifi- not given, non-
school students cantly reduced in boys significant reduc-
aged 15-19 years smoking >15cigs/day  tion for FEV,.
and girls smoking > 10
cigs/day, when
compared with NS,
Lim 1973 Nebraskat 50 male and 50 No significant differ- None
female high ence in FEV, and FVC
school students when comparing NS
aged 15-18 years with smokers of 2 10
cigs/day for 1 year; 10
of 50 smokers abnor-
mal by partial MEFV
curves,
Comstock and Nationwide, 3,409 U.S. Navy PEFR lower in No definition of
Rust 1973 19701971 recruits, median smokers (99.5% smoker, nonsmoker;
age = 19 vears predicted) than in tests of statistical
nonsmokers (100.7% significance not
predicted). provided.

*LListed chronologically by publication date.

NS = never smwoker; FEV| = forced expiratory volume in one second; VC = vital capacity; MEFV = maximal expiratory flow
volume; V= flow rate at 50¢¢ of vital capacity; V., = flow rate after exhalation of 757 of vital capacity; FVC = forced vital
capacity; PEFR = peak evpiratory flow rate; FEF, .. = forced expiratory flow trom 254 to 7547 of FVC.

Yyear not provided.
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Table 2. Continued
Study
Reference Location/year  population Findings" Comment
Backhouse 1975 United 195 boys at a PEFR on arrival None
Kingdom! detention center, dropped significantly
mean age = 18 years ~ with daily smoking
amount; significant
improvement during
8-week stay while
unable to smoke
Walter, Nancy, Indiat 102 male medical Significantly lower Values for smokers
Collier 1979 students aged PEFR and spirometric  of < 10,000 ciga-
19-21 years flows when compar- rettes were b>
ing NS with smokers tween those of
of > 10,000 cigarettes nonsmokers and
per lifetime. heavy smokers.
Woolcock et al. Australia, 10,898 school No overall effect of See text for review
1979 1971-1980 children, mean ages ~ smoking on spiromet-  of longitudinal
= 8.9 years for ric values in 1974 findings.
primary school and  data; decreased lung
12.6 years for high growth in smoking
school groups boyS who had had
bronchitis before age
2 years.
Weiss et al. 1980 Massachusetts, 650 children aged Smoking not Only 58 children
1975 associated with

Kujala 1981

Spinaci et al. 1985

Finland, 1976

[taly,
1980-1981

5-9 years, popula-
tion sample

1,075 male military
recruits, mean age =
20 vears

1,266 male and 1,119
female 6th graders,
mean age = 11 years

FEF

25-75°

Significantly reduced
FEV, and spirometric
flows when comparing,
NS with smokers at
interview.

Smoking negatively
associated with
FEF ,, . and V.

reported ever
smoking; see text
for longitudinal
findings.

None

Definition for
smoking not
given; lung
function data not
provided.
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from the findings from cross-sectional studies. Beck,
Doyle, and Schachter (1982) examined white residents
of Lebanon, Connecticut, in 1972 and 1978. Among
male and female subjects aged 15 through 24 in 1972,
smoking had reduced the increment of FEV, during the
six-year follow-up interval.

Ina 10-year study in Sydney, Australia, Woolcock
et al. (1984) periodically measured lung function in an
initial cohort of 11,497 schoolchildren. Two groups of
children were included: a younger cohort that was 8.9
years of age on average at enrollment and an older
cohort aged 12.6 years on average at enrollment. The
investigators followed up the cohort annually, measur-
ing respiratory function and assessing symptoms, ill-
nesses, and simoking. A small number of children were
studied more intensively with the single-breath nitro-
gen test. The effect of smoking was examined only in
the older cohort. Cross-sectional assessment of these
data showed that at 50 percent of vital capacity, smok-
ers tended to have lower maximal expiratory flow than
nonsmokers. For example, adolescents who smoked at
least 10 cigarettes per week had about a 5 percent lower
expiratory flow rate than nonsmokers. The investiga-
tors concluded that abnormalities attributable to smok-
ing were found in adolescents as young asage 14 and as
soon as one year after beginning to smoke at least 10
cigarettes per week. They also concluded that smoking
was more harmful for children and adolescents who
had a history of respiratory illness, particularly asthma.

A cohort study of children in East Boston, Massa-
chusetts, has been informative on the effects of passive
and active smoking on lung function (Tager et al. 1979,
1983, 1985, 1988). In 1974, the study enrolled a cohort of
children aged five through nine who were sampled
from schools in East Boston. The families of these
children were then invited to participate in the initial
survey and in periodic follow-up examinaticns that
included a respiratory questionnaire and spirometry.

Several relevant longitudinal analyses of the East
Boston data have been reported (Tager et al. 1985, 1987,
1988). Using data from the first seven follow-up ex-
aminations, Tager et al. (1985) described the effect of
smoking on the growth rates of FEV, and on forced
expiratory flow (FEF) from 25 to 75 percent of forced
vital capacity (FEF,, .)) in a group of 669 subjects aged 5

through 19 years at enrollment. Using a Markov-type .

autoregressive model, researchers found significant ef-
fects of smoking on both measures of lung function.
The model predicted that a child’s smoking, beginning
atage 15 and continuing through age 20, would reduce
FEV  to 92 percent of the expected value and FEF . _ to
90 pereent of the expected value. A subsequent analvsis
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using a nonparametric curve-smoothing method on
these same data showed that male smokers had a smaller
increase of FEV| at the end of the growth phase (a
suggestion of a lower maximum lung function) than
males who had not smoked; those who continued to
smoke into early adulthood also showed no evidence of
the plateau observed in never smokers before lung func-
tion began to decline. Simiiz- findings were reported
for females.

Relevantinformation is also available from a com-
munity population study in Tucson, Arizona (Lebowitz
and Holberg 1988). The Tucson cohort was derived
from a population sample of 325 non-Hispanic white
residents, originally sampled in 1972 when they were
an average age of 8.8 years. Like the East Boston study,
the Tucson study was directed primarily at passive
smoking but also gathered information on active smok-
ing by measuring FEV, and FEF,, ... The Tucson study
found effects of comparable magnitude with those ob-

" served in the East Boston study. Although these effects

did not reach statistical significance in the Tucson data,
they were in the same direction as those from East
Boston, and the sample population was only half the
size.

Sherrill et al. (1992) examined the longitudinal
effects of active and passive smoking on lung function
in a cohort of New Zealand children observed from
ages 9 through 15. Active smoki:.g did not have statis-
tically significant cffects on FEV, vital capacity, or
FEV /vital capacity (percent), but the numbers of regu-
lar smokers were small. By age 15, 43 percent reported
occasional smoking (during the last year but not every

day), but only 10 percent were dallv smokers (smok-
ing any number of cigarettes on a dally basis).

Jaakkola et al. (1991) carried out an cight-vear
longitudinal study of lung function in a cohort of young
adults aged 15 through 40 at enrollment.  Of 1,044
enrolled, 391 were subsequently followed.  Smoking
was found to have a significant effect on change in FEV,
during the study period, but the results were not re-
ported by age interval.

Respiratory Morbidity

In adults, smoking, is associated with increased
morbidity, as indexed by such measures as use of out-
patient medical services and absenteeism from work,
and with inereased respiratory morbidity, as indexed
by frequency or severity of respiratory infections
(USDHHS 1990). Because smoking has been shown to
alter immune and inflammatory responses (U.S. De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare [USDHEW]
1979b), these effects on an individual’s defenses could
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plausibly lead to increased frequency and severity of
respiratory infections in smokers.

Studies involving a wide age range of ycung
people indicate that smoking increases respiratory nor-
bidity (Table 3). A number ~f these studies compared
medical care by smokers and nonsmokers in settings
whercall medical care was obtained ata single clinic. In
one of the carliest studies, Haynes, Krstulovic, and Bell
(1966) examined the numbers of diagnoses for respira-
tory tract illnesses among male students (aged 14-19
vears) at a preparatory school. Nearly half of the stu-
dents were smokers.  All respiratory illnesses were
more common in the smokers; the increasc was greatest
for the illnesses considered “severe.” The findings of
studies involving student nurses (Parnell, Anderson,
Kinnis 1966) and military cadets (Finklea et al. 1971)
were similar.

A series of studies have included military recruits
as subjects (Table 3); their ages ranged from 18 through
22. In the study of Pollard et al. (1975), the rates of
respiratory diagnoses were not significantly different
between smokers and nonsmokers. In the more recent
study of military recruits by Blake, Abell, and Stanley
(1988), self-report of smoking was associated with in-
creased risk for diagnosis of an upper respiratory tract
infection during a 13-week basic training period. Kark
and Lebiush (1981) and Kark, Lebiush, and Rannon
(1982) examined attack rates for intfluenza and influ-
enza-like illnesses in Israeli military recruits and found
that smokmz_, was associated with an increased attack
rate in both male and female recruits.

Recently, in a study that examined adolescents
and young adults who had sickle cell anemia, Young et
al. (1992) found a strong relationship between cigarette
smoking and acute chest syndrome. In sickle cell ane-
mia patients, acute chest syndrome is characterized by
fever, cough, chest pain, leukocytosis, and pulmonary
infiltrates in the chest radiograph. All smokers in this
study had a history of acute chest syndrome, whereas
65 percent of the nonsmokers did. Smoking also ap-
peared to increase the frequency of sequelae of sickle
cell lung diseasc.

A study in the United Kingdom {Charlton and
Blair 1989) associated smoking with increased absen-
tecism from school among 2,885 children aged 12 and
13 vears. Children who on an initial questionnaire
reported regular smoking were more likely than non-
smokers to be absent when a follow-uw questionnaire
was administered four months later. The authors inter-
preted these findings as showing a nigher rate of minor
aiiments in children who smoked; however, the design
could not exclude other plausible explanations (such as
truancy) for the difference. In a survey of adolescents

3o

invited for an overall evaluation in three general prac-
tices in the United Kingdom, smokers reported a higher
prevalence of health problems than nonsmokers (25
percent vs. 16 percent, p =.06) (Townsend et al. 1991).

Epidemiologic Evidence of Nonrespiratory
Effects

Cardiovascular Disease

In adults, cigarette smoking is a cause of coronary
heart disease, arteriosclerotic peripheral vascular dis-
ease, and stroke (USDHHS 1989). Although these
diseases rarely occur in children and adolescents, au-
topsy studies of young male victims of combat during
the Koreanand Vietnam conflicts and community-based
autopsy studies of adolescents and young adults have
shown that atherosclerosis begins in childhood and
may become clinically significant in young adulthood
(McNamara etal. 1971; Enos, Holmes, Beyer 1986; Strong,
1986).

Several autopsy-study series link cigarette smok-
ing to the occurrence and extent of atherosclerosis in
youngadults. Strong and Richards (1976) described the
association of cigarette smoking with atherosclerosis in
1.320 men from the New Orleans area. In the youngest
group (aged 25 to 34 years), the development of athero-
sclerosis in the coronary arteries and the abdominal
aorta was consistently greater with higher levels of
smoking,.

More recently, an cight-community study by the
Pathobiological Determinants of Atherosclerosis in
Youth (PDAY) Research Group (1990) found associa-
tions of smoking with atherosclerosis in 390 males aged
15 through 34 years who died of violent causes (e.g.,
accidents, homicides, suicides). In this study, lipids
were measured in postmortem serum, and smoking
was assessed by the level of serum thiocyanate. After
controlling for lipid levels, age, and race, a multiple
regression analysis revealed a significant association
between smoking and atherosclerosis (i.e., having raised
lesions greater than or equal to 5 percent of the intimal
surface arca) in the abdominal aorta. A multiple logistic
analysis controlling for the same factors found that
smoking was a significant predictor of atherosclerosis
in both the abdominal aorta and the right coronary
artery.

The Bogalusa Heart Study is an epidemiologic
study of cardiovascular disease risk factors encountered
from birth through age 26. Among deceased subjects
whose average age was 18 years, cigarette smoking was
notassociated with aortic fatty streaks orinvolvement of
the coronary arteries with atherosclerosis (Newman et
al. 1986; Freedman etal. 1988). However, insubjects who
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Table3. Published studies of the effects of smoking on respiratory morbidity among young people,

various countries, 1963 -1987

Reference* Location/year Study population
Havnes, Krstulovie, Bell 1966 New Jersey! 191 male prep school students
aged 14-19 years
Parnell, Anderson, Kinnis 1966 Canada, 1963-1964 175 senior student nurses
Finklea et al. 1971 South Carolina, 1968-1969 1,900 college students
Pollard et al. 1975 Florida, 1971-1972 1,100 U.S. Navy recruits, most
aged 18-22 years
Kark and Lebiush 1981 Isracl, 1979 Female military recruits,
mean age = 18.5 vears
Kark, Lebiush, Rannon 1982 Israel, 1978 Male military recruits,
mean age = 18.5 years
Blake, Abell, Stanley 1988 Georgia, 1982 1,230 Armv recruits,
most aged < 22 vears
Charlton and Blair 1989 England, 1987 2,885 schoolchildren aged
12 and 13 years
Schwartz and Zeger 1990 Calitornia’ 100 student nurses

*Listed chronotogicatly by publication date.
'Year not provided.
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Health effect

Prevalence (%) by smoking status

Annual illness rates‘/ 10 students
All respiratory
Severe respiratory

Illness incidencel (per 1,000 days)
All respiratory
Upper respiratory
Lower respiratory

Incidence rate** (per 100 school years)
Upper respiratory
Outpatient
Hospital

Lower respiratory
Outpatient
Hospital

Rate of outpatient visits* for respiratory
episodes (per 1,000 recruits)

Febrile

Afebrile

Attack of influenza-like morbidity*t

Influenza morbidity** during an outbreak
Affected
Severe cases

Nonsmoker Occasional smoker! Regular smoker*
11.0 16.0 220

1.4 36 54
Nonsmoker Smoker
6.6 10.6
5.2 7.5
1.4 3.2

Number of cigarettes smoked per day

0 <1 pack >1 pack
52.5 59.9 67.0
76 12.0 10.2
25 3.0 6.8
0.4 0.7 0.9

Number of cigarettes smoked per day

0 <10 10-19 220 .
249 256 257 222
436 469 562 560

Occasional/regular smoker=

Never/past smoker

60% H0%

Number of cigarettes smoked per day

0 <10 11-20 > 20
47.2 62.9 67.7 71.8
30.1 429 51.6 535

General Findings: Relative risk = 1.46 for upper respiratory infection for smokers versus nonsmokers. [Hnesses

ascertained by visits to clinics.

General Findings: Smoking associated with increased absence from school: odds ratio = 1.29 for sometimes smokers
and 3.09 for regular smokers (compared with never smokers)."

General Findings: Smoking significantly associated with incidence of cough and phlegm. Current amount smoked
significantly predicted duration of an episode of phlegm or chest discomfort.

ISmoked at least | eigarette or pipe per week.

SSmoked at least | eigarette or pipe per dav.

Miness rates based on intirmory visits during a school vear.
Tiness incidence based on records of the health service.

**Incidence rates based on selt-administered questionnaire.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

HRespiratory-related (similar symptoms) visits to dispensary.,
with one week grouped.

HBased on seli-administered questionnaire.

SThese categorivs were not defined.

Miness accurrence based on medical records ond serology.
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died after age 20, smoking appears to have been related
to atherosclerosis (Berenson et al. 1992).

Smoking among voung people has been associated
with serum lipid profiles in a pattern predictive of in-
creased risk for cardiovascular diseases. In a published
meta-analvsis of studies on children who smoke, Craig
et al. (1990) found that among 8- through 19-vear-olds,
smoking increased levels of low-density lipoprotein cho-
lesterol by 4 percent, triglvcerides by 12 percent, and
verv-low-density lipoprotein cholesterol by 12 percent.
Levels of high-density lipoprotein (HDL) cholesterol were
reduced by 9 percent. These changes were comparable
to—and o: larger magnitude than—those observed in
smoking adults.

Physical Fitness

Even among young people trained as endurance
runners, smoking appears to compromise physical
fitness in levels of both performance and endurance.
Cigarette smoking reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity
of the blood and increases both heart rate and basal
metabolic rate—changes that counter the benefits of physi-
cal activity ina direct relation to the duration of smoking
and the number of cigarettes regularly smoked (Roval
College of Physicians of London 1992). In a study of 19-
vear-old army conscripts (N = 6,500), those who smoked
ran a significantly shorter distance in 12 minutes and
took significantly longer to sprint 80 meters than their
nonsmoking counterperts (Marti et al. 1988). Inthesame
study, the smokers among 4,100 joggers ina 16-kilometer
race were consistently slower than the nonsmokers.

Young adult smokers also have chronic, mild ad-
verse cardiovascular physiologic changes, including di-
minished exercise performance on standard treadmill
testing and blunted heart rate response to exercise (Sidnev
ct al. 1993) The left ventricular mass is increased in
voung adult smokers, and their resting heart rates are
two to three beats per minute more rapid than nonsmok-
ers’ (Gidding et al. 1992).

Health Outcomes in Pregnancy

Cigarettesmoking during pregnancy hasbeenlinked
withavarietv of adverse outcomes (USDHHS 1989, 1990).
Earlv reports of the Surgeon General (USDHEW 1971,
1973, 1979a) coneluded that smoking by a mother during
pregnancy retards fetal growthand mav cause fetal death
late in pregnancy as well as infant mortahtv The 1977-
1978 report (USDIHEW 1979a) further concluded that
smoking, during pregnancy has dose-response relation-
ships with abruptio placenta, placenta previa, bleeding
during pregnancy, premalure and prolonged rupture
of placental membranes, and preterm delivery.  The
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comprehensive reviews of the 1979 and 1980 reports
(USDHEW 1979a; USDHHS 1980) concluded that the risk
of spontaneous abortion increases with the amount of
smokingand thattherisk of suddeninfantdeath svndrome
(SIDS) is increased by maternal smoking. A more recent
study confirms the increased risk of SIDS with maternal
smoking (Schoendorf and Kiely 1992). Impaired fertility
was linked to smoki: g in the 1980 report (USDHHS 1980).
These adverse health effects of smoking on reproduction
have not been specifically investigated in young womenin
the 10- throngh 20-vear age range.

Epidemiologic Evidence of the Health Effects
of Passive Smoking

The health effects of passive smoking were com-
prehensively addressed in the 1986 report of the Surgeon
General (USDHHS 1986a) and in a report of the National
Research Council (1986). These reviews and subsequent
reports (Samet, Cain, Leaderer 1991; USEPA 1992) have
demonstrated that exposure to parental smoking during
childhood significantly increases the occurrence of lower
respiratory illnesses during the first vears of life, in-
creases the frequency of chronic respiratory svmptoms,
and reduces the rate of lung growth during chiidhoed
and adolescence. Evidence is accumulating to suggest
that smoking by parents increases the severity of child-
hood asthma (USDHHS 1991b; Samet, Cain, Leaderer
1991), as indicated by the need for medication and hospi-
tal treatment. SIDS, the most common cause of death in
the first vear of life, has been linked to parental smoking
in several epidemiologic studies. Children of parents
who smoke have a twofold increased risk of dving of
SIDS; this relationship appears to be dose-related
{(Schoendorf and Kiely 1992; Mallov et al. 1988).

The evidence on passive smoking and respiratory
health was recently reviewed by the USEPA (1992). This
review confirmed that ETS is causally linked to lung
cancer. Janerich et al. (1990) noted that approximately 17
percent of lung cancers among nonsmokers can be attrib-
uted to high levels of ETS during childhood and adoles-
cence. The USEPA report also concluded that exposure
to ETS causes lower respiratory illness in infants and
voung children; this finding is stronger than that of the
1986 Surgeon General's report, which did not character-
ize this association as causal. The agency’s report also
inferred from its data that childhood exposure to ETS
reduced lung function, increased respiratory svmptoms,
caused middle ear effusion, and exacerbated asthma.
For example, the report estimated that ETS exposure
exacerbates symptoms of asthma in about 20 percent of
the two million to five million asthmatic children in the
United States. The report also hypothesized that ETS
may be associated with the onset of asthima.
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Many chronic changes in cardiovascular physiol-
ogy have been observed in children exposed to ETS.
These changes include lower HDL cholesterol, increased
carboxvhemoglobin concentration, and increased
red-cell 2.3-diphosphoglycerate, as well as phvsiologic
response suggesting mild, chronic "hvpoxemia

{(Moskowitz ct al. 1990). ETS is also known to increase
platelet aggregation (Glantz and Parmlcy 1991).

The effect of peer smoking—as a source of ETS—
on nonsmoking children has not been studied but may
also be a health risk.

Adult Health Implications of Smoking Among Young People

Respiratory Diseases

As was discussed previously, sustained smoking
during adulthood is associated with the development of
COPD and the progressive loss of lung function
(USDHHS 1984, 1990). Evidence suggests that smoking
during childhcod may increase the risk for developing
COPD in adulthood as well as at an earlier age. The
adult who smoked during childhood may have experi-
enced early inflaimmatory changes—childhood smoking
is known to reduce lung growth—and thereby not at-
tained the level of function achieved during the normal
growth and development of the lungs. Any age-related
decline in lung function during adulthood would thus
start from a lower level—and might begin at a vounger
age—than declines observed in adults who have rever
smoked. In fact, the proportionate impeding effect of
childhood smoking on lung growth greatly exceeds the
loss of lung function associated with smoking during
adulthood (Tager ct al. 1985, 1988).

If one or both parents of an adolescent smoke, the
effects of parental smoking on early childhood respira-
tory illnesses and on the growth of lung function may
increase the risk of COPD. llInesses in the lower respira-
tory region during childhood are a suspected risk factor
for COPD (Samet, Tager, Speizer 1983), and passive
smoking reduces the rate at which lung function
grows (USDHHS 1986a).

Cardiovascular Disease

In adults, cigarette smoking has been causally
associated with coronary heart disease, arterioselerotic
peripheral vascular discase, and stroke (USDHHS 1983,
1989). Smoking contributes to increased risk for coro-
nary heart disease probably through at least five in-
terrelated processes, including the development of
atherosclerosis (USDHHS 1990). 1t is likely that the
earlier the age at which one starts to smoke, the carlier
the onset of coronary heart discase. The recent evidence

G}

from the PDAY Research Group shows more athero-
sclerosis in young smokers than in voung nonsmokers.
The unfavorable effects of smoking on lipid levels in
children may contribute to the development of athero-
sclerosis in young adulthood.

Cancer

The multistage concept of carcinogenesis implies
that the risk of smoking-related cancers is strongly de-
pendent on the duration and intensity of sinoking
(Armitage and Doll 1954; Doll 1971; Taioli and Wynder
1991). The relevant epidemiologic data and mathemaeti-
cal analyses are most abundant for lung cancer. Both
epidemiologic and experimental evidence suggest that
the risk for lung cancer varies more strongly with the
duration of cigarette smoking than with the number of
cigarettes smoked (Peto 1977; Doll and Peto 1978). Analy-
sis of data from a cohort study of British doctors showed
that lung cancer incidence increased with the fourth or
fifth power of duration of smoking but with the sccond
power of number of cigarettes smoked daily (Doll and
Peto 1978). Although these data can be adequatelv de-
scribed by alternative mathematical models that give
lesser weight to duration (Moolgavkar, Dewanii, Luebeck
1989), the dependence of tung cancer risk on duration of
smoking implies that starting smoking at an earlier age
ircreases the potential number of life-years of smoking
and therefore increases lung cancer risk. 1f one assumes,
for example, that lung cancer risk rises exponentially as a
function of the duration of smoking, then the risk at age
50 for a person who began smoking regularly at age 13 is
350 percent greater than that for a 50-vear-old who started
smoking at age 23.

Similar analyses have not been done for other
smoking-related sites of cancer.  Nevertheless, for
most smoking-related cancers, the risk rises with the
duration of smoking (USDHHS 1982, 1989, 1990; Interna-
tional Agency for Research on Cancer 1985). One could
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infer that the risk of smoking-related cancer for sites other
than the lungs would increase, at a given adult age,
in inverse proportion to the age an adolescent begins
smoking,

Recent studies indicate that carlier onset of
cigarette smoking is also associated with heavier smok-
ing (Taioli and Wvnder 1991; Escobedo et al. 1993).

Nicotine Addiction in Adolescence

Surgeon General's Report

Heavier smokers are not only more likely to experience
tobacco-related health problems, they are the least libe v
to quit smoking (Hall and Terezhalmy 1984; USDHHS
1989). Early use of cigarettes thus appears to influence
intensity as well as duration of use and increases the
potential for long-term health consequences.

Introduction

Nicotine dependency through cigarette smoking is
not only the most common form of drug addiction but
the one that causes more death and disease than all other
addictions combined (USDHHS 1988). Most human
research on nicotine addiction has been conducted with
adult subjects, but the basic biologic processes that
underlic this dependency appear to be similar in ad-
olescents and adults. The research literature on nicotine
addiction examines its chemistry and addiction poten-
tial, its severity, and its pathophysiology and clinical
course.

Background and Nomenclature

Drug addiction is the termi most widely used to
label various medical and social disorders relaied to the
compulsive ingestion of psvchoactive chemicals. The
primary criteria for drug dependence are that the behav-
ior is highlv controlled or compulsive, the chemical is
one whose mood-altering, or psvchoactive effects are
central elements of the drug’s activity, and the drug itself
has the demonstrated capability of reinforcing behavior
(Table 4). The American Psychiatric Asseciation (APA)
has identified two medical disorders that pertain to nico-
tine addiction: nicotine dependence and nicotine
withdrawal (APA 1987).

Nicotine dependenceisclassified as a psvchoactive
substance-use disorder characterized by “a cluster of
cognitive, behavioral, and physiologic symptoms that
indicate that the person has impaired control of
psvchoactive substance use and continues use of the
substance despite adverse consequences” (APA 1987,
p. 166). In the case of nicotine, the most common form of
use is cigarette smoking, in part because the rapid ab-
sorption of nicotine through the processes of smoking
“leads to a more intensive habit pattern that is more
difficult to give up” than other forms of use (APA 1987,
p. 181). Nicotine dependence also occurs through other
routes of delivery, including smokeless tobacco and
nicotine gum.
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Nicotine withdrawal, an organic mental disorder
induced by the removal of psychoactive substance, is
described as “a characteristic withdrawal syndrome due
to the abrupt cessation of or reduction in the use of
nicotine-containing substances (e.g., cigarettes, cigars and
pipes, chewing tobacco, or nicotine gumy that has been at
least moderate in duration and amount. The syndrome
includes craving for nicotine; irritability, frustration, or
anger; anxiety; difficulty concentrating; restlessness; de-
creased heart rate; and increased appetite or weight gain”
(APA 1987, p. 150).

Physical dependence refers to the condition in which
withdrawal symptoms have been observed. Physical
dependence can complicate the process of achieving and

Table 4. Criteria for drug dependence

Primary criteria

Highly controlled or compulsive use
Psychoactive effects
Drug-reinforced behavior

Additional criteria

Addictive behavior often involves the following:
Stereotypic patterns of use
Use despite harmful effects
Relapse following abstinence
Recurrent drug cravings

Dependence-producing drugs often manifest the
following;:

Tolerance

Physical dependence

Pleasant (cuphoric) effects

Source: Adapted from USDHHS (1988).



QO

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

Preventing Tobacco Use Among Youg People

maintaining drug abstinence, and the symptoms can be
so unpleasant as to precipitate relapse (Jaffe 1985;
USDHHS 1988). In surveys by the National Institute on
Drug Abuse (NIDA), withdrawal and inability to main-
tain abstinence are commonly attributed to cigarette smok-
ing and heroin use (USDHHS 1988).  The majority of
people monitored who regularly use other addictive
drugs (including cocaine and marijuana) report that they
ave not experienced withdrawal, even though many of
these people feel dependent and have been unable to
maintain abstinence (USDHHS 1988).

Severity of Nicotine Addiction

Tobacco-delivered nicotine can be highly addic-
tive. Each year, nearly 20 million people try to quit
smoking in the United States (USDHHS 1990), but only
about 3 percent have long-term success (Pierce ct al.
1989; Centers for Disease Controland Prevention {CDC},
OfficeonSmoking and Health, unpublished data). Even
amongaddicted persons who lavelostalung because of
cancer or have undergone major cardiovascular sur-
gery, only about 50 percent maintain abstinence for
more than a few wecks (West and Evans 1986; USDHHS
1988). In a 1991 Gallup Poll, 70 percent of current
smokers reported that they considered themselves to be
“addicted” to cigarettes (Gallup Organization 1991).
These findings are consistent with data from NIDA’s
1985 National Household Survey on Drug Abusc
(NHSDA), which showed that 84 percent of 12- through
17-year-olds who smoked one packormore of cigarettes
per day felt that they “needed” or were “dependent” on
cigarettes (Henningfield, Clayton, Pollin 1990). The
NHSDA data show that young smokers develop toler-
ance and dependence, increase theamount they smoke,
and are unable to abstain from nicotine. These findings
suggest that the addictive processes in adolescents are fun-
damentally the same as those studied in adults (USDHHS
1988; Henningfield, Clayton, Pollin 1990).

Several studies have found nicotine to beasaddic-
tive as heroin, cocaine, or alcohol (Henningficld, Clayton,
Pollin 1990; Henningfield, Cohen, Slade 1991; Kozlowski
et al. 1993). Moreover, because the typical pattern of
tobacco usce entails daily and repeated doses of nicotine,
addiction is more common among all users than is true
of other drug use, which tends to occur on a far less
frequent basis (USDHS 1988). For example, only about
10 to 15 pereent of current alcohol drinkers are consid-
cred problem drinkers, but approximately 85 to 90 per-
cent of cigarette smokers smoke at least five cigarettes
everv day (Henningficld, Cohen, Slade 1991; Evans et
al. 1992; Henningfield 1992b; Kozlowski et al. 1993).
Only 2 to 3 percent of smokers {or about 7 to 10 percent
of those who try quitting) stop smoking for one year

(CDC 1993a), and most daily smokers report that they
feel dependent on smoking and have experienced with-
drawal symptoms (USDHHS 1988; Henningfield,
Clayton, Pollin 1990).

Chemistry and Addiction Potential

Many behaviors that become regular, habitual, and
hard to give up involve the ingestion of a substance.
What sets drug addictions apart from less harmful habits
is that the ingested substance releases a psychoactive
drug with the demonstrated potential to addict. Several
thousand chemicals are present in cigarette smoke. Some
may conceivably modulate nicotine’s addictive effects,
but the fact that different forims of nicotine delivery can
be substituted for one another (e.g., nicotine gum or
transdermal patch in place of cigarettes) suggests that
nicotine is critical in the addiction process (Henningfield
1984; Benowitz 1988; USDHHS 1988; Russell 1990).

Nicotine is a naturally occurring alkaloid present in
varying concentrations in different strains of tobacco. Most
cigarcttes sold in the United States contain about 8 to 9
nilligrams of nicotine, of which the smoker typically in-
gosts 1 to 2 milligrams per cigarette (Bencwitz et al. 1983;
USDHHS 1988). Nicotine is both a lipid- and water-
soluble molecule that can be rapidly absorbed in a mildly
alkaline environment through the sin or the lining of the
mouth and nose. Because of the massive area for absorp-
tion in the alveoli of the lungs, nicotine inhaled deeply is
almost immediately extracted from the smoke into the
pulmonary veins; this sudden spike or bolus of nicotine is
delivered to the brain, via arterial circulation, in approxi-
mately 10 seconds (USDHHS 1988). In contrast, although
smokeless tobacco has much higher levels of nicotine than
cigarettes, the delivery of the drug is much more gradual;
the effect peaks within approximately 20 minutes of use
(Benowitz et al. 1988). The peak for nicotine replacement
medications is even slower—3(0) minutes or longer for
nicotine gum (Benowitz ct al. 1988), several hours for the
four commercially available transdermal patch systems
(Palmer, Bucklet, Faulds 1992). In fact, because of the
efficiency of the pulmonary route in extracting nicotine
from inhaled tobacco smoke, nicotine may be 10 times
more concentrated in arterial blood than insimultaneously
sampled venous blood; these levels are much higher than
those produced by nicotine replacement medications
(Henningfield, London, Benowitz 1990).

As vehicles for nicotine delivery, tobacco products
are convenient to use, and they provide the experienced
user with a means of regulating dose level. Such control
does not, however, protect the user against drug depen-
dency, since tobacco products appear to deliver the opti-
mal addiction potential (or abuse liability) of nicotine.
Chemicals can be tested for their addiction potential to
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determine if they are psychoactive and if they can serve
as reinforcers in animals and humans (Brady ard Lukas
1984; USDHHS 1988; Fischman and Mello 1989;
Henningfield, Cohen, Heishman 1991). These methods
to test for abuse liability are reliable enough for the Food
and Drug Adminisiration (FDA) and the World Health
Organization (WHO) to use them to develop policies
regarding regulation of new drugs with possible addic-
tion potential (USDHHS 1988; Barcelona Conference
1991). Nicotine meets the criteria for addiction potential
in all of the standardized tests used by the FDA and the
WHO (USDHHS 1987, 1988, 1991a). In humans and
animals, nicotine produces discrete subjective effects more
similar to those produced by cocaine than to those pro-
duced by sedatives, and nicotine injections are biologi-
cally reinforcing to humans and to at least five animal
species (Henningfield, Miyasato, Jasinski 1985;
Henningfield and Goldberg 1988; USDHHS 1988). Such
findings confirm the conclusion of the 1988 report of the
Surgeon General: nicotine is a drug with a liability for
addiction (USDHHS 1988).

Pathophysiology of Nicotine Dependence

The pathophysiology of drug dependence and the
clinical course of nicotine and other drug dependencies
have been described in detail elsewhere (Jaffe 1985;
USDHHS 1988; Benowitz 1992; Henningfield 1992a). In
brief, exposure to a psychoactive chemical leads to re-
petitive self-administration because of the chemical’s
capacity to condition behavior. This powerful condi-
tioning action of nicotine is mediated at least in part by
the activation of nicotinic receptors in the brain (USDHIHS
1988; Bock and Marsh 1990) and the modulation of levels
of hormones such as epinephrine (adrenaline) and corti-
sol(Pomerlcauand Pomerleau 1984; Sachs 1987; USDHHS
1988). The mesolimbic dopaminergic reward system,
which mediates the addicting actions of cocaine, is also
thought to be involved in producing nicotine’s addictive
effects (Pomerleau and Pomerleau 1984; USDHHS 1988;
Bock and Marsh 1990; Balfour 1991a, b; Benwell and
Balfour 1992). Behaviors that are followed by intense
neural activation can become highly persistent and diffi-
cult to modify (Pomerleau and Pomerleau 1984; Jaffe
1985; USDHHS 1988). Each year, the daily cigarette
smoker may experience 50,000 to 100,000 such pairings
of puffing on cigarettes and resultant effects in the brain,
thus establishing a persistent need for cigarette smoking,

Tolerance

Tolerance refers to a diminishing response to a
drug through repeated exposures (Jaffe 1985; USDHHS
1988). Tolerance is often demonstrated when increased
dose levels are required to obtain the effects formerly
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produced by lower doses. Tolerance to nicotine appears
to be acquired as people progress from initially smoking
a few cigarettes to smoking greater numbers of cigarettes
more often (see “Initiation Continuun of Smoking” and
”Adult Implications of Adolescent Smoking” in Chapter
3and “Developmental Stages of Smoking” in Chapter 4).
The development of tolerance to the aversive effects
of nicotine, such as nausea and dizziness, may also facili-
tate the development of dependency (USDHHS 1987;
Shiffman et al. 1990; Shiffman 1989, 1991; McNeill, Jarvis,
West 1987). Tolerance of nicotine increases over time;
experienced smokers can self-administer doses of nico-
tine that would make nonsmokers ill.

The tolerance the nervous system develops to nico-
tine exposure can be at least partially overcome by
increasing the dose. This effect was studied near the
beginning of the 20th century and has been the subject of
considerable study since then (Langley 1905: USDHHS
1985; Benowitz and Jacob 1993). Tolerance to various
behavioral, physiologic, and subjective effects of nicotine
has been studied (USDHHS 1988). For example,
administering nicotine to a tobacco-deprived cigarette
smoker can produce a substantial increase in heart rate
and measures of cuphoria, along with a decrease in the
strength of the knee reflex. With repeated doses, the
heart rate stabilizes at a level between that produced
by the first dose and that which occurs when nicotine-
deprived; subjective effects are minimal, and the knee
reflex may become normal (Domino and Von Baum-
garten 1969; USDHHS 1988; Swedberg, Henningfield,
Goldberg 1990).

Some tolerance of nicotine is lost each night as the
smoker’s nicotine levels fall; the nicotine from the first
few cigarettes of the day produces effects on heart rate,
mood, and other measures that are stronger than the
effects produced by subsequent doses during the day
(USDHHHS 1988). Repeated exposure to nicotine leads to
morphological changes in the brain that cause the devel-
opment of new binding sites for nicotine receptors, which
mediate the effects of nicotine (Bock and Marsh 199(;
USDHHS 1988, 1991a).

Animal research has shown that nicotine exposure
results in an increased expression (defined as up-regula-
tion) of nicotine receptors in various regions of the brain
(Ksir et al. 1985; Morrow, Loy, Creese 1985; Nordberg et
al. 1985; Schwartz and Kellar 1985; Ksir, Hakan, Kellar
1987). Prenatal exposure to nicotine also produces up-
regulation of nicotine receptors in tissuce collected from
newborn animals Slotkin, Orband-Miller, Queen 1987;
Slotkin et al. 1991; Smith, Seidler, Slotkin 1991). These
data suggest the broad applicability of this up-regulation
cffect, which may be one of the ways in which tolerance
of nicotine occurs (USDHEHS 1989).
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Human rescarch is more limited than animal re-
scarch in this arca, but there is evidence that cigarette
smoking is associated with up-regulation of nicotine
receptors in the human brain. Balfour (1989, 1991a)
has conducted a series of studies that included the
examination of postmortem brain tissue from smokers
and nonsmokers. Heand others found evidence of signifi-
cantly elevated concentrations of nicotine binding sites as
well as smoking-related changes in other binding sites
(such as 5-hydroxytryptamine) (Benwell, Balfour, Ander-
son 1988; Balfour 1989, 1991a; Grant, McMurdo, Balfour
1989; Bock and Marsh 1990). Morphologic changes in the
nervous system are presumed to reflect part of the body’s
adaptation (resulting in tolerance and physical depen-
dence) to a prolonged exposure to nicotine (Marks and
Collins 1982; Marks, Burch, Collins 1983; Marks et al. 198°,
1986; Marks, Stitzel, Collins1985,1986, 1987, USDHHS 1983).

Physical Dependence

Nicotine administered to animals and humans pro-
duces altered spontaneous electroencephalograph (EEG)
and evoked electrical potentials of the brain, altered local
cerebral glucose metabolism, modulation of hormonal
output by the adrenal glands, increased heart rate, and
changes in skeletal muscle tension (USDHHS 1988). Most,
if not all, of these effects are related to the dose of nicotine
given, and tolerance develops to differing degrees across
these effects. After a period of nicotine exposure that is
assumed to be at Jeast several weeks (APA 1987), physi-
cal dependence on nicotine develops. The dependent
person then appears to be functioning normally when
under the influence of nicotine; conversely, the person
may report feeling “abnormal” or “not right” when de-
prived for more than a few hours (Casey 1987).

Although basic pharmacologic rescarch on nico-
tine has been conducted primarily with adults, most
people begin to smoke in adolescence and develop char-
acteristic patterns of nicotine dependence before adult-
hood (USDHHS 1988, 1991a). That adolescents develop
physical dependence, as evidenced by their experience
of withdrawal symptoms, has been well documented by
the NHSDA (USDHHS 1991¢). Moreover, quantitative
characteristics of the withdrawal syndrome appear to be
the same in adolescents and adults (McNeill et al. 1986;
McNeill, Jarvis, West 1987).

The magnitude of the withdrawal syndrome is
related to the previous level of nicotine intake, although
differences in just a few cigarettes a day may not be
correlated with the severitv of the svndrome (Killen et al.
1988; USDHHS 1988). Environmental context is also a
factor; in a novel enviromment (e.g., a hospital setting),
the symptoms of nicotine withdrawal may be less than
in the smoker’s usual environment, with its various

psychological cues for smoking (Hatsukami, Hughes,
Pickens 1985). The time course of withdrawal symptoms
varies among individuals and for different responses.
Most withdrawal symptoms peak within the first few
days of nicotine abstinence and then begin to recover
along a variable course; the most severe total withdrawal
syndrome usually lasts about three to four weeks
(USDHHS 1988; Gross and Stitzer 1989). For example,
certain measures of brain function (such as P300-evoked
clectrical potential) recover within a few days, but others
may take weeks or more (such as N100-evoked potential,
hunger, and craving). Powerful urges to smoke may
recur for many years (Hughes and Hatsukami 1986;
USDHHS 1988).

Although questions remain, the pathophysiology
of nicotine dependence clearly involves the brain, the
endocrine system, and behavior, and the process begins
when cigarette smoking is initiated. Moreover, although
the effects of nicotine administration and deprivation are
complex, they are orderly and are related to factors such
as the amount of nicotine administered and the time
since the last dose.

The Clinical Course of Nicotire Dependence

Like other drug addictions, nicotine dependence is
a progressive, chronic, relapsing disorder. The level of
dependence on nicotine in adults has been found to be
inversely related to the ageat initiation of smoking when
measured by diagnostic criteria (APA 1987) of the APA
(Breslau, Fenn, Peterson 1993) and by the Fagerstrom
Tolerance Questionnaire Score (Henningfield etal. 1987).

As is true for most drug addictions, tobacco use is
not always constant from initiation on; the process of
graduation from first use to addiction can take months or
even years (USDHHS 1988). In fact, initial expericnces
with tobacco, as with other addictive substances, are
sometimes negative and require social pressures and
other factors to maintain exposure until the addiction
develops (Haertzen, Kocher, Miyasato 1983). The per-
centage of people who progress from smoking a few
cigarettes to smoking at a regular, addictive level has
been estimated to range from 33 to 94 percent. For
example, Russell (1990) has reported that a survey of
adults in Great Britain in the mid-1960s indicated that 94
percent of those who smoked more than three cigarettes
became “long-term regular smokers.” These data, which
precede widespread public awareness of the hazards of
smoking, may have a limited applicability to current
smoking behavior. Recently collected data in the United
States and Great Britain suggest that between 33 and 50
percent of people who try smoking cigarettes escalate to
regular patterns of use (Hirschman, Leventhal, Glynn
1984; McNeill 1991; Henningfield, Cohen, Slade 1991).
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The chronic phase of the addictive process is highly
resistant to substantial modification.  For example, ef-
forts . educe tobacco smoke and nicotine exposure by
smoking cigarettes with lower ratings of nicotine deliv-
ery or to smoke fewer cigarettes are usually partially or
completely thwarted by compensatory changes in how
the cigarettes are smoked; smokers may compensate for
“cutting back” by inhaling more deeply or smoking the
cigarette farther down to its more potent and more toxic
end (Kozlowski 1981, 1982; Benowitz et al. 1983; Benowitz
and Jacob 1984; USDHHS 1988). Abstinence from smok-
ing is generally short-lived; the majority of persons who
quit on their own or in minimally supportive interven-
tions appear to relapse within one week of their last
cigarette (Kottke et al. 1989). In fact, in testament to the
persistence of addiction, nearly one-third of those who
have abstained for one year after quitting relapse later
(USDHHS 1990; Giovino 1991). These patterns of relapse
are similar to those observed with other drug addictions.

Several potential predictive measures of the sever-
ity of addiction in a person may forecast the severity of
withdrawal and the outcome of an attempt to quit. These
measures, which have been discussed in detail in the
1988 report of the Surgeon General (USDHHS 1988),
include cotinine level in biological fluid such as saliva,
blood, or urine; number of cigarettes smoked per day;
score on the Fagerstrom Tolerance Questionnaire; and
number of symptoms attributed from the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (APA 1987). These
measures tend to predict, although not pertectly, the
difficulty of achieving abstinence, the severity of with-
drawal symptoms, the rapidity of relapse, and the effi-
cacy of replacement therapy (USDHHS 1988).

One final source of vulnerability to nicotine depen-
denceappearstobe genctic predisposition. Research with
animals has shown that the amount of up-regulation
{increased binding, in the brain) of nicotine receptors after
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nicotine expostire is related to genetic constitution, as are
certain belaviorai and physiologic effects (Marks et al.
1989; Collins 1990). Data from studies with human twins
have vicided indices of heritability for cigarette smoking
sir ilar to those for drinking alcohol (fiughes 1986;
Kozlowski 1991; Carmelli et al. 1992).

Nondrug Factors in Nicotine Dependence

Nondrug factors can affect the prevalence of drug
addiction in society as well as its severity in individuals.
Some of the factors are the same as those that determine
the prevalence and severity of other medical disorders
resulting from exposure to toxins. Among the most
important factors in determining the prevalence of drug
addiction is the exposure to the addicting substance
(USDHHS 1988). This factor is no less important in the
spread of drug addiction than it is in the spread of
disorders such asacquired immunodeficiency syndrome;
malaria, and influenza infections. Moreover, social fac-
tors can determine the type and frequency of exposure to
the etiologic agent, as well as the time frame over which
exposure continues. Many nondrug factors associated
with both abstinence and relapsc appear to operate simi-
larly across addictions. These factors include illness
induced by drug dependence (which will at least tempo-
rarily interrupt drug usc), ability to learn to manage
cravings, social reinforcements for abstinence, availabil-
ity of the substance, cost of the substance, and perception
of the risk of using the substance (USDHIS 1988).

Persons vary in their vulnerability to nicotine and
otherdrug addiction, just.. they vary in their vulnerabil-
ity to other medical disorders; some people show a high
degree of resistance to the disorder despite multiple
exposures to the agent, and others very quickly become
addicted (USDHHS 1988). Psychosocial factors affecting
the vulnerability of the voung and the onset of tobacco
use are discussed in Chapter 4.

Smoking as a Risk Factor for Other Drug Use

Introduction

The 1988 Surgeon General's report (USDEHEIS 1988)
showed that among adolescents, cigarette smoking is
a risk factor in the development of alcohol use and
illegal drug use. The nature of the interrelationship be-
tween tobacco and other drug use is complex; in several
possible ways, tobacco use may heighten the probability
that a young person will use other d rugs (Slade 1993; see
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“Smoking and Other Drug Use” in Chapter 3and “Behav-
ioral Factors in the Initiation of Smoking” in Chapter 4).

Progression of Drug Use

Kandel (1975) found that studies of the progression
of drug use in the 1970s showed that cigarette smoking
and alcohol use generally preceded marijuana smoking,
and other illegal drug use. In fact, Kandel's study
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concluded that virtually evervone whoused illegal drugs
such as marijuana or cocaine had previousiy used
cigarettes, alcohol, or both. These findings, primarily
among white vouths, have been repeatedly extended
and replicated (e.g., Fleming et al. 1989; Kandel and
Yamaguchi 1993).

More recent data from the Monitoring the Future
Project (MTFP) by NIDA (USDHHS 1988) confirm that
illegal drug use is rarc among those who have never
smoked and that cigarctte smoking is likely to precede
the use of alcohol or illegal drugs. The 1985-1989 MTFP
showed that first use of tobacco had occurred atthe same
age as first use of alcohol for 33 percent of the saniple;
cigarettes were used before alcohol by 49 percent of the
sample. The same survey showed that among those who
had used both cigarettes and marijuana, 23 percent be-
gan using both in the same vear, and 65 percent smoked
cigarettes before marijuana. The latter relationship was
more pronounced for cocaine: 98 percent of persons who
had used both cocaine and cigarettes smoked cigarettes
first (see Tables 24-26 in Chapter 3).

These findings were extended in another longitu-
dinal study that assessed 12-, 15-, and 18-year-olds in
New Jersey and reinterviewed them at three-year inter-
vals (USDHHS 1987). This study showed that among 15-
vear-olds, the use of cigarettes, alcohol, or marijuana was
the strongest predictor of cocaine use when these same
persons were reinterviewed three vears later; at that
time, the persons using cocaine were likely to be using
cigarettes and alcohol as well.

Cigarette smoking in combination with alcohol
use appears to be especially predictive of iliegal drug
use. A longitudinal study by Yama zuchi and Kandel
(1984) examined initial data from students in the tenth
and eleventh grades in New York State in 1971, When
the authors reevaluated the same students in 1981 (av-
crage age, 25 vears), the most common sequence of
drugs used was alcohol, cigarettes, marijuana, illegally
used psvchoactive or prescription drugs, and otherille-
gal drugs. The investigators found that for 87 percent
of the men, alcohol use preceded marijuana use; alco-
hol and marijuana use preceded other illegal drug use;
and use of aleohol, cigarettes, and marijuana preceded
the use of other psychoactive drugs. For 86 percent of
the women, a similar, but not identical, pattern emerged:
alcohol or cigarettes preceded marijuana; alcohol, ciga-
rettes, and marijuana preceded other illegal drugs; and
alcohol and cither cigarettes or marijuana preceded
other psychoactive drugs. These findings were repli-
cated with 1,108 high school seniors in New York in 1988
(Kandel and Yamaguchi 1993). This study confirmed
the importance of cigarette and/or alcohol use in the
progression of illegal drug use, with carly cigarette

use being of particular importance in the develop-
ment of other drug use among females. Early onset of
cigarette smoking and /or alcohol use was a strong pre-
dictor of further drug use.

The relationship between alcohol use and cigaretie
smoking is more complex than would be suggested by
examining any one survev.  [n some studies, alcohol is
more likely to precede than to follow cigarette soking,
This variability might be explained by the differing study
criteria for alcohol use. Forexample, among many adoles-
cents, alcohol consumption is characterized by the occa-
sional light use of beer or wine—a pattern that often
neither escalates into patterns of heavy drinking nor pre-
dicts other drug use (Kandel, Marguilies, Davies 1978;
Huba, Wingard, Bentler 1981; O’'Donnell and Clayton
1982). This finding is consistent with the observation that
approximately 85 percent of people who drink alcot.olic
beverages do so in patterns that do not meet criteria for
abuse (USDHHS 1988). On the other hand, consumption
of “hard liquor,” sometimes accompanied by heavy drink-
ing patterns, appears to develop either along with or
following the development of regular patterns of cigarette
smoking (Kozlowski et al. 1993; DiFranza and Guerrera
1990). These observations are consistent with the find-
ings of the 1985 NHSDA, which showed that among 12-
through 17-vear-old adolescents who had never smoked,
only 3 percent had binged (i.¢., had five ormore drinks in
a row) in the past 30 days, whereas nearly 40 percent of
daily smokers in this age group had binged in the past 30
days (USDHHS 1983).

The progression from cigarette smoking and
occasional consumption of alcoholic beverages to heavier
drinking and illegal drug use does not appear limited to
any single population group. However, there is some
cvidence that boys with conduct disorders in school and at
home may be at especially high risk of progression from
any use of tobacco and alcohol to addictive patterns of
multiple-drug use. .3 recent study of 61 males aged 14
through 18 who had conduct disorders found sequences of
acquisition of drug use similar to those found ainongadoles-
cents ingencral, but with higher rates of addictive use of the
tobacco-alcohol-marijuana cluster and earlier initiation of
these substances (Mikulich, Young, Crowley 1993).

Cigarette Smoking and Other Drug Use
Cigarette smoking is neither necessary nor
sufficient for other drug abuse or dependence. Not all
cigarette smokers subsequently abuse other drugs, and a
small percentage of abusers of alcohol and illegal drugs do
not use tobacco. However, several studies have
revealed that cigarette smoking is a predictor of whether
an individual is using other drugs and of what that
individual’s level of other drug use is. The 1985 NHSDA
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(USDHHS 1988; Henningticld, Clavton, Pollin 1990)
showed that 12- through 17-year-olds who had smoked
cigarettes in the past 30 davs were approximatelv 3 times
more likely to have consumed alcohol, 8 times more
likely to have smoked marijuana, and 22 times more
likely to have used cocaine in the past 30 davs than those
who had not smoked cigarettes.  Data from the 1985-
1989 MTEFP showed that seniors who had smoked ciga-
rettes in the past 30 days were about 1.6 times more likely
to have consumed alcohol, 4 times more likely
to have smoked marijuana, and 5 times more likely to
have used cocaine in the past 30 days than those who had
not smoked cigarettes (see “Smoking and Other Drug
Use” and Table 23 in Chapter 3).

The 1985 NHSDA (USDHHS 1988; Henningfield,
Clavton, Pollin 1990) examined heavier drug usc as a
function of cigarette smoking. Having 3 or more drinks
in succession in the past 30 davs, using marijuana on
more than 10 occasions, and using cocaine on more than
10 occasions were considered heavier usage of drugs. A
strong association was observed between cigarette smok-
ing and other drug use among all age groups in this
study, although the percentage of the increases in drug
use from the never-smoker to the dailv-smoker levels
was strongest in the 12- through 17-vear-old group (Fig-
ure 1). Among these voungest smokers, those who
smoked daily were approximately 14 times more likely
to have binged on alcohol, 114 times more likely to have
used marijuana at least 11 times, and 32 times morchkcl\'
to have used cocaine at least 11 times than those who had
not smoked.

A similar correlation between frequency of alcohol
use and level of cigarette smoking was found in a study
of 7th- through 12th-grade students in New York State
(Welte and Barnes 1987). Inthe Welte and Barnes study,
asinthe NHSDA, not only were smoking any cigarettes
and drinking alcohol related, but dailv smoking, was a
predictor of binge drinking.  These data are consistent
with those from a study of adult multiple-drug abusers,
which found that severity of nicotine dependence, as
measured either by a scale that assesses the strength of a
given habit or by cigarettes smoked per day, was corre-
lated directlv w ith sev: erity of alcohol consumption prob-
lems, asn 2asured by scores on the Michigan Alcoholism
Screening, Test (Kozlowski ct al. 1993). These data indi-
cate a strong direct relationship between level of nicotine
dependence and alcohol abuse but do not in themselves
show the direction of the relationship or rule out the
possibility that other factors commonty determine the
coincidental occurrence of high levels of tobacco and
other drug usc.

Data from a longitudinal studv in which 4,192
students (grades six through eight) were surveved three
times over four vears extended the fmdm;,s that the
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amount of tobacco use is directlv related to other drug
use (Bailev 1992). Specifically, this study showed that
students who during follow-up periods escalated from
low-level use of tobacco or alcohol to heavy-level use
were more likely to begin using other psvchoactive
substances or to increase their use of these substances
than students who remained low-level users of tobacco
or alcohol (Bailey 1992).

Other studies suggest that the age at onset of
cigarette smoking determines the probability of subse-
quent use of marijuana and of heavy alcohol use. For
example, Clayton and Ritter (1985) found not only that
cigarette smoking, along with alcohol use, was the most
powerful predictor of marijuana use, but also that the
effect was strongest when smoking was initiated by age
17. Similarly, Keenan (1988) found that the age at onset
of cigarette smoking was significantly vounger in people
with a history of alcoholism than in those who did not
use alcohol.

Another study estimated that the relative risk of
alcoholism was increased tenfold among, cigarette smok-
ers and that people who heavily use alcohol represent
approximately one-third of all cigarette smokers
(DiFranza and Guerrera 190). A further analysis of
these and additional data led Kozlowski et al. (1993) to
conclude that because the association between smoking
and drinking is weaker among light smokers, the per-
centage of heavier smokers who develop problems with
alcohol might be greater than 30 percent.

Of all drug users surveved by the NIDA, cigarette
smokers were by far the most likely to report experienc-
ing various features of addiction. Among 12- through
17-year-olds who had used cigarettes, 27 percent were
daily users and 20 percent felt dependent; of those who
had used alcohol, 6 percent were daily users and 5 per-
cent felt dependent; of those who had used marijuana, 18
percent were daily users and 10 percent felt dependent;
of those who had used cocaine, 14 percent were daily
users and 6 percent felt dependent (USDHHS 1988;
Henningficld, Clavton, Pollin 1990). Cigarette simoking
was also, by far, the drug use most commonly associated
with withdrawal symptoms. Thus, cié.,arcttc smoking,
not only oceurs early in the progression of drug use, it
appears to be the first of these drugs to produce features
of addiction in voung, people.

Smoking as a Facilitator for Other Drug Use

A number of mechanisims could explain how ciga-
rette smoking facilitates the use of alcohol and illegal
drugs. These mechanisims are not mutually exclusive.
Morcover, other variables mav operate tonondifferentially
increase the use of tobacco and a wide range of other
substances. Forexample, children with conduet disorders
are at increased risk of using tobacco, heroin, alcohol,
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Figure 1. Use of alcohol, marijuana, and cocaine,* by age group, National Household Survey on Drug Abuse, 1985
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cocaine, and other drugs (USDHHS 1983).  Similarly, a
longitudinal study showed that first-grade children who
were characterized by their teachers as either shy or
aggressive were significantly more likely than their peers
to smoke cigarettes, drink alcohol, and use illegal drugs
in their teenage vears (Kellam, Ensminger, Simon 1980).
Evidence of other predictive factors, however, does not
rule out the possibility that young people who smoke
have an increased risk of using other drugs.

Morphologic changes in brain structure that have
been induced bv nicotine exposure might predispose
persons to the abuse of other drugs; this mechanism,
however, has not vet been experimentally investigated.
One possibility is that common pathways of drug-
produced reinforcement in the brain might be altered so
that the reinforcement produced by subsequent drug
exposure is intensified. Central nicotinic receptors are
known tobe critical mediators of the reinforcing effectsof
nicotine (USDHRS 1988). In tumn, activation of these
receptors leads to activation of the dopaminergic reward
system, which is critical in mediating the reinforcing
effects of a wide variety of abused drugs, including co-
caine and heroin. Thus, it is a plausible, but unproven,
hypothesis that nicotine exposure would lead toa height-
ened sensitivity to the reinforeing effects of other drugs of
abuse. This hypothesis is supported by the finding that
the development of tolerance to nicotine is accompanied
by the development of tolerance (“cross-tolerance”) to
alcohol (Burch et al. 1988; Collins et al. 1988). Other
research with animals also shows that nicotine exposure,
either alone or in combination withother drugs, mavalter
the behavioral responses to drugs of abuse, including
alcohol and cocaine (Signs and Schechter 1986; Horger,
Giles, Schenk 1992). These data together suggest a plau-
sible biological basis for acausal role for tobaccouse in the
development of other substance abuse patterns, even if
this role is shared by other risk factors.

Nicotine produces various effects that have been
shown to be produced similarly by one or more other
abused drugs; all of these findings were discussed in
greater detail in the 1988 Surgeon General’s report
(USDHHS 1988) and elsewhere (Pomerleau and
Pomerleau 1984). Nicotine administration produces feel-
ings of pleasure and cuphoria that elevate the same
scales on the Addiction Research Center Inventory as the
effects of heroin, cocaine, alcohol, and other abused drugs
(Henningficld, Mivasalo, Jasinski 1985; USDHHS 1988).
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Human subjects report, and laboratory rats demonstrate,
that nicotine produces acute effects that are more like a
stimulant than a sedative (Henningfield, Mivasato,
Jasinski 1983; USDHHS 1988). Nicotine administration
causes cortical EEG activation (increase in alpha and beta
frequency, decrease in beta power) that is associated
with increased vigilance and improved cognitive func-
tion (USDHHS 1988; Pickworth, Herning, Henningfield
1989). Converselv, nicotine deprivation leads to EEG
deactivation and concomitant decreases in vigilance and
cognitive function (USDHHS 1988; Pickworth, Herning,
Henningfield 1989). Nicotine administration modulates
the various levels of catecholamines, which are impor-
tant in the regulation of mood and reactions to stressful
stimuli (Pomerleau and Pomerleau 1984; USDHHS 1988).
Partly through its effects on serotonergic systems
in the brain, nicotine has some of the same effects on
appetite as medications prescribed for this purpose. Nico-
tine can reduce skeletal muscle tension and therebv con-
tribute to the feelings of pleasurable relaxation often
attributed to various abused drugs. For all of these
drugs, including nicotine, the specific effeet produced is
related to the dose of the drug administered. Thus,
depending on the dose of the drug or drugs taken, the
time since the last dose, and other factors, theoretically
the user may achieve certain etfects with any of several
drugs, achieve various maximal effects through drug
combinations, or use certain drug combinations in an
effort to reduce certain adverse effects (Gardner 1980).
Certain trends in drug abuse that have become
prominent over the past decade increase the potential
role of cigarette smoking in the development of other
forms of drug use. Specifically, there are increasing
reports of smokable preparations of various drugs, in-
cluding cocaine (“crack”), methamphetamine (“ice”),
phencvclidine (“PCP"), and heroin, and marijuana con-
tinues to be smoked by large numbers of people
(USDHHS 1988). Drug administration via smoking re-
quires the user to learn to regulate dose and to become
tolerant of the rapid onset and aversive effects of smoke
inhalation. These basic skills may be learned through the
process of becoming dependent on tobacco, as is dis-
cussed in “Developmental Stages of Smoking” in Chap-
ter 4 of this report and in the 1988 report. Once learned,
these skills can be transferred to other smoked drugs and
can facilitate the process of experimentation with such
drugs, as well as increase the potential for addietion.
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Health Consequences of Smokeless Tobacco Use Among Young People

Introduction

Smokeless tobacco includes two main types: chew-
ing tobacco and snuff. These products are made from the
same type of dark- or burley-Jzaved tobacco. Most smoke-
less tobacco is grown in Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Ten-
nessee, Virginia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. Leaves
are generally aged one to three years, but snuff tobacco
leaves are aged longer than chewing tobacco leaves
(Shapiro 1981). People who use chewing tobacco place a
wad of loose-leaf tobacco or a plug of compressed
tobacco in their cheek; snuff users place a small amount
of powdered or finely cut tobacco (loose or wrapped in a
paper pouch) between their gum and cheek (USDHHS
1992b). Smokeless tobacco users then suck on the to-
bacco and spit out the tobacco juices with accompanying
saliva. Asa consequence of the way in which smokeless
products are used, smokeless tobacco is sometimes re-
ferred to as spit or spitting tobacco (USDHHS 1992b).

The most notable health consequences associated
withsmokeless tobacco use include halitosis (bad breath),
discoloration of teeth and fillings, abrasion of teeth, den-
tal caries, gum recession, leukoplakia, nicotine depen-
dence, and various forms of oral cancer (USDHHS 1986b,
1992a; WHO 1988). Specifically, smokeless tobacco use
has been implicated in cancers of the gum, mouth, phar-
ynx, larynx, and esophagus (USDHHS 1986b; Winn 1988)
and has also been indicated in early reports of the devel-
opment of verrucous carcinoma (Winn 1988). Smokeless
tobacco use may also play a role in cardiovascular dis-
case and stroke, through increases in blood pressure,
vasoconstriction, and irregular heartbeat (Hsu et al. 1980;
Gritz et al. 1981; Schroeder and Chen 1985). Since nearly
25 percent of adult smokeless tobacco users also smoke
cigarettes (CDC 1993b), the effects on the oral cavity may
be synergistic, and the risks of developing eancer of the
oral cavity and pharvnx noticeably increase (Blum 1980).

Epidemiologic Evidence

The 1986 Surgeon General’s report on smokeless
tobacco use concluded that there is no safe use of tobacco.
Despite that report and subsequent legislation, restric-
tions, and follow-up reports (USDIHS 1992a, b; see
“Warning Labels on Tobacco Products” in Chapter6and
“Smokeless Tobacco Advertising and Promotional Ex-
penditures” in Chapter 5), smokeless tobacco use in the
United States remains a serious concern. The use of
smokeless tobacco by adults has remained relatively con-
stant at about 5 percent for males and | percent for
females. However, smokeless tobacco use among high
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school males has become markedly more prevalentinthe
past two decades; about 20 percent report using smoke-
less tobacco in the past month (see “Current Use of
Smokeless Tobacco” in Chapter 3 for documentation and
further discussion of the prevalence of smokeless tobacco
use). In some states, nearly one out of three high school
males uses smokeless tobacco. There is little indication
that use among young people is significantly declining
(Glover et al. 1988; Bovd and Glover 1989; USDHHS
1992b; see “Current Use of Smokesess Tobacco” in
Chapter 3).

Smokeless tobacco use primarily begins in carly ado-
lescence; some research indicates an average age of onset
of 10 years (USDHHS 1992b). Among, high school seniors
who had regularly used smokeless tobacco, 23 percent
reported that they had first tried the product by the sixth
grade, and 53 percent by the cighth grade (see "Grade
When Smokeless Tobacco Use Begins” in Chapter 3).

Health Consequences

A recent report of the Office of Inspector General
(USDHHS 1992b) concluded that smokeless tobacco use
causes serious, but generally not fatal, short-term health
consequences among voung people. The primary health
consequences during adolescence include leukoplakia,
gum recession, nicotine addiction, and increased risk of
becoming a cigarette smoker. Leukoplakia and/or gum
recession occur in 40 to 60 percent of smokeless tobacco
users (USDHHS 1992b).

Leukoplakia has been defined by the World Health
Organization as a lesion of the soft tissue that consists of
a white patch (mucosal macule) or plaque that cannot be
scraped off (Kramer et al. 1978; Axéll et al. 1984). Greer
and Poulson (1983) examined 117 high school students
who were smokeless tobacco users; oral soft-tissue le-
sions were found in 49 percent of these students, Oral
leukoplakias carry a five-year malignant transformation
potential of about 5 percent (Pindborg 1980, 1985; Bouguot
1987, 1991). If smokeless tobacco use ceases, the
leukoplakia appears to regress or resolve entirely (Chris-
ten, McDonald, Christen 1991).

Gingival tissue recession (or gum recession) com-
monly occurs in the arca of the oral cavity immediately
adjacent to where smokeless tobacco is held. When
smokeless tobacco remains exclusively in a specific
intraoral location, gingival recession occurs among 30
percent (Weintraub et al. 1990) to over 90 percent
(Schroeder et al. 1988) of users. Moddéer, Lavstedt, and
Ahlund (1980) found that snuff use among 13- and
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14-year-old students could directly affect the gingival
tissues, causing gingivitis, or gum inflaimmation. In a
study of 565 adolescent male students with gingivitis in
Georgia, Offenbacher and Weathers (1985) found that
gingival recession was significantly more prevalent,
and the odds of developing this condition were nine
times greater, among smokeless tobacco users than
among nonusers. Navy recruits from 45 states were
examined to determine if smokeless tobacco use was
associated with gingival recession (Weintraub et al.
1990). Results of the study showed that 31 percent of
heavy users and 19 percent of nonusers or low users
had gingival recession. Users’ age and the intensity of
smokeless tobacco use were significant factors in ex-
plaining variations in the degree of gingival recession.
Two additional studies of adolescents failed to show an
association between the use of smokeless tobacco and
gingival recession (Wolfe and Carlos 1987; Creath et al.
1988), possibly because most of the users had been
using the product for a short time.

Nicotine Addiction

The addictive qualities of smokeless tobaccoarealso
a matter of major concern (Christen and Glover 1981;
Glover, Christen, Henderson 1981; Glover et al. 1989;
Hatsukami,Nelson, Jensen 1991). Smokeless tobaccousers
develop a nicotine dependency similar to that of cigarette
smokers (Benowitz etal. 1988). Thisis not surprising, since
smokeless tobaccousers absorb at least as much nicotine as
smokersdo(Russell, Jarvis, Feyerabend 1980)—perhapsas
much as twice the amount (Benowitz et al. 1988). The high
pH of saliva favors absorption of nicotine through oral
mucosa, and the degree of absorption increases with the
increasing pH of the tobacco product. The rate of absorp-
tion of nicotine frora snuff is particularly rapid (Russell,
Jarvis, Feverabend 1980; Edwards, Glover, Schroeder
1987). With"continued use of smokeless tobacco, blood
nicotine levels remain relatively high; these levels fall more
slowly after smokeless tobacco is removed from the mouth
thanaftera cigarette has been smoked (Benowitz etal. 1988).

Adolescents develop physical dependence from
smokeless tobacco use, as is evidenced by their experi-
ence of withdrawal symptoms when they try to quit
(see “Smokeless Tobacco Cessation” in Chapter 6).
Smokeless tobacco cessation produces withdrawal
svmptoms that are similar to those for smoking cessa-
tion (Hatsukami, Gust, Keenan 1987), including cravings,
irritability, distmctibility, and hunger. Adolescents who
are most addicted to nicotine appear to be less able to
quit (Eakin, Severson, Glasgow 1989). Thus, as is seen
with cigarette use (see “Adult Implications of Adoles-
cent Smoking” in Chapter 3 and “Adolescent Smoking
Behavior as a Risk Factor for Subsequent Smoking” in
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Chapter 4), adolescents who are heavy smokeless to-
bacco users are likely to become adult users.

The addictive potential of smokeless tobacco use is
aggravated by the fact that some smokeless products are
highly effective in the initiation process and are even
termed “starter products” by one smokeless tobacco com-
pany (Marsee v. United States Tobacco Company 1989;
Henningfield and Nemeth-Coslett 1988). These prod-
ucts tend to be low in nicotine concentration and low in
pH (thus reducing absorption); some arein a unit dosage
form (“tobacco pouch™), which helps first-time users
avoid placing too much of the substance in their mouths.
These products may have contributed to the reversal of
the demographics of smokeless tobacco users from 1970
to 1986. In 1970, the majority of smokeless tobacco users
were 50 years old and older; by 1986, the majority were
35 years old and younger (USDHHS 1987, 1988). As is
discussed in Chapter 5 (see “Smokeless Tobacco Adver-
tising and Promotional Expenditures”), marketing and
advertising factors have been identified as having in-
stilled the general perception that smokeless tobacco
products are safe and socially acceptable (Connolly et al.
1986; USDHHS 1987; Glover et al. 1989). Marketing
strategies included a heavy reliance on distributing free
samples of product types designed to introduce new
users to what one company termed the “graduation
process” (Marsee v. United States Tobacco Company
1989). Advertising strategies then encouraged new users
to experience greater “satisfaction” and “pleasure” by
switching to maintenance products higher in nicotine
concentration and pH (Marsee v. United States Tobacco
Company 1989; Henningfield and Nemeth-Coslett 1988).

Smokeless Tobacco Use as a Risk Factor for
Cigarette Smoking

Young people who use smokeless tobacco appear
to be at greater risk to smoke cigarettes than are nonus-
ers. Among smokeless tobacco users, 12 to 43 percent
also smoke cigarettes (Eakin, Severson, Glasgow 1989;
Williams 1992; CDC 1993b; Stevens et al., in press; see
Table 23 in Chapter 3). In the 1986-1989 MTFP, 44
percent of high school seniors had tried both smokeless
tobacco and cigarettes; of those, 63 percent had tried
smokeless tobacco either before or at about the same time
as cigarettes (see Table 38 in Chapter 3). In a prospective
study, Ary, Lichtenstein, and Severson (1987) found that
smokeless tobacco users were significantly more likely
than nonusers to initiate cigarette smoking. Smokeless
tobacco users were also more likely to increase their use
of cigarettes over a one-vear period. Foradolescents who
use both smokeless tobacco and cigarettes, cessation of
onc substance may lead to a direct increase in the other
(Biglan, La Chance, Benowitz, unpublished data),
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Smokeless Tobacco Use as a Risk Factor for
Other Drug Use

Smokeless tobacco use is also predictive of other
drug use. In a study of more than 3,000 male adclescents
interviewed twice at nine-month intervals about their use
of various psychoactive substances (Ary, Lichtenstein,
Severson 1987), the main findings were that (1) smokeless
tobacco users were significantly more likely to use ciga-
rettes, marijuana, or alcohol than nonusers, (2) users of
smokeless tobacco were significantly more likely to take
up the use of these other substances by the second inter-
view if they were not using them at the first, and (3)
adolescents who were using any of these substances at the

Conclusions

first interview were significantly more likely to increase
their use of the substance if they also used smokeless
tobacco.

Two other facts are important to consider when
evaluating the role of smokeless tobacco products in the
use of cigarettes and other substances. First, the overall
impact of smokeless tobacco is currently limited prima-
rily to males (the main users of these substances)
(USDHHS 1986b, 1990). Second, smokeless tobacco
users inthe Ary, Lichtenstein, and Severson (1987) study,
as well as in most other surveys, tend to initiate their
tobacco use at about the same age as cigarette smokers or
ata slightly earlier age (see “Grade When Use of Smoke-
less Tobacco and Cigarettes Begins” in Chapter 3).

1. Cigarette smoking during childhood and adoles-
cence produces significant health problems among
young people, including cough and phlegm pro-
duction, an increased number and severity of respi-
ratory illnesses, decreased physical fitness, an
unfavorable lipid profile, and potential retardation
in the rate of lung growth and the level of maximum
lung function.

2. Amongaddictive behaviors, cigarette smoking is the
one most likely to become established during ado-
lescence. People who begin to smoke at an early age
are more likely to develop severe levels of nicotine
addiction than those who start at a later age.

3. Tobacco use is associated with alcohol and illicit
drug use and is generally the first drug used by
young people who enter a sequence of drug use that
can include tobacco, alcohol, marijuana, and harder
drugs.

4. Smokeless tobacco use by adolescents is associated
with early indicators of periodontal degeneration
and with lesions in the oral soft tissue. Adolescent
smokeless tobacco users are more likely than nonus-
ers to become cigarette smokers.

Health Consequences 41
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Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People

Introduction

Understanding national trends and patterns of to-
bacco use among adolescents is crucial to the public
health effort to reduce tobacco-related morbidity and
mortality. Along with information on voung people’s
knowledge, attitudes, and perceptions concerning to-
bacco use, these data can help elucidate historical pat-
terns, suggest target groups for programs to prevent
tobacco use, determine the need for future interventions,
assess the effect of national campaigns against tobacco
use, and contribute to predictions of the future burden of
tobacco-related discase.

Previous reports from the Surgeon General have
described tobacco use among the nation’s vouth (U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
IUSDHEW] 1979a; U.S. Department of Health and Hu-
man Services [USDHHS] 1989b). The following analysis
both updates and expands these discussions. In particu-
lar, the analysis incorporates cross-sectional data from
four national surveillance systems that track health be-
haviors (including tobacco use) among adolescents and
from one adult survey with information on older adoles-
cents (Table 1). Data are also used from a national
longitudinal survey of adolescents and voung adults.

The National Teenage Tobacco Surveys (NTTS)
cited in this chapter were conducted by the US. Public
Health Service and the U.S. Department of Education in
1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, and 1979; a modified version of
the survey was conducted in 1989 as the Teenage Atti-
tudes and Practices Survey (TAPS). The National House-
hold Survevs on Drug Abuse (NHSDA) cited were
conducted nine times from 1974 through 1991 by the
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA); the survey is
now sponsored by the Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration (SAMESA). The Moni-
toring the Future Project (MTFDP) surveys included were
conducted vearly from 1976 through 1992 for NIDA by
the University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research
(ISR). The Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS), cited
extensively throughout this chapter, was conducted in
1991 by the Centers for Discase Control (CDC) as a
component of the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance

System. The National Health Interview Surveys (NHIS)
cited in this report included yearly data on cigarette
smoking during 11 years from 1970 through 1991. Sur-
vey methodology varied across these surveillance sys-
tems (see Appendix 1, “Sources of Data,” for more detail
on methodologic characteristics), and the different sur-
vevs offered several measures of tobacco use (see Ap-
pendix 2, “Measures of Cigarette Smoking,” and
Appendix 3, “Measures of Smokeless Tobacco Use™).

The most comparable of these data sources are
TAPS, the NHSDA, the MTFEP, and the YRBS. Because
the questions used, the ages sampled, and the sites and
modes of administration (school-based self-administered
questionnaires vs. houschold-based telephone and in-
person interviews) differ, however, even these data are
notdirectly comparable. The MTFP, for example, consis-
tently reports higher prevalence estimates than the two
household surveys, mainly because the study popula-
tion is limited to high school seniors; these respondents,
who are usually 17 or 18 vears old, are considerably
older than the 12- through 18-vear-old population
included in TAPS and the NHSDA. When possible,
most of the comparisons presented in this chapter in-
clude age- or grade-specific estimates. However, even
after controlling for age d*ferences, the estimates on
some measures of tobacco us rom the household sur-
veys are lower than the estim tes from the school sur-
veys (see Appendix 2),

The purpose of this chapter is to document re-
ported trends and patterns of tobacco use in one source.
Differences in the age of the target populations emploved,
in the setting of the survey, in the wording of questions,
and in other factors may cause apparent differences in
the actual values of some of the estimates reported here.
However, thesedifferences are frequently resolved when
methodological issues are taken into consideration. In-
corporating data from scveral tvpes of data collection
systems has revealed a number of consistencies in pat-
terns and trends of tobacco-use behaviors that apply to
both school-based and houschold-based sample frames
(and thus to school attenders, infrequent school attenders,
and dropouts).
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Table 1.

Sources of national data on tobacco use among young people, 1968-1992

Surgeon General's Report

Survey title

National Teenage
Tobacco Surveys;
1989 Teenage
Attitudes and
Practices Survey

National Household
Surveys on Drug
Abuse

Monitoring the
Future Project

Youth Risk Behavior
Survey

National Health
Interview Surveys

Abbreviated title

NTTS, TAPS

NHSDA

MTFP

YRBS

NHIS

Sponsoring agency
or organization

National Clearinghouse

for Smoking and Health,
National Cancer

Institute, National
Institutes of Health;
National Institute of
Education; Office on
Smoking and Health (OSH),
Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention (CDC)*

National Institute

on Drug Abuse/
Substance Abuse and
Mental Health

Services Administration

National Institute

on Drug Abuse;
University of Michigan,
Institute for Social
Research

Division of Adolescent
and Schoaol Health,
CDC

National Center for
Health Statistics
(NCHS), CDC

Type of
survey

Cross-sectional

Cross-sectional

Cross-sectional
and
longitudinal

Cross-sectional
(national, os
well as state
and local)

Cross-sectional

Years

1968, 1970, 1972,
1974, 1979, 1989

1974, 1976, 1977,
1979, 1982, 1985,
1988, 1990, 1991

1976-1992

annual surveys;
1976-1986 respondents
contacted 5-6 years
later

1991

1970, 1974,
1978-1980, 1983,
1985, 1987-88,
1990, 1991

Sources: NTTS: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (1972, 1976, 1979b), TAPS: CDC (1991a); Allen et al.
(1991, 1993); Moss et al. (1992 ); NHSDA: Abclson and Atkinson (1973); Abelson and Fishburne (1976); Fishburne, Ableson,
Cisin (1980); Gfroerer (1993); Miller et al. (1983); U.S, Department of Health and Human Services [USDHHS] (1988a, 19904,

19914, 1992a, 1993); 1991 NHSDA: CDC, OSH (unpublished data); MTFP: Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley (19804, b, 1981, 1984,
1983, 1987, 1991); Johnston, Bachman, O"Malley (1980a, b, 1982, 1984, 1986, 1991, 1992); Johnston, O'Malley, Bachman (1991a, b,
1992a, b, in press); 1990-1992 MTFP surveys: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data); YRBS:
Kolbe (1990y; CDC (1992¢, d); Kolbe, Kamn, Collins 1993; CDC, Division of Adolescent and School Health (unpublished data);
NHIS: NCHS (1958, 1975, 1985, 19884, b, 1989); USDHHS (1992a); 1970, 1978-1980, 1987-1988 NHIS: CDC, OSH (unpub-
lished data).

*The 1989 TADPS was partially sponsored by the American Cancer Society.
o 56  Epidemiology

L Y 2 BN Y

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



(%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

Mode of survey
administration

Telephone
interview,
in-person
interview, mailed
questionnaire

Household
interview

Self-administered
in school

Self-administered
inschool

Household
interview,
limited
telephone
interview

Preventing Tobacco Use Ane ( cople
Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young Peopl

Response
rate

82% in 1989

Mean of
approximately
80%; 84% in 1991

77%—86% of
sampled seniors;
66%—80% of
selected schools;
70%-80% of seniors
remained in panel
5 years later

For national survewv:
90% of sampled stu-
dents; 75% of selected
schools

Approximately
85%—-90%

Ages/
grades

12-18 years

17-19 vears
(trend data);
12-18 years
(1991 analvsis);
30-39 years
(retrospective
1991 analysis)

Sample
size

2,553-9,965

371-3,429
9,086

6,388

12th grade: 1976-1992 15,091-18,448"

10th grade: 1992
8th grade: 1992
23-24 years old
when contacted
5-6 years later

9th~12th grades

18-19 years

(trend analyses

for 1974-1991);

> 18 years (for
reconstructed
prevalence, using
1970,1978-1980, and
1987 surveys);

> 18 years (for age
of initiation of
regular smoking
analyses among
females, 1970,
1978-1980,1987-1988)

14,726}
18,478%
13,665 in panel

12,272 in
national
survev

453-1,385

148,433

115,337

Type of
tobacco use
examined

Smoking: all years
Smokeless: 1989

Smoking: all vears
Smokeless: 1988-1991

Smoking: all years
Smokeless: 1986-1989,
1992

Smoking and
smokeless

Smoking: all years

"The Institute for Social Research usually reports the N (weighted), which is approximately equal to the sample size,

Cases are weighted to account for differential probability of selection and then normalized to average 1.0, The range for
N (weighted) for questions on smokeless tobacco between 1986 and 1992 = 2,553-2,991.

IN (weighted) for smokeless tobaceo = 7,003,
SN (weighted) for smokeless tobaceo = 8,441,
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Surgeon General's Report

Cigarette Smoking Among Young People in the United States

Recent Patterns of Cigarette Smoking

Ever Smoking

The proportion of adolescents classified as ever
smokers (i.e., those who had tried a cigarette {see Appen-
dix 2 for variations in this measure]) varied across sur-
vey systems (Table 2). In the 1989 TAPS, 47 percent of
students aged 12 through 18 had tried smoking. [n the
1991 NHSDA, the prevalence for this same age range
was 42 percent. The different estimates between these
two household surveys may reflect actual decreased
prevalence during the intervening two years or may
result from sampling error, from slight differences in
response to different survey questions, or from the dif-
ferent way these home-based surveys were adminis-
tered (bv telephone in TAPS and in person in the
NHSDA). Of the two self-administered school surveys,
the 1991 YRBS reported a higher prevalence of cver
smoking (70 percent) than the 1992 MTFP (62 percent),
even though the YRBS included students in grades 9
through 12 (age range generally 14 through 18 years),
whereas the MTFP was limited to high school seniors.
This difference may partly result from the questions each
survey used to clicit information on ever smoking. The
MTEP survey asked, "Have vou ever smoked cigarettes?”,
and the YRBS asked a question that might have drawn
additional affirmative responses: “Have yvou ever tried
or experimented with cigarette smoking, even one or
two puffs?”

What stands out from all four surveys is that by
age 18, about two-thirds of adolescents in the United
States have tried smoking. Also evident across the sur-
veys is that the prevalence of ever smoking, is greater (if
only slightly so in one survey) among males than fe-
males. Findings by racial/ethnic groups were generally
in accord across the survevs: whites had the highest
prevalence of ever smoking and blacks the lowest in
TAPS, the NHSDA, and the MTFP; Hispanics had the
highest prevalence of the three groups in the YRBS.

Ever smoking increased as a function of increasing
ageor gradeinaltfour surveys. Adolescents living in the
north-central region of the United States were the most
likely to report having smoked (Table 2). Prevalence for
individual states were available from the Youth Risk
Behavior Surveillance System, which besides its vearly
national YRBS also conducts individual survevs in se-
lected states and cities. In [991, the percentage of sta-
dents who had tried smoking ranged from 49 to 82
percent (median, 71 percent) (Table 3.
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Current Smoking

The overall national prevalence of current smoking
(i.c., having smoked within the last 30 days) for persons
12 through 18 vears old was estimated to be 16 percent in
the 1989 TAPS and 13 percent in the 1991 NHSDA (Table
). These estimates suggest that at least 2.1 million U.S.
adolescents are current smokers. Amon; high school
seniors, the prevalence of past-month smoking was 28
percent in the 1992 MTEFP; 28 percent of high school
students were past-month smokers in the 1991 YRBS.

[nall the surveys, current prevalence among males
was equal to or slightly higher than current prevalence
for females. This pattern differs from that reported for
the late 1970s and mid-1980s, when the prevalence for
adolescent females was generally higher than that for
adolescent males (USDHEW 1979b; USDHHS 1989b).

The national prevalence of past-month smoking
amonyg adolescents was higher for whites than for His-
panics and was lowest for blacks (Table 4). Pooled data
from the 1985-1989 MTFP provided information onsmok-
ing among Asian American and Native American ado-
lescents (Bachman et al. 1991). Past-month smoking
prevalence was higher for Native American male (37
percent) and female (44 percent) seniors than for white
male (30 percent) and female (34 percent) seniors. Cur-
rent smoking was about as common for Asian American
male (17 percent) and female (14 percent) seniors as it
was for black male (16 percent) and female (13 percent)
seniors.  Data on Hispanir smoking prevalence, pre-
sented in the same report, indicate that smoking preva-
lence among Hispanic high school seniors from 1985
through 1989 ranked between that of white and black
high school seniors, as it did in TAPS, the NHSDA, and
the YRBS.

Current prevalence increased with increasing age
or grade (Table 4). TAPS and the NHSDA reported
smoking prevalences for persons 17 and 18 vears old that
were slightly lower than those of 12th-grade students
surveved by the MTFP and the YRBS. Prevalence esti-
mates from TAPS and the NHSDA for persons 15and 16
vears old were considerably lower than for 9th- and
10th-grade high school students in the MTFP and the
YRBS. These estimates are consistent with the argument
that estimates of cigarette smoking, from houschold sur-
vevs may underreport actual use, especially for vounger
adolescents.
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Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People

Table 2.  Percentage of young people who have ever smoked cigarettes, by gender, race/Hispanic origin,
age/grade, and region, Teenage Attitudes and Practices Survey (TAPS), National Household
Surveys on Drug Abuse (NHSDA), Monitoring the Future Project (MTFP), Youth Risk Behavior
Survey (YRBS), United States, 1989, 1991, 1992

1989 1991 1992 1991
Characteristic TAPS* NHSDA' MTEP#+ YRBS®
Overall 46.5 419 61.8 70.1
Gender
Male 48.3 444 - 635 70.6
Female 444 39.3 60.2 69.5
Race/Hispanic origin
White, non-Hispanic 9.5 16.5 65.3 70.4
Male 515 - 49.1 66.2 71.4
Female 493 43.7 64.6 69.3
Black, non-Hispanic 364 28.1 42.6 67.2
Male 38.7 310 455 64.7
Female 341 25.0 40.4 69.3
Hispanic 43.1 344 NA? 753
Male 2.5 36.1 75.7
Female 43.7 325 749
Age/grade
12-14 vears 29.7 26.0
153-16 vears 52.5 459
17-18 vears 63.9 60.9
8th grade 45.2
9tn grade 64.8
10th grade 53.5 68.3
I Tth grade 728
12th grade 61.8 745
Region
Northeast 46.0 9.7 63.7 7.6
North Central 47.9 16.2 65.2 3.0
South 6.5 41.1 61.1 713
West 45.0 40.3 56.5 65.0

Sources: 1989 TAPS: C enters for Discase Control and Prevention (CDCY, Office on Smoking and Health (OSH) tunpublished
data); 1991 NHSDA: CDC, OSH (unpublished data); 1992 MTFP: {ohnston, O'Malley, Bachman (in press); Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data); 1991 YRBS: CDC (1992¢); CIDC, Division of Adolescent and
School Health tunpublished data).
STUSYTAPS, aged 1218 vears, Based on responses to the questions, “Have vou ever smoked a cigarette?” and “Have vou
ever ried or experimented with cigarette smoking, even a few puffs?” Respondents who had smoked a cigarette, even a few
putts, were classitied as ever smokers.
1991 NHIDSA, aged 12-18 vears. Based on response to the question, “About how old were vou when vou first tried a
cigarette?” (“"Never tried a cigarette” was a precoded response.)
U2 MTEP survey. Based on response to the question, “Have vou ever smoked cigarettes?” Respondents who reported that
theyv had tried cigarettes at least once or twice were classified as ever smokers.
With the exception ot data for 8th- and 10th-grade students, all other data points for the MTEPR survey reflect estimates tor
high school seniors.

MO0 YRBS, grades U- 120 Based on response to the question, “Have vou ever tried cigarette smoking, even one or two puffs?”
INA = Not available.
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Table 3.  Percentage of high school students who use cigarettes, by gender, Youth Risk Behavior Surveys,
United States and selected U.S. sites, 1991

Lifetime cigarette use* Current cigarette use' Frequent cigarette uset
Site Female Male Total Female Male Total Female Male Total
Weighted data
National survey 70 71 70 27 28 28 12 13 13
State surveys

Alabama 70 79 7 24 32 28 11 16 13
Georgia 66 72 69 22 26 24 10 12 1
Idaho 56 65 61 22 24 23 12 14 13
Nebraska 70 75 72 28 - 30 29 15 15 15
New Mexico 82 81 82 30 30 30 13 14 13
New Yorks® 72 70 71 32 28 30 18 17 7
Puerto Rico® 46 54 50 13 13 16 3 5 4
South Carolina 72 76 74 25 26 26 13 13 13
South Dakota 68 71 69 32 30 31 17 16 16
Utah 43 55 49 16 18 17 8 8 8
Local survevs
Chicago 72 73 72 13 20) 16 4 7 6
Dallas 70 76 73 11 16 14 4 4
Fort Lauderdale 65 63 65 18 13 16 10 6 8
Jersey City 73 70 72 17 16 16 4 4
Miami 66 66 66 12 17 15 8 6
Philadelphia 32 70 76 22 17 20 11 8 10
San Diego o4 71 68 18 18 18 7 7

Unweighted data*

State surveys
Colorado® 73 74 7 28 27 27 13 14 14
District of Columbia® 70 6() 65 5 7 6 2 2 2
Hawaii 70 70 70 27 25 26 12 13 13
Montana 68 71 69 24 24 24 13 12 12
New Hampshire 71 71 71 28 27 27 16 15 15
New Jerseys 67 61 64 NA*™ NA NA NA NA NA
Oregon 63 63 64 22 22 22 9 10 9
Pennsylvania® 69 73 71 28 28 28 16 15 15
Tennessee 72 75 74 30 30 30 16 16 16
Wisconsin 72 73 73 30 32 31 16 17 16
Wyoming 70 74 72 27 28 28 15 17 16
Local survevs

Boston 68 68 08 15 16 15 6 9 7
New York City 76 68 72 206 16 21 12 6 9
San Francisco 61 63 62 14 15 14 7 6 6

Source: Centers for Discase Control (1992d).

*Ever tried cigarette smoking, even one or two puffs.

‘Smoked cigarettes on 1 or more of the 30 davs preceding the survey.
ISmoked cigarettes on 20 or more ot the 30 davs preceding the survey,
*Surveys did not include students from the largest city.

‘Categorized as a state for tunding purposes.

Fourteen sites had overall response rates below 604 or had unavaitable documentation; weighted estimates were not reported.
**NA = Not available,
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Table4. Percentage of young peopie who currently smoke cigarettes (within the past 30 days), by gender,
race/Hispanic origin, age/grade, and region, Teenage Attitudes and Practices Survey (TAPS),
National Household Surveys on Drug Abuse (NHSIDA), Monitoring the Future Project (MTFP),
Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS), United States, 1989, 1991, 1992

1989 1991 1992 1991
Characteristic TAPS* NHSDA! MTEFPt$ YRBS!
Overall 15.7 131 27.8 275
Gender
Male 16.0 135 292 27.6
Femele 15.3 12.8 26.1 27.3
Race/Hispanic origin
White, non-Hispanic 18.5 15.4 31.8 30.9
Male 18.7 15.5 321 30.2
Female 18.2 15.3 315 31.7
Black, non-Hispanic 6.1 5.3 8.2 12.6
Male 7.8 6.0 10.8 14.1
Female 1.9 1.6 5.8 11.3
Hispanic 11.8 10.1 NAS 253
Male 11.8 9.5 27.8
Female 11.7 10.8 229
Age/grade
12-14 vears 5.9 39
15-16 years 17.5 14.0
17-18 vears 275 25.5
8th grade 155
Oth grade 232
10th grade 21.5 25.2
11th grade 316
12th grade 278 30.6
Region
Northeast 17.6 14.7 29.6 23.7
North Central 16.6 149 31.7 36.5
South 14.0 11.7 26.4 24.8
West 15.5 12.3 22.8 23.1

Sources: 1989 TAPS: Centers for Disease Controt and Prevention (CDQC), Office on Smoking and Health (OSH) (unpublished
data); 1991 NHSDA: CDC, OSH (unpublished data); 1992 MTEP: Johnston, O'Matlev, Bachman (in press); Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data); 1991 YRBS: CDC (1992¢); CDC, Division of Adolescent and
School Health (unpublished data).

*1989 TAPS, aged 12-18 vears. Based on responses to the questions, “Have vou ever smoked a cigarette?” and “Think about
the last 30 davs. On how many of these days did vou smoke?”

11991 NHSDA, aged 12-18 vears. Based on response to the question, “When was the most recent time vou smoked a
cigarotte?”

11992 MTFD survev. Based on response to the question, “How frequently have vou smoked cigarettes during the last 30
days?”

*With the exception of data for 8th- and 10th-grade students, all other data points for the MTFI” survey reflect estimates for
high school seniors.

11991 YRBS, grades Y-12. Based on response to the question, "During the past 30 davs, on how many davs did vou smoke
cigarettes?”

INA = Not available.
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Past-month smoking was generally most common
in the north-central region of the United States and least
prevalent in the West and the South (Table 4). Among
the available state and local surveys of high school stu-
dents (Table 3), the percentage of students who were
current smokers ranged from 6 to 31 percent (median 27
percent). From the weighted surveys, current smoking
prevalence was lowest in Puerto Rico and Utah and
highest in South Dakota, New Mexico, and New York
(exeluding New York City).

Frequent and Heavy Smoking

In the 1989 TADPS, 8 percent of U.S. adolescents 12
through 18 vears old were frequent smokers (i.e., had
smoked on 20 or more of the 30 days preceding the
survey) (Table 5). In 1991, 13 percent of high school
students surveyed in the YRBS were frequent smokers.
In the 1991 NHSDA, 7 percent of persons 12 through 18
vears old were heavy smokers (i.e., had smoked at least
one-half pack per dav); 10 percent of high school seniors
in the 1992 MTFD survey were heavy smokers. Males
were slightly more likely than females to report frequent
or heavy smoking (Table 5).

To a greater extent than was found for current
smoking, white adolescents were more likely than black
or Hispanic adolescents to be frequent or heavy smokers.
Among white adolescents in the different surveys, fre-
quent and heavy smoking were 2.8 to 7.5 times more
common than among black adolescents and 2.3 to 2.6
times more common than among Hispanic acoleseents.

As was noted for both ever smoking and current
smoking, frequent and heavy smoking increased with
increasing age or grade. Frequent and heavy smoking,
were more prevalent in the north-central and northeast
regions and less prevalent in the South and the West.

Sociodemographic Risk Factors for Smoking

In its surveys of high school seniors from 19835
through 1989, the MTFP clicited data on several possible
sociodemographic risk factors for adolescent smoking
(Table 6). The surveys found, for example, that students
who lived alone had the highest prevalences of past-
month smoking (47 percent) and heavy smoking (28
percent). Living in a single-parent bouschold increased
the risk of past-month or heavy smoking only when the
mother was the absent parent. Data from the 1968, 1970,
1972, 1974, and 1979 NTTS indicate higher smoking
prevalences among vouth living in households with fewer
than two parents or parent surrogates (USDI IEW 1972,
1976, 1979b). The available published reports, however,
did not provide more detail on the exact structure of the
houschold.
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The 1989 TADS examined other aspects of family
structure for possible associations with adolescent smok-
ing status (Allen ctal. 1993). The survey findings showed
that vouths 12 through 16 vears old who were current
smokers were almost twice as likely to be home without
a parent or other adult for 10 or more hours a week than
were teens who had never smoked. Furthermore, TAPS
teens who said that they discussed serious problems
with friends rather than with a parent, other relative, or
another adult were two times more likely to be current
smokers than were teens who reported discussing seri-
ous problems with their parents (Moss et al. 1992).

The 1985-1989 MTFP reported an inverse relation-
ship between both past-month and heavy smoking and
the population density of the locales in which the seniors
grew up (Table 6); those seniors who grew up on a farm
or in the country were more likely to smoke than those
who grew upin large citics. The MTFP also found that as
school performance among high school seniors declined
from above average to below average, past-month smok-
ing prevalence increased from 22 to 41 percent, and
heavy smoking prevalence increased from 7 to 21 per-
cent. A similar relationship was observed in the 1989
TAPS (Moss et al. 1992).

Postgraduation plans- were another predictor of
smoking behavior among MTFP seniors. Students who
said they planned to complete four vears of college were
less likely to be past-month smokers (24 percent) or
heavy smokers (7 percent) than were those who did mot
plan to get a college degree (39 percent were past-month
smokers, 20 percent were heavy smokers). Maies who
planned to enter the armed forces after high school were
more likely to be past-month smokers (31 percent) or
heavy smokers (14 percent) than males who did not have
such plans (26 percent were past-month smokers, 10
percent were heavy smokers). This association was neg-
ligible among females.

Among MTFD seniors, past-month and heavy
smoking were least prevalent among those who felt that
religion was very important in their lives and increased
uniformly as the sclf-reported importance of religion
lessened. Similarly, adolescent smokers in the 1989 TAIS
were more likely to report that they rarely or never
attended religious services (34 percent) than were never
smokers (29 percent) (Allen et al. 1993).

TAPS also analyzed smoking by dropout status.
Respondents who had left school before graduating were
more than twice as likely to report smoking in the past
week as were those who currently attended or had gradu-
ated from high school (43 vs. 17 percent) (CDC 1991a).
[Female high school students and graduates were about as
likely as their male counterparts to have smoked in the
past week (17 vs. 18 percent). Female dropouts, how ever,
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Table 5. Percentage of young people who report frequent or heavy use of cigarettes, by gender, race/
Hispanic origin, age/grade, and region, Teenage Attitudes and Practices Survey (TAPS), National
Household Surveys on Drug Abuse (NHSDA), Monitoring the Future Project (MTFP), Youth
Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS), United States, 1989, 1991, 1992

1989 1991 1992 1991
Characteristic - TAPS* NHSDA' MTEP!= YRBS!
Measure of use Frequent Heavy Heavy Frequent
Overall 8.1 6.0 10.0 12.7
Gender
Male 8.4 6.9 10.4 13.0
Female 7.7 6.2 9.2 12.4
Race/Hispanic origin
White, non-Hispanic 10.1 79 12.0 154
Male 10.5 8.1 12.2 15.0
Female 9.7 7.6 11.6 15.8
Black, non-Hispanic 19 2.8 1.6 3.1
Male 2.8 3.7 24 4.5
Female 1.0 1.8 0.9 1.9
Hispanic 44 3.0 NA? 6.8
Male 4.0 2.4 8.0
Female 1.9 3.6 5.7
Age/grade
12-14 years 1.8 1.2
15-16 vears 8.3 6.5
17-18 years 16.7 14.4
8th grade 29
9th grade : 8.4
10th grade 6.0 11.3
11th grade 15.6
12th grade 10.0 15.6
Region
Northeast 8.7 7.7 11.1 12.1
North Central 9.1 7.1 109 18.9
South 7.3 6.2 10.2 10.5
West 7.6 5.7 6.8 9.0

Sources: 1989 TAPS: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention (CDC), Office on Smoking and Health (OSHD (unpub-
lished data); 1991 NHSDA: CDC, OSH (unpubhshed data); 1992 MTFP: Johnston, O'Malley, Bachman (in press); Institute
for Social Rescarch, University of Michigan (unpublished data); 1991 YRBS: CDC (1992¢); CDC, Division of Adolescent and
School Health (unpublished data).

*1989 TADS, aged 12-18 vears. Based on responses to the questions, “Have vou ever smoked a cigarette?” and “Think about
the last 30 davs. On how many of these days did you smoke?” Those who had smoked on 20 or more of the previous 30
days were classified as frequent smokers.

1991 NHSDA, aged 12-18 vears. Based on response to the question, “How many cigarettes have vou smoked per dav, on
the average, during the past 30 davs?” Respondents who reported smoking about one-half pack a day (6-15 cigarettes) or
more were classified as heavy smokers,

11992 MTFD survey. Based on response to the question, “How frequently have vou smoked cigarettes during the last 30
dayvs?” Respondents who reported smoking about one-half pack per day or more were classified as heavy smokers,

SWith the exception of data for th- and 10th-grade students, all other data points for the MTEP survey reflect estimates for
high school seniors.

MU9T YRBS, gradues 9-12. Based on response to the question, “During, the past 38 dave, on how many davs did vou smoke
cigarettes?” Those who had smoked on 20 or more of the previous 30 days were classified as frequent smokers,

INA = Not available.
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Table 6. Prevalence (%) of cigarette smoking among high school seniors, by various sociodemographic
risk factors, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1985 -1989

Smoked during Smoked 2 10

Sociodemographic risk factor N (weighted) past month cigarettes/day
Household structure

Lives with both parents 58,100 28.3 10.3

Lives with father only 2,657 354 16.3

Lives with mother only 13,955 295 12.2

Lives alone 547 47.2 28.3

Other 5,783 344 17.8
Population density of locale in which
respondent grew up

Farm 4,445 325 12.3

Country 9,438 30.8 12.4

Small city 23,837 289 11.0

Medium-sized city or suburb 16,096 293 10.9

Large city or suburb 12,504 28.3 10.8

Very large city or suburb 7,612 259 8.9
Self-reported overall academic performance

Above average 24,640 216 6.6

Slightly above average 18,688 28.0 9.7

Average 28,609 34.0 142

Below average 5,652 40.6 20.7
Plans to complete four vears of college 50,364 239 6.9
Does not plan to complete four years of college 25,379 39.1 19.5
Plans to enter the armed forces

Male 8,317 312 137

Female 2,644 30.4 12.3
Does not plan to enter the armed forces

Male 25,621 26.1 10.0

Female 34,669 30.1 11.0
lmportance of religion

Very important 20,637 19.2 59

Important 25,166 29.5 10.5

Not/somewhat important 33,104 35.1 15.2

Source: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention, Otfice on Smoking and Health {unpublished data).
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were less likely to have smoked than male dropouts
(33 vs. 52 percent).  White high school students and
graduates were more likely than their black counterparts
to have smoked in the past week (19 vs. 6 percent). White
dropouts were also more likely to have smoked than
were black dropouts (46 vs. 17 percent). Data on past-
month smoking for 16- through 18-vear-old high school
seniors and similar-aged youth who reported that they
had dropped out of school are available from the NHSDA
(Kopstein and Roth 1993).  About 28 percent of white
students and 72 percent of white dropouts were past-
month smokers, and 7 percent of black students and 30
perecent of black dropouts were past-month smokers.
Among Hispanic 16- through 18-year-olds, however, past-
month smoking prevalence was less divergent between
students (23 percent) and dropouts (27 percent).  Pirie,

Age or Grade When Smoking Begins

Smoking initiation at a young age increases the
subsequent risk of heavy smoking (Escobedo et al. 1993;
Taioli and Wynder 1991) and of smoking-attributable
mortality (USDHHS 1989b). As is discussed in detail in
Chapter 4 (sce "Developmental Stages of Smoking”),
smoking initiation is a complex process that can occur
over a nuner of vears. The present analysis examined
two points i this process: the age a person first tries a
cigarette, and the age a person begins sioking daily.

Because some initiation occurs after the adolescent
vears, the analysis began with self-reported data re-
called by adults in the 190! NHSDA (Table 7). The
analvsis was further restricted to adults aged 30 through
39 because virtually all initiation occurs before the age of

30 (CDC 1991b; SAMHSA, unpublished data) and be-
cause virtually alt of the increased mortality that results
from cigarette smoking occurs after the age of 40 (Na-
tional Center for Health Statistics INCHS] 1992a;

Murray, and Luepker (1988), using survevs conducted in
Minnesota, also reported a higher prevalence of smoking
among dropouts.

Table7. Cumulative percentages of recalled age at which a respondent first tried a cigarette and began
smoking daily, among persons aged 30-39, National Household Surveys on Drug Abuse, United
States, 1991
Persons who had Persons who had

All persons* ever tried a cigarette ever smoked daily
Age First tried a Began First tried a First tried a Began
(years) cigarette smoking daily cigarette cigarette smoking daily
<12 14.1 09 18.0 15.6 19
<14 29.7 39 38.0 36.7 8.0
<16 48.2 12.2 619 62.2 249
<18 63.7 26.0 81.6 819 53.0
<18 68.8 349 88.2 89.0 71.2
<20 71.0 37.8 91.0 91.3 77.0
<25 76.6 46.5 98.2 98.4 94.8
< 30 774 48.1 993 99 4 98.1
<39 78.0 49.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Never smoked 100.0 100.0 NA' NA NA
Mecan age NA NA 14.5 146 17.7
Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Otfice on Smoking and Health (unpublished data).
*All persons (N = 6,388),
‘NA = Notapphcable.

Q Epidemiology 65

ERIC 75

2 R Y



(%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

Surgeon General’s Report

Table 8. Age or grade when respondents first tried a cigarette, Teenage Attitudes and Practices
Survey (TAPS), National Household Surveys on Drug Abuse (NHSDA), Monitoring the
Future Project (MTFP), Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS), United States, 1989, 1991

TAPS! NHSDA! MTEFP* YRBS®
Age/grade* % % % %
< 12 years/< grade 6 10.1 252 18.5 19.2
13-14 vears/grades 7-8 1.4 14.5 216 17.7
15-16 vears/grades 9-10 220 16.6 149 15.9
> 16 vears/> grade 10 8.2 39 53 5.7
Never smoked 48.3 39.9 398 414

Sources: 1989 TAPS: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention (CDQ), Office on Smoking and Health (OSH) (unpublished
data); 1991 NHSDA: CDC, OSH (unpublished data); 1991 MTEP: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan
(unpublished data); 1991 YRBS: CDC, Division of Adolescent and School Health (unpublished data).

*In TADS, the NHSDA, and the YRBS, respondents reported the age at which they had first smoked; in the MTFP, respon-
dents reported the grade in which thev first smoked.

Includes 17- and 18-vear-old respondents to the 1989 TAPS who had completed the 11th grade and who still attended
school. Response categories were constructed using the questions, “Have vou ever smoked a cigarette?” and “How old
were vou when vou smoked vour first whole cigarette?” (N = 687).

Hncludes respondents to the 1991 NHSDA between the ages of 17 and 18 vears who had completed the 11th grade and
responded to the question, “About how old were vou when vou first tried a cigarette?” (N = 979),

SIncludes high school serior respondents to the 1991 MTEP survey whe responded to the question, “When if ever did vou
first do each of the following things . .. Smoke vour first cigarette?” (N [weighted] = 2,012).

‘Includes 12th-grade respondents to the 1991 YRBS who responded to the question, “How old were vou when you smoked
a whole cigarette for the first time?” (N = 3,127).

Table 9. Age or grade when respondents began smoking daily, National Household Surveys on Drug
Abuse (NHSDA), Monitoring the Future Project (MTF?), Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS),

United States, 1991
NHSDA' MTEFP! YRBS®

Age/prade* % % %

<12 vears/< grade 6 33 23 33
13-14 vears/grades 7-8 1.0 8.5 6.1
15-16 vears/grades 9-10 10.4 11.9 10.2
> 16 years/ > grade 10 1.6 6.0 +.5
Never smoked daily 77.5 71.2 76.0

Sources: 1991 NHSDA: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention ¢ Q). Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished

data); 1991 MTFP: [nstitute tor Social Research, University of Michigan tunpublished data); 1991 YRBS: CDC, Division of

Adolescent and School Health (unpublished data).

*In the NHSDA and the YRBS, respondents reported the age at which they had begun smoking daily; in the MTEP, respon-
dents reported the grade in which thev had begun smoking daily.

‘Includes 17- and 18-vear-old respondents to the 1991 NHSDA who had completed the |1th grade who responded to the
question, “About how old were vou when vou first started smoking dailv?™ (N = 939).

HIncludes high school senior respondents to the 1991 MTEP survey who responded to the guestion, “When, if ever, did vou
tirst do cach of the following things .. . Smoke cigarettes on a daily basis?” (N [wtd.] - 2,074).

‘Includes 12th-grade respondents to the 1991 YRBS who responded to the question, “How old were vou when vou tirst
started smoking cigarettes regularly? (at least one cigarette every dav for 30 davs)” (N = 3,074).
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USDHHS 1989b). Since the recalled age at initiation is
often 10 or more years younger than the age of the
respondent at the time of the survey, recall bias may
affect the reliability of these estimates.

In the 1991 NHSDA, 69 percent of respondents
aged 30 through 39 vears reported trving a cigarette by
age 18. Of all persons who had ever tried a cigarette, 88
percent had tried their first cigarette by age 18. The mean
age of first trying a cigarette was 14.5 years. Thirty-five
percent of the respondents had become daily smokers by
age 18. Of those who had ever smoked daily, 71 percent
had smoked daily by age 18. The mean age of becoming
a daily smoker was 17.7 years.

Surveys conducted in 1991 among school-aged stu-
dents, while lacking information on postadolescent ini-
tiation, provide information of more recent initiation
patterns (i.e., during the 1980s and early 1990s). Among
12th-grade students surveyed in 1991, 22 percent of TAPS
respondents, 40 percent of NHSDA respondents, 40 per-
cent of MTFD respondents, and 37 percent of YRBS re-
spondents first tried a cigarette by age 14 (Table 8).
About 60 percent of the respondents in the NHSDA, the
MTEFP, and the YRBS and about 50 percent of the TAPS
respondents had smoked by their senior year. Daily
cigarette use began by age 16 (or the 10th grade) for 18 to
23 pereent of respondents to the NHSDA, the MTFDP, and
the YRBS (Table 9). By their senior year, 22 to 29 percent
of these respondents had become daily smokers.

Other Patterns of Smoking

Two of the surveys gathered further information
about smoking patterns-~the number of days per month

an adolescent smoked and the number of cigarettes the
adolescent smoked per day. Inthe 1991 YRBS, responses
indicated that in general, the greater number of days
students reported smoking during the 30 days preceding
the survey, the greater the number of cigarettes they
smoked per day (Table 10). For example. 49 percent of
students who smoked cigarettes on only one or twodays
during the preceding 30 days smoked fewer than one
cigarette per day; among students who smoked ciga-
rettes on all 30 days, 47 percent smoked 11 or more per
day.

Smoking patterns were also reported recently by
Moss et al. (1992), using 1989 TAPS data (Table 11).
About 41 percent of teenage smokers—whether male or
female—smoked every day, and about one in four
smoked on fewer than five of the preceding 30 days. The
percentage of smokers who smoked every day increased
with increasing age; 48 percent of 16- through 18-year-
old smokers sraoked every day. About twice as many
white as black teenagers smoked every day (42 vs. 22
percent), and blacks were more likely than whites to
have smoked on fewer than five days. Non-Hispanics
were more likely than Hispanics to smoke every day.

Sixteen percent of 12- through 18-year-old TAPS
respondents who smoked during the week preceding
the survey smoked 20 or more cigarettes daily. Males
smoked more cigarettes daily than females. Older stu-
dents smoked more cigarettes daily than younger stu-
dents; 47 percent of 16- through 18-year-old smokers
and 11 percent of 12- and 13-year-old smokers reported
smoking 10 or more cigarettes daily. Whites smoked
more cigarettes daily than blacks, and non-Hispanics

Table 10. Percent distribution of the number of cigarettes smoked per day, by the number of days on
which cigarettes were smoked during the 30 days preceding the survey, Youth Risk Behavior

Survey, United States, 1991

Cigarettes smoked per day

Number of days

cigarettes were smoked <1 1 6-10 11-20 >20 Total N
1-2 492 29.2 1.7 1.0 0.2 100 756
3-5 25.3 29.2 415 3.6 0.4 0.0 100 452
6-9 7.0 32.5 544 5.8 0.4 0.0 100 273
10-19 7.4 13.0 66.5 10.8 1.8 0.4 100 326
20-29 0.7 4.6 61.4 279 5.4 0.0 100 294
30 0.1 0.3 26.5 26.0 36.6 10.8 100 803
Average 14.8 15.0 ’%7 2 14.8 14.1 4.0 100 2,904

Source:  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Division of Adolescent and School Hcdltl\ (unpublished data).

7 7 Lpidentiology 67



(%)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

Surgeon General’s Report

Table 11. Percentage of current smokers by the number of days smoked during the past month and the
average number of cigarettes smoked daily, by gender, age, and race/Hispanic origin, Teenage
Attitudes and Practices Survey, United States, 1989
Number of days Number of cigarettes
smoked during past month* smoked daily’
Every

Category <5 5-9 10-29 day <5 5-9 10-19 220
Overall 24.1 8.7 26.4 40.8 379 20.4 25.7 16.0
Gender

Male 239 8.5 26.6 11.0 339 19.3 27.6 19.2

Female 243 8.9 26.2 40.6 42.7 216 235 12.1
Age (vears)

12-13 519 8.34 233 16.5¢ 613 246! 11.0¢ 0.0

14-15 28.4 9.8 345 27.3 53.5 17.2 23.0 4.3

16-18 20.0 8.4 241 17.5 316 21.1 272 20.1
Race

White 234 8.4 26.2 12.0 36.6 20.1 26.5 16.8

Black 37.0 15.01 265 21.6 60.3 2054 1631 2.9¢
Hispanic origin

Hispanic 30.7 11.21 319 26.3 59.2 22.5 11.6! 6.6

Non-Hispanic 235 8.5 26.0 42.0 36.3 20.2 269 16.7

Source: Maoss etal. (1992),
*Excludes unknown number of days smoked.

"Excludes unknown number of cigarettes smoked daily and none smoked during the past week.
Estimate does not meet standards of reliability or precision (< 30 percent relative standard error).

were heavier smokers than Hispanics. Thus, not only
were black and Hispanic adolescents less likely to smoke
than whites, but those who did smoke, smoked fewer
cigarettes cach day than their white adolescent counter-
parts.

On average, persons 12 through 18 vears old who
smoked the week before the survey (N = 1,099) smoked 9
cigarettes cach dav. Males smoked 10 cigarettes daily
and females smoked 8. Whites averaged 9 cigarettes per
day and blacks averaged 6 (1989 TAI'S, CDC, Otfice on
Smoking and 1lealth JOSHY, unpublished data). The
overall average for adult smokers is 19 cigarettes a day
(CDC 1992a).

Initiation Continuum of Smoking

The 1989 Surgeon General’s report on smoking
and health described the continuum of smoking, be-
havior as one that occurs in four stages: initiation,
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experimentation, regular smoking, and dependence
or addiction (USDHHS 1989b).  The report also ac-
knowledged a preparatory stage that occurred before
any initial smoking (Flay ct al. 1983). These five stages
are examined in detail in Chapter 4 (see "Develop-
mental Stages of Smoking”).

Data from the 1989 TAPS were used to create an
initiation continuum similar to the smoking continuum
for adults that was described in the 1989 Surgeon
General’sreport(Pierceand 1 atziandreu 1990; USDHHS
1989b).  This initiation continuum incorporates mea-
sures of smoking behavior and measures of the possibil-
itv that a respondent will smoke in the future. In 1989,
54.5 percent of persons 12 through 18 vears old reported
that they had never smoked a cigarette, not oven a few
putts(Table 12). Theserespondentswereasked toreport
(D whether they thought they would try a cigarette soon
("ves,” "no,” and “don’t know"), () whetherthev would
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Table 12. Percent distribution of an initiation continuum for cigarette smoking among persons aged 12-18
years, by age, gender, and race/Hispanic origin, Teenage Attitudes and Practices Survey, United
States, 1989

Age (years) Gender Race/Hispanic origin

White/ Black/
non-  non-
His- His-

Uptake continuum category - Overall 12-14 15-16 17-18 Male Female panic  panic Hispanic
1. Never tried smoking, 443 555 401 329 420 4638 423 540 403
not susceptible
2. Never tried smoking, 102 158 84 43 1.1 103 9.4 105 159
susceptible
3. Tried smoking, not a whole 79 66 83 95 86 72 71 127 80
cigarette, not susceptible
4. Tried smoking, not a whole 33 4.3 32 2.1 3.8 2.7 2.6 52 54
cigarette, susceptible
5. Smoked 1-99 cigarettes, 135 75 le6 188 136 134 46 9.6 126
but none in the last 30 days,
and not intending to smoke
inavear
6. Smoked 1-99 cigarettes, but none 41 42 18 3.1 +2 39 +4 1.9 54
in the last 30 davs, and might
smoke in a vear
7. Smoked 2 100 cigarettes, but 09 02 10 19 1.2 07 12 00 08
none in the last 30 days, and not
intending to smoke in a year
S Smoked 2 100 cigarettes, but 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 05
none in the last 30 davs, and
might smoke in a vear
9. Smoked 1-99 cigarcttes, 59 37 73 74 58 59 6.3 41 506
at least some in the
past 30 davs
10. Smoked 2 100 cigarettes and 2207 26 38 23 20 26 06 17
smoked on [-19 davs during,
the past 30 davs
1. Smoked at least 100 cigareties 73 13 75 155 7.8 67 9.1 1.2 4.0

and smoked on at least 20
days during the past 30 davs

Source: Centers tor Disease Control and Prevention, Ottice on Smoking and [Health tunpublished data).
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smokea cigarette if one of their best friends were to offer
them one (“definitely yes,” “probably yes,” “probably
not,” “definitely not,” and “don’tknow”),and (3) whether
they thought they would be smoking cigarettes in one
year (“definitely yes,” “probably yes,” “probably not,”
“definitelvnot,” and “don’t know”). Never smokers who
answered "no” tothe firstquestion, “definitely not” to the
second question,and “definitely not” tothe third question
were categorized as “not susceptible” to smoking. Those
who answered these three questions in any other way
were considered susceptible to smoking in the future
(Pierce etal. 1993). According to these criteria, 44 percent
of all TAPS respondents had never tried a cigarette and
were not considered susceptible to smoking, and
10 percent had never tried smoking but were con-
sidered susceptible.

Adolescents who had tried smoking but had not
smoked a whole cigarette accounted for 11 percent of
TAPS respon-ents; 8 percent were judged to be not
susceptible to smoking in the future, and 3 percent were
judged susceptible. Those who had smoked at least one
cigarette were only asked question 3, above, concerning
whether or not they thought they would be smoking in a
year. A large category (14 percent of all respondents)
was composed of those who had smoked at least 1 but
fewer than 100 cigarettes, who had not smoked in the
preceding 30 days, and who definitely did not intend to
smoke in a year. Another 4 percent had smoked from
1 to 99 cigarettes, had not smoked in the preceding
30 days, and were not definite in their resolve to not be
smoking in a year. Slightly more than 1 percent of TAPS
respondents had smoked at least 100 cigarettes but had
not smoked in the preceding 30 days; these respondents
are considered to be former smokers (USDHHS 1989b,
1990b).

Finally, among the 15 percent of respondents who
smoked in the preceding 30 days, about 45 percent
(6 percent of all respondents) had smoked fewer than
100 cigarettes in their lifetime. Although current smok-
ers, these persons were still at a relatively early stage in
the process of smoking initiation. Among those who
had smoked at least 100 cigarettes and had smoked in
the preceding month, more than three-fourths (7 percent
of all respondents) had smoked on 20 or more of those
30 days.

The distribution of this continuum was similar for
males and females. White adolescents were more likely
to be further along the continuum than were Hispanic
and black adolescents.

Cigarette Brand Preference

Knowing what brands ol cigarettes. are preferred
by young smokers may aid the development of
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smoking prevention programs and mayv provide insight
into the influence that cigarette advertising may have on
young people.

In 1978-1980, the NHIS assessed the brands of ciga-
rettes most often used by current smokers (CDC, OSH,
unpublished data). Among 707 respondents who were 18
or 19 years old, the most commonly used brands were
Marlboro (37 percent), Kool (14 percent), Salem (10 per-
cent), Winston (9 percent), Newport (8 percent), Virginia
Slims (5 percent), Merit (4 percent), Benson & Hedges
(3 percent), and Camel (2 percent). Ten percent of females
and no males used Virginia Slims. Among whites,
Marlboro (42 percent), Kool (10 percent), Winston
(10 percent), Salem (8 percent), Virginia Slims (6 percent),
and Newport (6 percent) were the most commonly used
brands. Among blacks, Kool (46 percent), Newport
(25 percent), Salem (20 percent), and Benson & Hedges
(6 percent) were the most commonly smoked brands.

In the 1989 TAPS, adolescent respondents who
generally bought their own cigarettes were asked what
brand they usually purchased. More than two-thirds of
these smokers usually purchased Marlboro (Table 13).
Preference for Marlboro did not differ appreciably by
gender, Hispanic origin, age, or region of the country.
White adolescent smokers were much more likely to
smoke Marlboro cigarettes than were black adolescent
smokers (71 vs. 9 percent).

The next most popular brands, Newport and Canael,
each accounted for only 8 percent of the overall
population’s preference. Black smokers, however, were
much more likely to smoke Newport cigarettes than
were white smokers (61 vs. 6 percent), although sample
sizes of blacks were small. Smokers who resided in the
Northeast and the Midwest were more likely to smoke
Newport cigarettes than were smokers in the South and
the West. Among white adolescents, Newport was more
popular in the Northeast (14 percent) and the Midwest
(7 percent) than in the South (1 percent) and the West
(1 percent) (CDC 1992b). The Camel brand was more
popular among male (11 percent) than female smokers
(5 percent), among white (8 percent) than black smokers
(3 percent), and ameng smokers residing in the West
(18 percent) than among those residing in the other three
regions (from 4 to 7 percent).

Several nonnational studies conducted since the
1989 TADS suggest that Camel cigarettes may be gaining
in popularity among young smokers. Ina 1990 survey of
ninth-grade students in 10 U.S. communities included in
the Community Intervention Trial for Smoking Cessa-
tion (COMMIT) evaluation, 43 percent of smokers who
usually bought their own cigarettes bought Marlboro,
30 perecent bought Camel, and 20 percent bought New-
port (CDC 1992b). As TAPS data also indicated, adoles-
cent smokers residing in communities in the westemn

on
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Table 13. Percent distribution of cigarette brands that 12-18-year-old current smokers* reported usually
buying, by gender, race/Hispanic origin,' age, and region, Teenage Attitudes and Practices Survey,
United States, 1989
Benson
&
Category Number Marlboro Newport Camel Winston Hedges Salem Kool Merit Vantage Other
Overallt 865 08.7 8.2 8.1 3.2 1.5 1.4 1.0 05 0.1 7.3
Gender
Male 477 68.9 7.3 10.9 0.5 0.2 1.9 07 0.2 6.0
Female 388 68.4 9.4 1.6 26 29 .29 0.0 03 0.0 8.9
Race
White 807 714 5.6 8.4 3.4 1.0 1.3 06 05 0.1 7.6
Black 41 8.7 61.3 3.1 0.0 9.7 33 109 00 0.0 29
Hispanic origin
Hispanic 16 60.9 12.8 7.6 0.0 28 3.7 58 00 0.0 6.5
Non-Hispanic 817 69.1 8.0 8.1 3.3 1.5 1.3 08 05 0.1 7.3
Age (vears)
12-15 195 748 6.1 8.7 25 0.9 0.4 1.1 0.0 0.0 6.5
16-18 670 67.0 8.8 79 3.3 1.7 1.6 1.0 06 0.1 7.8
Region
Northcast 184 68.4 16.2 4.1 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 06 0.5 79
Midvest 247 70.2 10.0 7.3 3.4 22 0.0 1.1 0.5 0.0 5.3
South 281 67.2 5.0 6.1 6.2 1.1 29 2.1 0.4 0.0 9.1
Woest 153 69.6 2.0 18.1 0.7 0.6 23 0.0 06 0.0 6.2
Overall market :
share, 1989 263 1.7 3.9 9.1 6.2 39 59 38 25 337

Sources: Centers for Disease Control (1992b); Maswell (1992),

*Persons who reported smoking on one or more of the 30 davs preceding the survey.
*Excludes the racial category “other” (N = 17). Ethnicity for two persons was unknown.

Data were weighted to provide national estimates.

United States showed more preference for Camel ciga-
rettes than did smokers from other regions of the nation.
Other studies conducted after TAPS report rates of Camel
preference among adoleseent smokers that are consis-
tent with the COMMIT survey results (DiFranza ct al.
1991; Pierce, Gilpin, et al. 1991).

In June and July 1992, the George H. Gallup Inter-
national Institute (1992) conducted a telephone survev of
anatiomwide sample of 1,123 vouths 12 threugh 17 vears
old. Smokers (those who reported having smoked at

least one cigarette during the 30 davs preceding the
interview) were disproportionately oversampled, and
the data were weighted to represent the adolescent
population. Smokers were asked, “Thinking now about
the last time vou bought cigarettes for vourself, what
brand did vou happen to buv on that occasion?”
Marlboro was the brand bought by 53 percent of these
teenage smokers, Camel by 16 percent, and Newport
by 8 percent. The most popular brand among blacks in
this survev was Newport (54 percent preference).
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Trends in Cigarette Smoking

Ever Smoking

Data from the NTTS, the NHSDA, and the MTFP
suggest that the prevalence of ever smoking ymong ado-
lescents has declined since the 1970s (Table 14). In the
NHSDA, the prevalence of smoking among vouths 17
through 19 years old dedined from 78 percent in 1979 to
64 percent in 1991, an average decline of 1.2 percentage
points per vear. Inthe MTFDP, the prevalence among 17-
and 18-vear-olds decreased from 76 percent in 1977 to 62
percent in 1992, an average decline of 0.9 percentage
points per vear. In the NHIS, the percentage of 18- and
19-vear-olds who had smoked at least 100 cigaiettes
dropped from 41 percent in 1974 to 25 percent in 1991, an
average decline of 1.0 percentage points each vear.

Surgeon General's Report

Current Smoking

NHIS data have been used to examine historical

- trends in smoking by reconstructing the prevalence of

cigarette smoking for the decades in this century before
svstematic surveillance of cigarette smoking was con-
ducted (USDHHS 1980, 1985, 1991b; Harris 1983). Us-
ing information on a respondent’s date of birth, age
at initiatior of fairly regular smoking, and duration
of abstinence (for former smokers), the smoking status
of the respondent can be assessed for any given year.
For this report, the reconstructed prevalence of smoking
among those aged 10 through 19 vears is reported for the
vears 1920 through 1980.

Except for 1980, smoking during this 60-vear pe-
riod was more common among, white and black ado-
lescent males than among white and black adolescent
females (Figure 1). The prevalence of cigarette smoking

Figure 1. Trends in the reconstructed prevalence* of cigarette smoking among 10-19-year-olds, by
gender and race, United States, 1920 -1980
RERES
20
15
10
s \White males
_ mon Black males
o
—  White females
= = Black females
0 T T : —T T 1
1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980
Year

Source: US. Department of Health and Human Services (19910). Data sources are the 1970, 1978, 1979, 1980, and 1987

National Health Interview Survevs.,

*The smoking prevalence tor cach of the vears indicated was caleulated for people who would have been 10-19 vears old in
¢ch of those vears by using the survey respondents” date of birth, age when thev first began simoking, regularly, and age

when they quit smoking, (see Appendis 2,
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Table 14. Trends in the prevalence (%) of ever smoking among young people, National Teenage Tobacco
Surveys (NTTS), National Household Surveys on Drug Abuse (NHSDA), Monitoring the Future
Project (MTFP), National Health Interview Surveys (NHIS), United States, 1968~1992

Year NTTS* NHSDA' MTEFP: NHIS®
1968 36.1

1970 40.8

1972 39.2

1974 41.3 69.5 411
1976 64.1 5.4

1977 67.8 75.8

1978 75.3 36.7
1979 34.0 78.1 74.0 39.3
198() 71.0 341
1981 71.0

1982 72.6 70.1

1983 70.6 345
1984 6.7

1985 63.2 68.8 29.8
1986 67.6

1987 67.2 26.2
1988 66.2 66.4 27.7
1989 b 65.7

1990 61.4 od.4 27.6
199] 63.6 63.1 253
1992 61.8

Sources: NTTS: US, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (USDHEW) (1972, 1976, 1979b); NHSDA: Centers for
Discase Control and Prevention (CDC), Office on Smoking and Health (OSH) (unpublished data on 1974-1991 surveys);
MTEP: Johnston, O'Mallev, Baciiman (in press); NHIS: CDC, OSH (unpublished data on 1974-1991 surveys).
*NTTS, aged 17-18 vears. Published reports (USDHEW 1972, 1976, 1979b) merge never smokers and experimenters (those
who tried or experimented with simoking, but who had not vet smoked 100 cigarettes) into one category, By definition,
therefore, the NTTS will underestimate the percentage of ever smokers. The trends, however, use the same definition,
'NHSDA, aged 17- 19 vears. Those who reported in 1974, 1976, and 1977 that they were current smokers and those who were
not current smokers but who responded “ves” to the question, “Have vou ever smoked cigarettes?” were classified as ever
smokers for those vears, For the vears 1979 through 1991, ever smokln;, status was determined by response to the question,
“About how old were vou when vou first tried a cigarette?” The prevalence of ever smoking is the complement of the

’

response “Never tried a cigarette.”
IMTER high school seniors, aged 17-18 vears. Based on response to the question, “Have vou ever smoked cigarettes?”
NHHS, aged 18-19 vears. Based on response to the question, “Have vou smoked at least 100 cigarettes in vour entire life?”
Those who had smoked at least 100 cige rettes by the time of the survey were classified as ever smokers.

YAvailable information from published sonrces (USDHEW 1972, 1976, 1979b) do nol permit exact comparisons with the 1989
TAPS data.
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remained higher among white adolescent males than
among black adolescent males.  Smoking prevalence
gradually increased among white males during the six
decades covered by the data. Among black males, preva-
lence declined between 1950 and 1980.

Among female adolescents, the reconstructed
prevalence of current smoking increased steadily from
1929 through 1980; in 1980, the prevalence among fe-
males surpassed that among males for the first time
during the six-decade study period. Prevalence among
white females has been higher than among black females
since 1950. The data indicate a sharp increase in female
smoking prevalence between 1970 and 1980.

Trends in current smoking prevalence over the past
two decades indicate that for both males and females,
past-month smoking declined sharply in the late 1970s or
early 1980s (Table 15). Progress then slowed consider-
ably, especially for males. In the MTFI? surveys, the past-
month smoking prevalence among males actually
increased from 27 percent in 1981 to 29 percent in 1992; in
the NHSDA and the NHIS, male smoking prevalence was
about the same in 1985 and in 1991. The prevalenceamong,
adolescent females in the MTFP and NHIS surveys was
only slightly lower in 1991 and 1992 than in 1985; in the
1991 NHSDA, female smoking prevalence was about the
same asin 1985, By the carly 1980s, smoking was gener-
ally more common among females than among males.
By 1991, however, adolescent females and males had
almost equivalent smoking prevalence.

In all three surveys with information on race, the
prevalence of current smoking declined during the late
1970s or carly 1980s for both biack and white older
adolescents (Table 16). In the middle 1970s, current
smoking was almost equally common among blacks and
whites. At the end of that decade, black adolescents
were less likely to be current smokers than white adoles-
cents; this trend continued during the 1980s. Among
white high school seniors in the MTFP, current smoking,
was more prevalent in 1992 (32 percent) than in 1981 (30
percent). In all three survevs, prevalence among older
white adolescents svas slightly higher in 1991 and 1992
than it was in 1985.

Wallace and Bachman (1991) reported that white
high school seniors weremorethantwiceas likely asblack
high school seniors to report smoking in the past month,
evenatter statistical control was made for factors such as
parental education, number of parents living at home,
urban or rural location, educational plans, academic per-
formance, and religious attitudes and practices.

MTED trend data are available for daily smoking
among racial and ethnic subgroups (Bachman et al. 1991).
In general, for Asian, black, white, Hispanic, and Ameri-
can Indian male and female high school seniors, the
prevalenceofdaily smoking declined from 1976-1984. The
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decline continued at a reduced rate during the late 1980s for
most groups and ceased altogether among white males.

Overall, the prevalence of daily smoking among
high school seniors was 29 pereent in 1976, 21 percent in
1980, and 17 percent in 1992, Among males, the preva-
lence was 28 percent in 1976, 19 percent in 1980, and 17
percent in 1992; among females, 29 percent smoked daily
in 1976, 24 percent in 1980, and 17 percent in 1992,
Among whites, the prevalence of daily smoking de-
clined from 29 percent in 1976 to 22 percent in 1980; the
prevalence was 20 percent in 1992, Among blacks, the
prevalenee of daily smoking declined from 27 percent in
1976 to 16 percent in 1980 and continued to decline to 4
percent in 1992 (Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley 1980a,
1981; ISR, University of Michigan, unpublished data).

Data on smoking among the nation’s high school
seniors have also been reported as a function of parental
education (NCHS 1993). Intcrestingly, the prevalence of
past-month smoking decrcased slightly from 1980
through 1991 among those seniors whose parents had
completed fewer years of formal education and increased
slightly during that period among those seniors whose
parents had relatively more years of formal education.
For example, among those seniors whose parents, on
average, did not graduate from high school, the preva-
lence of past-month smoking decreased from 33 percent
in 1980 to 31 percent in 1991; among seniors whose
parents graduated from high school, prevalence of smok-
ing was 34 percent in 1980 and 29 percent in 1991. Among
seniors whose parents had some postgraduate educa-
tion, the prevalence of smoking was 24 percent in 1980
and 27 pereent in 1991,

Age or Grade When Smoking Begins

The age at which people become regular cigarette
smokers has been measured in national surveys con-
ducted in 1955, 1966, 1970, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1987, and
1988 (Hacnszel, Shimkin, Miller 1955; NCHS 1970;
USDHHS 1980, 1989b, 1991b; CDC 1991b). Data from
the 1955 Current Population Survey (Hacenszel, Shimkin,
Miller 19535) suggest that during the first half of the
century, people became regular smokers at progressively
vounger ages. The data for males are limited, however,
because before 1974 many of the reports for men were
provided by proxy respondents.

To reduce proxy responses, Ahmed and Gleeson
(NCHS 1970) limited their nalvsis of data from the 1966
Current Population Survey to females. These investiga-
tors concluded that between 1955 and 1966, U. S. women
began smoking at an carlier age.

lor the present report, the likelihood of having
become a regular cigarette smoker by age 18 was deter-
mined for females surveyed in the 1970, 1978-1980, and
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Table 15. Trends in the prevalence (%) of current smoking* among young people, by gender, National
Teenage Tobacco Surveys (NTTS), National Household Surveys on Drug Abuse (NHSDA),
Monitoring the Future Project (MTFP), National Health Interview Surveys (NHIS}, United States,

19681992
NTTS NHSDA MTFP NHIS

Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females
Year (aged 17-18 years) (aged 17-19 years) (aged 17-18 years) (aged 18 -19 years)
1968 34.0 21.0
1970 37.8 241
1972 31.2 26.0
1974 32.6 26.4 478 38.7 36.9 30.8
1976 35.1 52.0 37.7 39.1
1977 39.0 47.2 36.7 39.7
1978 34.5 38.1 30.6 335
1979 19.6 270 41.71 41.7t 31.2 371 29.5 34.2
1980 26.8 334 249 27.8
1981 26.5 316
1982 35.6 373 26.8 32.6
1983 28.0 316 23.3 314
1984 259 319
1985 27.8 26.7 28.2 314 20.1 24.5
1986 27.9 30.6
1987 27.0 314 216 20.9
1988 28.3 329 28.0 289 19.6 23.1
1989 3 277 29.0
1990 289 20.2 29.1 29.2 21.7 18.0
1991 27.0 27.0 29.0 27.5 22.0 20.6
1992 29.2 26.1

Sources: NTTS: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (USDHEW) (1972, 1976, 1979b); NHSDA: Ceaters for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), Office on Smoking and Health (OSH) (unpublished data on 1974-1991 survevs);
MTEFP: Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley (1980a, b, 1981, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991); jolnston, Bachman, O'Mallev (1980a, b, 1982,
1984, 1986, 1991, 1992); Johnston, O"Malley, Bachman (19914, in press); Institute for Social Research, University of

Michigan (unpublished data); NHIS: CDC, OSH (unpublished data in 1974-1991 surveys).

*For the NTTS, current smokers are those who state that they smoke less than one cigarette per week, one or more cigarettes
per week, or one or more cigarettes a dav (USDHEW 1979b). For the NHSDA and the MTFD, current smoking is defined as
anv cigarette smoking during the 30 days preceding the survey. For the NHIS, current smokers are those who report that
they have smoked at least 100 cigarettes and who respond “ves” to the question, "Do you smeoke now?”

‘The 1979 NI{SDA determined current smoking status only for those respondents who had smoked at least 100 cigarettes
(ifetime). The National Institute on Drug Abuse later published adjusted 1979 estimates using data from the 1982 NHSDA
(Miller et al. 1983). The adjusted 1979 estimates used the ratio of the 1982 prevalence estimate, based on the 1979 definition,
to the prevalence estimate based on the definition used in other vears (i.c., anv smoking in the last 30 davs, regardless ot
whether the respondent had ever smoked 100 lifetime cigarettes). This table reports estimates based on the same adjust-
ment procedure.

tAvailable information from published sources (USDEEW 1972, 1976, 1979b) does not permit exact comparisons with the
1980 TADS data.
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Table 16. Trends in the prevalence (%) of current smoking* among white and black young people, National
Household Surveys on Drug Abuse (NHSDA), Monitoring the Future Project (MTFP), National
Health Interview Surveys (NHIS), United States, 1974-1992

NHSDA* MTFP NHIS

White Black White Black White Black
Year (aged 17-19 years) (aged 17-18 years) (aged 18-19 years)
1974 41.9 47.4 33.6 33.7
1976 430 172 38.3 39.7
1977 42.9 443 38.4 344
1978 37.0 31.5 333 26.3
1979 414 37.7% 349 28.7 32.6 30.8
1980 31.0 252 26.1 29.0
1981 30.1 223
1982 39.2 209 31.3 21.2
1983 31.3 21.2 28.6 185
1984 31.0 17.6
1985 28.6 208 31.7 18.7 23.4 18.4
1966 320 14.6
1987 322 13.9 234 153
1988 33.0 17.6 323 12.8 23.7 9.4
1989 321 12.4
1990 28.3 7.2 325 12.0 222 10.3
1991 305 114 31.8 9.4 249 7.6
1992 3.8 82

Sources: NTTS: U.S. Department of Health, Educatidn, and Welfare (1972, 1976, 1979b); NHSDA: Centers for Discase
Control and Prevention (CDC)Y, Office on Smoking and Health (OSH) (unpublished data on 1974-1991 survevs), MTFP:
Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley (1980a, b, 1981, 1984, 19865, 1987, 1991); johnston, Bachman, O'Mallev (1980a, b, 1982, 1984,
1986, 1991, 1992); Johnston, O'Mallev, Bachman (19922); Institute for Social Rescarch, University of Michigan (unpublished
data); NHIS: CDC, OSH (unpublished data on 1974-1991 surveys).

*For the NHSDA and the MTFD, current smoking is defined as any cigarette smoking during the 30 davs preceding the
survev. For the NHIS, current smokers are those who report that they have smoked at least 100 cigarettes and who

respond “ves” to the question, “Do vou smoke now?”

‘In the NHSDA, “w hite” and “black” include respondents of Hispanic origin, except for 1985,

"The 1979 NHSDA determined current smoking status only for those respondents who had smoked at least 100 cigarettes
dlifetime). The National Institute on Drug Abuse later published adjusted 1979 estimates using data from the 1982 NHSDA
(Miller ¢t al. 1983). The adjusted 1979 estimates used the ratio of the 1982 prevalence estimate, based on the 1979 definition,
to the prevalence estimate based on the definition used in other vears (i.c., anv smoking in the last 30 davs, regardless of
whether the respondent had ever smoked 100 lifetime cigarettes). This table reports estimates based on the same adjust-

ment procedure.

1987-1988 NHIS (Figure 2). Thedata confirm that women
in the United States have started to smoke at increasinglv
vounger ages. The largest differences exist for women
who were at least 45 vears old at the time of the survey.
The initiation curve for 18- through 24-vear-old females
surveved in 1987 and 1988 is, by age 18, lower than that
for 18- through 2d-vear-old females surveved in 1978
through 1980, which is consistent with the notion that the
prevalence of cigarette smoking has declined recently
among, voung females (Table 15).
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Johnston, O'Malley, and Bachman (1992a) used
retrospective reports from MTFP high school seniors to
describe trends in the initiation of daily smoking among,
seniors, Their data show that the likelihood of becoming,
a dailv smoker at an carlier grade levelincreased sharply
during the carly to middle 1970s for the 1976 through
1978 senior classes. From 1975 through 1977, this likeli-
hood decreased, and the grade of initiation declined or
leveled for the 1979-1986 and 1988 classes. The lifetime
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Figure 2. Cumulative percentage of females becoming regular cigarette smokers by age 18, by age at time of
survey, United States, 1970, 1978-1980, and 1987-1988
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prevalence of daily cigarette smoking at all grade levels
increased among the classes of 1989, 1990, and 1991.

Number of Cigarettes Smoked Each Day

Trends in the intensity of smoking among MTFP
high school seniors indicate that since 1976, the propor-
tion of heavy smokers (= one-half pack per day) has
decreased and the proportion of never smokers has in-
creased (Figure 3). For example, in 1976, 25 percent of
high school seniors had never smoked, and 19 percent
were heavy smokers; by 1992, 38 percent had never
smoked, and 10 percent were heavy smokers (Bachman,
Johnston, O'Malley 1980a; ISR, University of Michigan,
unpublished data).

Attempts to Quit Smoking

Cessation attempts are common among young
smokers. In the 1989 TAPS, 74 percent of 12- through
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18-year-old smokers reported that they had seriously
thought abouit quitting, 64 percent reported that they
had tried to quit smoking, and 49 percent reported that
they had tried to quit during the previous six months
(Allen et al. 1993).

Nearly half of all smokers among high school se-
niors surveyed by the MTFP between 1976 and 1984
reported that they wanted to stop smoking (Table 17).
Interest in quitting declined slightly thereafter. About 30
percent of current smokers reported that at one time in
their lives they had tried but failed to stop smoking.
About 40 percent of daily smokers reported that they
had tried at least once to stop smoking but had failed.
The percentage of seniors who at some time had smoked
regularly but had not smoked during the 30 days pre-
ceding the survey (former smokers) increased sharply
for males from 1977 through 1980 and for females from
1977 through 1981 (Figure 4). This measure declined
sharply after 1980 for males and after 1981 for females.

Table 17. Trends in high school senior smokers' interest in quitting smoking and attempts to quit
smoking, by frequency of smoking during the past 30 days, Monitoring the Future Project, United

States, 19761989

Respondents answering “Yes”

1976 -1979
N (weighted) %

Survey Question

1980-1984
N (weighted) %

19851989
N (weighted) %

Do you want to stop smoking now?

Among those who smoked
at all during the last
30 davs

3,872

Among those who smoked
> 1 cigarette/day during
the last 30 days

3,396

Have you ever tried to stop smoking
and found that you could not?

Among those who smoked
at all during the last
30 days

4,740

Among, those who smoked 3,604
> | cigarette/day during
the last 30 davs

46.1 3,805 471 3,418 42.5
46.1 3,262 47.6 2,761 439
315 4,942 314 4,534 27.8
38.5 3,464 41.6 2,953 4

Source: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention, Office on Smoking and Health cunpublished data).
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Figure 3. Trends in the intensity of smoking among high school seniors, Monitoring the Future Project,
United States, 1976-1992
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1984, 1986, 1991, 1992); Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data).

Figure 4. Trends in the percentage of former smokers among ever smokers,* by gender, high school seniors,
Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1976-1989
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The trend of cessation is similar to the trend for current
smoking prevalence. Substantial progress occurred in
the late 1970s, but this progress slowed considerably in
the 1980s.

Trends in Knowledge and Attitudes About
Smoking

Trends in Perceived Health Risks of Smoking

Data from the MTFP allow comparisons of trends
in beliefs about the risks associated with cigarette smok-
ing and in actual smoking behavior. The decline in the
prevalence of ever smoking has been associated with an
increase in the percentage of high school seniors who
believe that smoking one or more packs of cigarettes
cach day is a serious health risk (Figure 5). This associa-
tion has been observed for both genders and for whites
and blacks (Bachman, Johnston, O’'Malley 19804, b, 1981,
1984, 1985, 1987, 1991; Johnston, Bachman, O'Malley
1980a, b, 1982, 1984, 1986, 1991; ISR, University of Michi-
gan, unpublished data). For example, during the carly
1980s, the percentage of black high school seniors who
felt that there is great risk associated with smoking a
pack or more per day increased substantiaily. At the
same time, the percentage of black youth who had smoked

Surgeon General s Report

at all and who had smoked dailv declined rapidly. In
1989, over 50 percent of smokers and 74 percent of non-
smokers reported that thev belicved that smoking a pack
or more per day is a serious health risk (1989 MTFP,
CDC, OSH, unpublished data).

The percentage of seniors who believed that smok-
ing entails a great risk to health increased rrom 56 per-
cent in 1976 to 69 percent in 1991, and the percentage
who believed that the health effects of smoking had been
exaggerated decreased from 16 percent in 1981 to 14
percent in 1997 (Table 18). Nonetheless, 3 out of 10
seniors in 1991 still did not believe that heavy smoking
poses a serious threat to health.

Among 12- through 18-year-olds in the 1989 TAPS,
32 percent believed that there is no harm in having an
occasional cigarette; 57 percent of smokers in the survey
endorsed that statement (Allen et al. 1993). Twenty-one
percent of smokers and 3 percent of never smokers be-
lieved that it is safe to smoke for only a year or two.

Trends in Perceptions About Smoking

The percentage of high school seniors surveyed by
the MTFDP who considered smoking a “dirty habit” in-
creased between 1981 (66 percent) and 1991 (72 percent)
(Table 18). About 73 percent of white and 74 percent of
black adolescents now feel this way, compared with only

Figure 5. Trends in the percentage of high school seniors who believe that smoking is a serious health
risk and in the percentage who have ever smoked, Monitoring the Future Project, United

States, 1976-1991
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1984, 1986, 1991, 1992); Institute tor Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data).
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69 percent of whites and 54 percent of blacks surveved in
1981 (Johnston, Bachman, O'Malleyv 1982; ISR, Univer-
sitv of Michigan, unpublished data). The perception that
smoking is a dirty habit has increased among males,
females, smokers, and nonsmokers. Fifty percent of
smokers and 81 percent of nonsmokers classitied smok-
ing as a dirty habit in 1989 (Johnston, Bachman, O'Malley
1982, 1984, 1986, 1991, 1992; Bachman, Johnston, O'Mallev
1984, 1985, 1991; 1981-1989 MTFP, CDC, OSH, unpub-
lished data).

Between 1977 and 1981, the percentage of seniors
who felt that their close friends would not, or did not,
approve of their smoking increased substantially (Table
18). The percentages reported for 1981 and 1991, however,
were essentially identical. The percentage of seniors who
believed that adults should be prohibited by law trom
smoking in certain public places increased from 42 percent
in 1977 to 45 percent in 1986 and remained about the same
in 1991,

TADPS data on 12- through 18-vear-olds provide
further information on beliefs about smoking. In 1989,
smokers were from two to five times more likely than
never smokers to report that they believed that cigarette
smoking helps people relax, reduce stress, feel more
comfortable in social situations, reduce boredom, and
keep their weight down (Allenetal. 1993). Smokers may
also deny the addictive properties of cizarettes (USDHHS

1988b). TADS data indicated that 39 percent of smok-
ers—but only 11 percent of never smokers—believed
that thev would be able to quit smoking anvtime they
wanted.

Trends in Perceptions About Smokers

The overwhelming majority of high school seniors
survcved by the MTFP did not believe that cigarette
smoking makes smokers their age look mature, in con-
trol, or independent (Table 18). About half believed that
smoking makes smokers look insecure, and more than
60 percent perceived cigarette smoking as something
smokers use to try to look mature. Between 1981 and
1991, smoking among seniors became less of the behav-
ioral normy; fewer than 20 percent of seniors in 1991
reported feeling that smoking is an attempt to conform
to such a norm.

Responses to the MTFP indicate that the majority
of high school seniors prefer to date nonsmokers and
that this is becoming a trend. Since 1981, the propor-
tion of respondents who prefer to date nonsmokers has
inereased by over 10 percent, to about 74 percent. The
most substantial change occurred among black high
school seniors (Figure 6). The percentage of white
seniors who preferred to date nonsmokers increased
only slightlv.  Over 85 percent of nonsmokers and

Figure 6. Trends in the percentage of high school seniors who prefer to date nonsmokers, by race,
Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1981-1991
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Table 18. Trends in high school seniors’ beliefs and attitudes about smoking and smokers, Monitoring the
Future Project, United States, 1976, 1981, 1986, 1991

Beliefs and attitudes 1976 1981 1986 1991

About smoking

[a8)
[

How much do vou think people 564 6
risk harming themsclves if

they smoke one or more packs of

cigarettes per day?* (percentage

who sav great risk)

66.0 69.4

—
1
1

The harmful effects of cigarettes have
been exaggerated.! (percentage who agree)

16.2 13.8

Smoking is a dirty habit. 65.5 68.6 716
(percentage who agree)

How do vou think your close 60.0° 739 76.2 74.3
friends feel (or would feel) about your

smoking one or more packs of cigarettes

per dav?! (percentage who disapprove)

Do you think that people (who are 18 2.8 43.0 45.1 4.9
or older) should be prohibited by law

from smoking tobacco in certain

specified public places? (percentage

who say ves)

About smokers

In my opinion, when a guy my age
is smoking & cigarette, it makes him
look (percentage who agree)

. like he's trying to appear mature and 014 62.7 60.8
sophisticated

.insecure 42.0 13.6 479
. conforming 254 213 16.5
. rugged, tough, independent 8.6 9.9 9.8
5.3

+
>
Il
o]

. mature, sophisticated

. cool, calm, in control 6.2

J1
0
53}
[#%)

Sources: Bachman, Johnston, O'Mallev (1980a, 1987); [ohnston, Bachman, O'Mallev (1980a, 1982); Institute for Social
Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data). .

*Possible responses included “no risk,” "slight risk,
Pereentages include those who sav “great risk.”
T'ossible responses included “disagree,
those who “agree” or “mostly agree.”

T " g LT

moderate risk,” “great risk,” “can’t sav—drug unfamiliar.”

“ mostly disagree,” “neither,” "mostly agree,” “agree.” Percentages include

1o ”

Mossible responses included “not disapprove,” “disapprove,
“disapprove” or “strongly disapprosee,
1977 data.

strongly disapprove.” Percentages include those who

"
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Table 18. Continued

Beliefs and attitudes 1976 1981 1986 1991
About smokers
In my opinion, when a girl my age is
smoking a cigarette, it makes her look
(percentage who agree)
. like she’s trying tc appear mature and 64.6 65.0 64.1
sophisticated
. insecure 47.4 49.5 52.0
. conforming, 265 217 19.5
.independent and liberated 11.2 9.5 9.6
. mature, sophisticated 6.9 ’ 5.4 4.5
. cool, calm, in control 5.5 4.5 4.1
| prefer to date people who don’t 66.5 71.0 74.0
smoke. (percentage who agree)
Smokers know how to enjoy life more 28 2.4 3.6
than nonsmokers. (percentage who agree)
1 think that becoming a smoker reflects 57.0 59.3 61.0
poor judgment. (percentage who agree)
1 strongly dislike being near people who 454 48.9
are smoking. (percentage who agree)
1 personally don’t mind being around 38.2 369 a3
people who are smoking. (percentage
who agree)
Do vou disapprove of people (z age 18) 65.9 70.0 75.4 71.4

who smoke one or more packs
of cigarettes per day?
(percentage who disapprove)

about one-third of smokers preferred to date nonsmok-
ers in 1989 (1989 MTFP, CDC, OSH, unpublished data).

Findings from the 1989 TAPS also suggoest that few
adolescents consider smoking a norm for their age group.
Two-thirds of 12- through 18-year-old respondents agreed
with the statement, “Seeing someone smoking turns me
oft,” and 86 percent (94 percent of never smokers and 51
percent of current smokers) preferred to date nonsmok-
ers (Allen et al. 1993).

Adoleseents seem to be more concerned about
people smoking around then. Inthe MTFP, the percent-
age of high school seniors who strongly disliked being
near smokers increased between 1986 (45 percent) and
1991 (49 percent), and the percentage who reported that
they did not mind being around smokers declined (from
I8 percent in 1981 to 33 percentin 1991) (Table 18). Males
were consistently more likely than females to mind being,
around smokers (Johnston, Bachman, O'Malley 1982,
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1984, 1986, 1991, 1992; Bachman, Johnston, O"Malley 1984,
1985, 1991; ISR, Universitv of Michigan, unpublished
data). The percentage of female seniors who did not
mind being around smokers changed little over time.
From 1981 through 1991, the proportion of high school
seniors who did not mind being around people who
were smoking decreased by about 50 percent among
blacks and by only 5 percent among whites (Figure 7).
Smokers” acceptance of being around other smokers re-
mained constant, at approximately 70 percent, from 1981
through 1989, whereas the percentage of nonsmokers
who did not mind being around smokers decreased
from 25 to 21 percent (1981-1989 MTED survevs, CDC,
OSH, unpublished data).

Adult Implications of Adolescent Smoking

Some notable findings regarding voung people’s
expectations to smoke, or to abstain from smoking,
have emerged from the MTFP (see Johnston, O'Malley,
Bachman 1992b). In their senior vear, respondents who
answered one of five questionnaire forms were asked,
"Do vou think vou will be smoking, cigarettes five vears
fromnow?” Overall, about 1 percent said thev “definitely”
would be smoking in five vears, 14 percent said they “prob-
ably”” would, 27 percent said thev probably would not, and
58 percent said they definitely would not (Table 19). Apout
55 percent of past-month smokers and about 45 percoat of
daily smokers stated that thev probablv would not or defi-
nitely would not be smoking in five vears.

Of the seniors in the full panel, 68 percent indicated
that they had not smoked in the 30 days preceding the
senjor-vear survev; 9 percent had smoked less than one
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cigarette per day; 8 percent had smoked one to five ciga-
rettes per day; 7 percent had smoked about one-half pack
perday;and 8 percent had smoked a pack or more per day
(Table 20). Five vears after graduation, the same total
proportion (32 percent) were past-month smokers. Some-
what more (26 vs. 23 percent), however, were daily
smokers. Further, for each smoking group defined by
senior-year smoking level, those who continued to smoke
increased their frequency of smoking (Tables 20-21).

Of the respondents who were nonsmokers at the
end of their senior vear, 86 percent remained nonsmok-
ers five to six years later, whereas only 13 percent of
those who smoked one pack each dav in their senior
vear became nonsmokers (Table 20).  Those students
who smoked one-half pack per day in their senior vear
were nearly as likely to continue use as were those
students who smoked one pack daily; 81 percent of half-
pack-a-day smokers still smoked, and the majority of
them increased their rate of smoking (Table 21). Severity
percent of respondents who in their senior vear smoked
one to five cigarettes per day continued to smoke five
vears later; most of these continuing smokers increased
their rate of use. Even among the seniors who smoked
the least (less than one cigarette per dav), 42 percent
continued to smoke five tosix vears later, and two-thirds
of these had increased their rate of smoking,

When earlier smoking behavior is controlled, se-
niors’ expectations to smoke had very limited power to
predict subsequent smoking behavior (Table 22). Many
seniors who smoked one pack per day had expectations
of discontinuing use. These expectations showed no
relationship to the actual rate of smoking five to six vears
later. The same is true for those seniors who smoked

Table 19. High school seniors predicting whether they will be smoking in five years, by smoking status in
senior year, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1976-1986 senior classes

Predicted likelihood of smoking in five years (%)*

Senior year

smoking status Definitely Probably Probably Definitely Number

(use in past 30 days) will will will not will not (weighted)

None 0.4 1.3 21.0 77.3 1,926

< 1 cigarette/day 0.5 4.7 56.5 28.3 238

1-5 cigarettes/dav 1.8 376 441 16.5 211

About ' pack/day 0.6 57T 3 1.3 197

21 pack/dav 5.1 62.9 0.7 5.2 228
»Total 0.9 14.2 270 8.0 2810

Source: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished datal.

*Fntries are row percentages.
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Figure 7. Trends in the percentage of high school seniors who do not mind being around peopie who
are smoking, by race, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1981-1991
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Sources: Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley (1981, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991); Johnston, Bachman, O'Malley (1982, 1984, 1986, 1988,
1991,1992); Institute for So-ial Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data}.

Table 20. Intensity of smoking (%) in senior year of high school, by intensity of sinoking 5~ 6 years
later, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1976-1986

Smoking intensity (past 30 days) 5-6 years later (%)*

Senior-year < 1 ciga- 1-5 ciga-

smoking intensity rette rettes Number  Column

(use in past 30 days) None /day /day ¥ pack z1pack {(weighted) percentage

None 85.6 49 2.6 2.7 4.1 9,238 67.6

< 1 cigarette/day 57.8 144 9.6 7.8 10.4 1,268 9.3

1- 5 cigaretes per day 29.6 88 17.2 20.5 23.9 1,058 7.7

About ¥z pack/day 18.8 49 8.7 21.7 46.0 1,000 7.3

= 1 pack/day 13.4 2.7 4.1 10.1 69.7 1,100 8.1
Total 68.0 59 5.0 6.6 14.6 13,665 100.0

Source: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data).
*Entries are row percentages.
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Table 21. Direction of change in smoking behavior (%) between senior year of high school and 5-6 years
later, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1976-1986 senior classes

Smoking status 5-6 years later*

Senior-year

smoking status Number
(use in past 30 days) Quit Less use Same level More use  (weighted)
None 85.6 14.4 9,238

< 1 cigarette/day 57.8 - 144 27.8 1,268
1-5 cigarettes/day 29.6 8.8 17.2 44.4 1,058
About ': pack/day 18.8 136 21.7 46.0 1,000
>1pack/day ~ 13.2 17.7 1022 290 869

Source: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data).
*Entrics are row percentages.

Table 22. Smoking intensity 5-6 years after high school, by senior-year smoking status and expectation to
smoke in 5 years, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1976-1986 senior classes

Senior-year Smoking intensity
smoking intensity (past 30 days)
(use in past 30 5-6 years later*
days) and predicted
likelihood of <1cigarette  1-5 cigarettes >1 pack Number
smoking in 5 years None /day /day 1/ pack/day /day (weighted)
None
Will smoke 55.3 10.6 19.8 83 59 30
Will not smoke 84.7 5.6 29 2.5 13 1,829
Total 84.2 5.7 3.2 2.6 4.3 1,859
< 1 cigarette/day
Will smoke 41.7 18.4 19.5 14.0 6.4 36
Will not smoke 58.4 14.7 9.7 9.7 7.5 208
Total 559 15.2 1. 10.4 73 244
1-5 cigarettes/day
Will smoke 323 3.0 155 230 26.2 83
Will not smoke 318 5. 15.9 23.0 235 125
Total 32.0 4.7 15.7 23.0 246 208
About 1/ pack/dayv
Will smoke 15.5 4.9 6.5 21.0 32.1 115
Will not smoke 17.6 25 6.3 21.1 52.3 81
Total 16.4 3.9 6.5 21.1 52.2 196
> 1 pack/day
Will smoke 13.3 22 3.2 9.6 71.8 153
Will not smoke 13.2 1.6 5.3 6.3 73.6 72
Total 13.3 2.0 38 &5 724 225
Grand Total 67.0 6.0 5.2 6.6 15.2 2,731

Source: Tnstitute for Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data).
*Entries are row percentagoes.
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one-half pack—or even as little as one to five cigarettes—
per day in high school.  Expectations were predictive
only for those smokers who smoked less than one ciga-
rette per day; 58 percent of those who thought they
probably or definitely would be smoking in the future
did, in fact, continue to smoke, whereas only 42 percent
of those who did not expect to smoke in the future did
smoke.  Among seniors who had never smoked, less
than 2 percent thought they would be smoking in five
vears (Table 19). This small group did, in fact, have a
higher rate of subsequent smoking (45 percent) than
never smokers who did not expect to be smoking in five
vears (15 percent) (Table 22).

Thus, the expectation to avoid smoking seemed to
make some difference among nonsmokers and very light
smokers in highschool, although very few seniors in these
groups reported an expectation to smoke. On the other
hand, among light, moderate, and heavy daily smokers, the
expectation to abstain from smoking in the future seemed
overwhelmed by the strong forces that tend to maintain or
advance smoking behavior once it is established. One
implication of these results is that young, people should be
made aware of thestrongly addictive nature of nicotine and
its ability to overwhelm future good expectations. Clearly,
prevention is the major goal, but inimediate cessation is of
critical importance for adolescents, even for those who
smoke very little in high school.

Smoking and Other Drug Use

In Chapter 2, tobacco use is discussed as a possible
predictor of other drug use (see "Smoking as a Risk
Factor for Other Drug Use” and “Smokeless Tobacco
Use as a Risk Factor for Other Drug Use”). The present
chapter preseats detailed information on high school
seniors’ usage patterns for cigarettes, alceiol, marijuana,
cocaine, inhalants, and smokeless tobacco. Both preva-
lence of past-month use and comparisons of the self-
reported age at first use of each will be presented.

Prevalence of Smoking and Other Drug Use

Among high school seniors in the MTFP studics,
the majority of alcohol users (60 percent) and smokeless
tobacco users (57 percent) did not smoke (Table 23). The
majority of marijuana (62 percent), cocaine (68 percent),
and inhalant (56 percent) users smoked cigarettes. Ciga-
rette smoking prevalence was from 1.9to 3.9 times higher
among users of these drugs than among nonusers.

Although most drinkers (60 percent) did not
smoke, almost all smokers (88 percent) were drink-
ers. Almost one-half (45 percent) of cigarette smok-
ers were also marijuana smokers, 11 percent were
cocaine users, 5 perceni used inhalants, and 33 per-
cent used smokeless tobacco (which will be discussed
separately late~ in this chapter). The prevaience of

Table 23. Prevalence (%) of cigarette smoking among users of other d~1gs and prevalence of other drug
use among smokers,* high school seniors, Monitoring the . uture Project, United States,

1985-1989
Prevalence of Prevalence of
smoking among smoking among Prevalence of Prevalence of

users of other nonusers of drug use among  drug use among
Other substances drugs other drugs smokers nonsmokers
Alcohol 4.0 10.3 87.6 54.8
Marijuana 62.1 20.3 449 11.2
Cocaine! 68.1 27.2 109 2.1
Inhalants? 56.1 28.5 1.8 1.5
Smokeless tobacco® 43.0 224 325 15.6

Source: Ceneers for Discase Control and Prevention, Office on Smwoking, and Health (unpublished data).
*Any use of cigarettes or other drugs during the past month,

"o

'Includes “coke,” "crack,” and “rock.”
'Glue, acrosols, laughing gas, etc.

“Males only, 1986-1989 senior classes only.

Lpidemiology 87

-




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

other drug use was from 1.6 to 5.2 times more preva-
lent among cigarette smokers than nonsmokers.

Grade When Smoking and Other Drug Use Begins

MTEFPD data from 1986 through 1989 were merged
to observe the grade at which seniors reported trving
cigarettes, smokeless tobacco, alcohol, marijuana, and
cocaine (Figure 8). Among cver smokers, 31 percent
tried their first cigarette by the sixth grade, and 61 per-
cent first smoked by the eighth grade. Among those who
had used smokeless tobacco, 23 percent had first done so
by the sixth grade, and 53 percent by the cighth grade.
Proportionately fewer users of alcohol, marijuana, and
cocaine initiated use as early as respondents initiated use
of cigarcttes and smokeless tobacco. Thirty-four percent
of alcohol users, 26 percent of marijuana users, and 6
percent of cocaine users first tried these drugs by the
eighth grade.

By the 12th grade, only 8 percent of MTFD respon-
dents had not tried cigarettes or alcohol; 68 percent had

Surgeon General's Report

tried both, and 24 percent had tried alcohol but not
cigarettes (Table 24). Of those students who had tried
both cigarettes and alcohol by 12th grade, almost half (49
percent) had tried cigarettes before trying alcohol; 33
percent had tried both at about the same time.

About 30 percent of all students had not tried ciga-
rettes or marijuana by the 12th grade (Table 25); 44 percent
had tried both, and 22 percent had tried cigarettes but not
marijuana. Of those who had tried both by 12th grade,
most students (65 percent) had tried cigarettes before mari-
juana; 23 percent had tried both at about the same time.

About one-third of seniors (34 percent) had not
tried cigarettes or cocaine; 12 percent had tried both, and
over half (53 percent) had tried cigarettes but not cocaine
(Table 26). Of those who had tried both by 12th grade, 90
percent had tried cigarettes before trving cocaine, and 9
percent had tried both at about the same time.

These data support the contention that tobacco use
falls early in the sequence of drug use for voung adoles-
cents and therefore may be considered a “gateway” drug,.

Figure 8. Grade when respondents (high school seniors) first tried cigarettes, smokeless tobacco, alcohol,
marijuana, and cocaine, among respondents who had ever used these substances by grade 12,
Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1986-1989

100

80

60

Percent

40+

20

Grade 12

Grade 11

Grade 10
B Grade v
B Grades 7-8

Grade €6

Cigarettes Smokeless tobacco Alcohol

Marijuana Cocaine

Source: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention. Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished data).
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Table 24. Percent distribution of high schooi seniors (N |weighted] = 19,831), by grade in which they first
(if ever) used cigarettes and alcehol, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1986-1989

Grade when respondent first tried alcohol

Grade when

respondent
first tried Never Row
cigarettes <6 7-8 9 10 i1 12 used total
<6 4.2 7.2 19 25 15 0.6 0.3 212
7-8 13 80 6.4 3.1 13 0.5 0.2 20.8
9 0.4 20 4.9 24 1.0 0.4 0.1 11.1
10 0.3 1.1 1.9 238 1.0 0.3 * 7.4
11 0.2 0.5 1.2 1.6 1.6 0.3 0.1 5.5
12 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.1 2.7
Neverused 2.0 38 53 53 4.7 238 7.5 314

Source: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention, Office on Smoking and Health tunpublished data),
* < 0.05.

Note: Totals mayv not equal the sum of individual percentages because of rounding,

Table 25. Percent di :tribution of high school seniors (N [weighted] = 20,657), by grade in which they first
(if ever) tri :d cigarettes and marijuana, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1986-1989

Grade when respondent first tried marijuana

Grade when

respondent
first tried Never Row
cigarettes <6 7-8 9 10 11 12 used total
<6 2.0 15 33 2.2 1.4 0.8 6.2 20.3
7-8 0.3 4.1 4.4 29 1.5 0.8 5.8 19.8
9 0.1 05 2.5 2.3 1.2 0.6 35 10.7
10 0l (0.2 0.5 1.7 1.4 0.5 2.6 6.9
11 * 0.1 0.3 0.4 1.3 0.6 25 5.2
12 * * 0.1 0.2 .2 0.5 1.5 2.6
Never used 0.2 0.5 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.6 30.5 345

Source: Centers for Disease Control and 'revention, Oftice on Smoking and Health (unpul-lished data).
*< (.03,

Note: Totals mav not equal the sum of individual percertages because of rounding,.
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Table 26. Percent distribution of high school seniors (N [weighted] = 21,007), by grade in which they first
(if ever) used cigarettes and cocaine, Monitoring the Future Project, United States, 1986-1989

Grade when respondent first tried cocaine L
Grade when

respondent
first tried Never Row
cigarettes <6 7-8 9 10 11 12 used total
<6 0.1 0.4 0.9 1.2 14 0.9 15.4 20.3
7-8 * 02 0.6 1.1 1.3 0.9 15.6 19.7
9 * * 0.2 0.5 0.6 0.3 9.0 10.7
10 * * * 0.2 0.4 0.2 6.1 7.0
11 * * * * 0.2 0.2 4.8 5.2
12 * * * * * 0.1 2.5 2.6
Never used * * 01 0.2 0.2 0.3 33.8 34.5

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished data).
* <0.05.

Note: Totals mav not equal the sum of individual percentages because of rounding.
3 £

Table 27. Percentage of high school students who used {obacco, by behaviors that contribute to
unintentional and intentional injuries, Youth Risk Behavior Survey, United States, 1991

Current Current
Any Current frequent smokeless

Risk behavior Number cigarette use®  cigarette use'  cigarette use! tobacco use®
Seat belt use*

Always 2,908 60.2 17.8 6.8 13.5

Most the time/sometimes 5,651 70.1 26.3 114 17.6

Rarely/never 3,548 80.6 40.3 21.8 26.5
Physical fightingl

0 times 6,864 63.9 20.3 8.1 139

1-5 times 4,358 77.8 354 17.3 23.2

2 6 times 789 82.6 49.3 305 321
Weapon carrying™**

0 davs 8,703 65.5 22.6 9.4 133

21 day . 3171 82.8 1.1 222 275
Attempted suicide?

0 times 10,060 68.2 24.8 10.6 17.8

21 time 824 85.0 525 338 336

Sources: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention (CDC), Division of Adolescent and School Health (unpublished data);
CDC, Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished data).

*During the respondent’s litetime.

"Cigarette use on 2 1 day during the 30 davs preceding the survey.
'Cigarette u~c on 2 20 days during the 30 davs preceding the survev.
“Puring the 30 davs preceding the survey; includes chewing tobacco or snuff; males only.
*When riding in a car driven by someone elsc.

uring the 12 months preceding the survey.

**During the 30 davs preceding the survey; includes any weapon such as a gun, knife, or club.
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Cigarette use is most likely to precede use of other sub-
stances and to be prevalent among users of other drugs.

Cigarette Smoking and Other Health-Related
Behaviors

Available data on the relationships between ciga-
rette smoking and other health-related behaviors are
derived from cross-sectional studies and thus suggest
that other behaviors may covary with adolescent smok-
ing. Even if the direction of influence is not established,
information on the extent of these relationships is useful
for intervention, since such data may suggest a syn-
drome of health-compromising behaviors that need to
be considered together.

Data from the 1991 YRBS indicate that high school
students who reported practicing other selected health-
risk behaviors were more likely to be past-month or
frequent smokers than were those who reported fewer
selected health-risk behaviors. For example, students in
the survey were more likely to be past-month or fre-
quent smokersif they rarely or never wore seat belts, had
participated in a physical fight six or more times during
the preceding vear, had carried weapons one or more

days during the preceding month, or had made one or
more suicide attempts during the preceding year (Table
27). Students were also more likely to be past-month or
rrequent smokers if they had ever had sexual intercourse,
had had sexual intercourse with four or more partners
during their lifetime, or had not used a condom during
their most recent sexual intercourse (Table 28). These
relationships for sexual risk behaviors held for males
and females, regardless of age (CDC, OSH, unpublished
data). Lastly, students were more likely to be past-
month or frequent smokers if they had not participated
on any sponsored sports teams during the preceding
year or if they had used steroids without a doctor’s
prescription (Table 29).

Cigarette Smoking and Health Status

Pregnancy and Smoking

Data on maternal smoking status during pregnancy
are recorded on birth certificates in 43 states and the
District of Columbia (NCHS 1992b). In these states, the
overall maternal smoking prevalence was 20 percent in
1989. Maternal smcking among adoelescent women

Table 28. Percentage of high school students who used tobacco, by sexual risk behaviors, Youth Risk
Behavior Survey, United States, 1991
Any Current Current Current
cigarette cigarette frequent smokeless

Risk behavior Number use* use' cigarette use! tobacco use®
Sexual intercourse®

No 5,011 55.1 13.8 3.1 129

Yes 6,508 82.6 38.8 20.7 239
Number of sexual partners®

1-3 4,048 81.0 338 15.4 232

> 4 2,443 85.4 479 30.3 249
Cendom usel

No 2,494 86.4 46.2 275 238

Yes 2,091 793 360 18.5 260.6

Sources: Centers for Discase Contro) and Prevention (CDC), Division of Adolescent and School Health (unpublished data);

CDC, Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished data).
* NDuring the respondent’s lifetime.

' Cigarette use on 2 1 day during the 30 davs preceding the survey.
! Cigarette use on 2 20 days during the 30 davs preceding the survey,

* Any smokeless tobacco use, including chewing tobacco or snuff, during the 30 days preceding the survey; males only,

' During the respondent’s lifetime.

I During last sexual intercourse, among students who had sexual intercourse during the 3 months preceding the survey.
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Table 29. Percentage of high school students who used tobacco, by participation on sports teams and
steroid use, Youth Risk Behavior Survey, United States, 1991
Any Current Current Current
cigarette cigarette frequent smokeless
Category Number use* use' cigarette use! tobacco use®
Participation on sports teams®
Total
0 teams 5,738 73.6 313 17.2 6.6
21 team 6,429 67.2 243 8.9 13.5
Fumnale
0 teams 3,608 720 29.0 14.3 0.7
21 team 2,635 66.3 248 9.6 2.1
Male
0 teams 2,125 76.1 348 21.6 135
21 team 3,794 67.8 239 8.4 21.0
Steroid use?
Total
0 times 11,868 69.7 26.8 12.1 97
2 1 time 382 87.2 54.8 35.7 38.7
Female
0 times 6,164 69.3 269 12.2 1.1
21 time 116 885 61.8 29.9 16.5
Male
0 times 5,700 70.0 26.6 12.0 18.1
2 | time 265 86.8 52.6 27.0 446

Source: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention, Division of Adolescent and School Health (urpublished data).

*During the respondent’s lifetime.

"Cigarette use on 2 1 day during the 30 davs preceding the survey.,

FCigarette use on 2 20 davs during the 30 davs preceding the survey.
*During the 30 davs preceding the survey; includes chewing tobacco or snutf.

'During the 12 months preceding the survey; includes sports teams sponsored by school and other organizations.

During the respondent's litetime, without a doctor's prescription.
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(under 20 years old) was highest among women aged 18
and 19 (24 percent) and lowest among women vounger
than 15 vears of age (8 percent) (Table 30). White non-
Hispanic adolescent mothers were more likely to have
smoked during pregnancy than white non-Hispanic
mothers 20 through 49 vears old. Black non-Hispanic
adolescent mothers were less likely tohave smoked than
those 20 through 49 vears old; Hispanic adolescent moth-
ers were about as likely as older Hispanic mothers to
have smoked. Among the mothers who smoked during
pregnancy’, about 23 percent of those vounger than 15
vears of age smoked more than 10 cigarettes per day; 34
percent of mothers 15 through 19 years old, and 14
percent of mothers 20 through 49 years old smoked more
than 10 cigarettes per day during the pregnancy (NCHS
1992b).

Self-Reported Indicators of Health Status Among
Smokers

The MTEP collected data on self-reported indica-
tors of health status among the nation’s high school
seniors. A five-category scale of lifetime smoking history
was constructed from questions on lifetime smoking and
on the grade in which the respondent began smoking
daily (Table 31). Nine measures of health status were
analyzed in terms of lifetime smoking history. Adjusted
odds ratios were calculated by regressing, the logit-trans-
formed prevalence of each health measure over the prior
vear on the variable for lifetime smoking history and on
the covariates of current marijuana use, lifetime cocaine
use, parentaleducation, and time (Hosmerand Lemeshow
1989). Alcohol use was also included as a covariate for
the measures of staving at home because of not feeling
well and of overall physical health. Current smokers
were more likely than never smokers to report all of the
svmptoms or indicators listed. A trend test (using the
lincar contrast of the estimated regression coefficients for
smoking history [Miller 1986]) revealed that these

Table 30.

adolescent smokers were more likely than never smok-
ers to experience all but two of the health status measures
(e.g., sinus congestion and sore throat).

Self-Reported Indicators of Nicotine Addiction
Among Smokers

The rescarch of McNeill (McNeill et al. 1986;
McNeill, Jarvis, West 1987, McNeill 1991) has demon-
strated the presence of nicotine addiction in young smok-
ers (11 through 16 vears old) in Great Britain. A majority
of these young smokers expericnced withdrawal symp-
toms during abstinence or had some difficulty quitting
{McNeilletal. 1986; McNeill, Jarvis, West 1987). The 1991
NHSDA asked 12- through 18-year-oids questions that
probed various components of nicotine addiction
(USDHHS 1988b). Current smokers whe had sinoked at
least 10C cigarettes in their lifetime were the most likely
of adolescent smokers to report having experienced sev-
eral indicators of nicotine addiction (Tabic 32). Four of
every five of these heavier smokers who tried to cut
down on cigarettes during the previous 12 months had
failed. Seventy percent felt that they needed or were
dependent on cigarettes.

Persons who had smoked at least 100 ¢igarettes in
their lifetime but none in the last month svere the next
most likely to report that thev felt dependent on cigarettes
and that they had experienced withdrawal during the
previous 12 months. These persons were more likely to
have become regular smokers than were those who had
not vet smoked 100 cigarettes. Though these respon-
dents were more likely to show signs of addiction, they
were evidently able to discontinue smoking for at icast
one month—a finding consistent with the observation
that less-addicted smokers are more able to quit
(USDHHS 1988b).  Respondents who had not simoked
100 cigarettes by the time they were surveved appeared
less likely to become addicted to nicotine than those who
had smoked at least 100 cigarettes.

Cigarette smoking prevalence (%) during pregnancy among inothers of live-born infants, by age

and race/Hispanic origin, 43 states and the District of Columbia, 1989

Age (years)
Ruce/Hispanic origin <15 15-17 18-19 20-49
Overall 7.7 19.0 23.9 19.1
White, non-l ispanic 21.2 32.1 3.3 20.5
Black, non-1 lispanic 27 (.2 10.4 20.2
Hispanic 59 7.5 8.7 8.0
Source: National Center tor Health Statistics (1992b). o -
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Table 31. Adjusted odds ratios* (and 95% confidence intervals) for symptoms of diseases and smoking status
among high school seniors who have smoked occasionally or regularly, Monitoring the Future

Project, United States, 1982-1989

Self-reported
symptom/
indicator'

Have smoked
occasionally,
but not
regularly

Smoked regularly at
one time, but not in
the past 30 days

Smoke regularly
now, began daily
smoking in
grades 10-12

Smoke regularly now,
began daily smoking
by grade 9

Shortness of
breath when not
exercising

Chest cold

Sinus conges-
tion, runny nose,
sneezing

Coughing spells

Cough with
phlegm or blood

Wheezing or
gasping

Sore throat or
hoarse voice

Staved home
most or all of
dav because not
feeling well!

Overall physical
healthts

1.38 (1.24,1.52)

1.34(1.23, 1.46)

1.31 (1.20, 1.44)

1.33 (1.24, 1.43)

1.42 (1.28, 1.56)

1410126, 1.48)

1.36 (1.26, 1.48)

1.43(1.31, 1.55)

147 (1.32, 1.63)

1.90 (1.56, 2.31)

1.34 (1.13, 1.60)

0.99 (0.83,1.19)

1.28 (1.11, 1.48)

1.73 ( 1.44, 2.09)

2.45(1.99,3.01)

1.07 (0.92, 1.26)

1.38(1.17, 1.62)

2.39 (1.98, 2.90)

2.32(2.03, 2.64)

1.53 (1.35,1.73)

1.17(1.02, 134

2.04(1.83,2.27)

2.31(2.02,2.63)

2.36 (2.06, 2.70)

1.34(1.19,1.52)

1.53 (1.35,1.73)

1.98 (1.72, 2.28)

2.72 (2.40, 3.08)

1.72(1.52,1.93)

1.19 (1.05, 1.35)

2.20 (1.98, 2.45)

2.32 (2.04. 2.64)

2.57 (2.25, 2.95)

1.17 (1.04, 1.32)

1.56 (1.39, 1.76)

2.08 (1.81, 2.38)

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished data).

*Adjusted for past-month marijuana usé, lifetime cocaine use, parental education, and time. QOdds ratios are relative to
those for seniors who had cither never smoked cigarettes or had smoked cigarettes once or twice only.

‘Occurrence during, the previous 30 davs, with the exeption of overall physical health.

TALo adjusted tor past-month afcohol use,

“Odds ratios based on the percentage who reported that their he dth was poorer than average during the preceding vear.
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Table 32. Self-reported indicators of nicotine addiction among 12-18-year-olds (N = 1,589), by smoking
history, National Household Surveys on Drug Abuse, United States, 1991

Smoking history*
Have simoked Have smoked Have smoked Have smoked
1-99 2100 1-99 2100
cigarettes, cigarettes, cigarettes cigarettes
but none in but none in and smoked in  and smoked in
past month past month past month past month
Indicator* (%) (%) (%) (%)
Tried to cut down on 43.7 722 449 734
use of cigarettes
Unable to cut down on 46.9 404 59.5 81.2
use of cigarettes?
Felt need to have more 10.9 14.2 12.2 271
cigarettes to get the same effect
Felt need to have cigarettes 12.2 372 16.2 70.1
or felt dependent on
cigarettes
Felt sick because of stopping 159 249 14.1 374

or cutting down on cigarettes?

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished data).
*Among people who smoked cigarettes at all in the past 12 months.

*Occurrence during the past 12 months.

!Analvsis limited to people whe tried to cut down on cigarettes during the last 12 months.

Smokeless Tobacco Use Among Young People in the United States

Recent Patterns of Smokeless Tobacco Use

Ever Use of Smokeless Tobacco

The overall national estimates for adolescents who
had tried smokeless tobacco were 18 percent for 12-
through 18-year-olds in the 1989 TAPS, 13 percent for the
same age group in the 1991 NHSDA, and 32 percent for
high school seniors surveyed by the MTFI” in 1992 (Table
33). In all three surveys, males were much more likely
than females to have tried smokeless tobacco. White
males were more likely than any other subgroup to have
tried this product.

The prevalence of adolescents who had used smoke-
less tobacco increased with increasing age.  Twenty-
cight percent of 17- and 18-year-old TADPS respondents,
21 percent of 17- and 18-vear-old NHSDA respondents,

and 32 percent of high school seniors in the 1992 MTFP
survev reported that they had tried smokeless tobacco.
Adolescents in the northeast region of the United States
were less likely than those in the other regions to have
tried smokeless tobacco.

Current Use of Smokeless Tobacco

Available data suggest that there was an increase
in the use of smokeless tobacco among adolescents
between 1970 and the mid-1980s. The prevalence of
chewing tobacco use was 1.2 percentamong 17- through
19-year-old males in the 1970 NHIS (USDHHS 1986,
1989b), 3.0 percent among 16- through 19-year-old males
in the 1985 Current Population Survey (Marcus ct al.
1989; USDHHS 1986), and 5.3 percent among, 17- through
19-year-old males in the 1986 Adult Use of Tobacco
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Table 33. Percentage of young people who have ever used smokeless tobacco, by gender, race/Hispanic
origin, age/grade, and region, Teenage Attitudes and Practices Survey (TAPS), National
Household Surveys on Drug Abuse (NHSDA), Monitoring the Future Project (MTFP),

United States, 1989, 1991, 1992

Characteristic TAPS* NHSDA' MTEFP#
Overall 18.4 13.2 324
Gender
Male 31.3 223 53.7
Female 4.4 35 12.1
Race/Hispanic origin
White, non-Hispanic 2.4 16.6 38.2
Male 38.6 28.4 61.6
Female 4.8 4.4 15.2
Black, non-Hispanic 7.6 +.5 10.7
Male 11.9 6.7 18.0
Female 3.1 2.1 4.9
Hispanic 8.1 4.8 NA®
Male 134 8.8 NA
Female 23 0.5 NA
Age/grade
12-14 vears 9.6 6.5
15-16 vears 208 15.0
17-18 vears 28.2 209
8th grade 20.7
10th grade 26.6
12th grade 2.4
Region
Northeast 14.0 9.0 25.:
North Central 19.7 14.0 38
South 214 139 i
West 15.8 14.5 32.0

Sources: 1989 TAPS: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention (CDC), Office on Smoking and Health (OSH) (unpub-
lished data); 1991 NHSDA: CDC, OSH (unpublished data); 1992 MTEP: Johnston, O'Mallev, Bachman (in press); Institute

for Social Research, University ¢f Michigan (unpublished data).

1989 TAPS, aged 12-18 vears.  Based on response to the question, “Have vou ever tried using chewing tobacco or snuft?”
1991 NHSDA, aged 12-18 vears. Based on response to the question, “W hen was the most recent time vou used chewing
tobaceo or snutf or other smokeless tobacco? (“Never used smokeless tobacco in lifetime” was a precoded response.)
11992 MTFP survey of high school seniors. Based on response to the question, “Have vou ever taken or used smokeless
tobacco (snuff, plug, dipping tobacco, chewing tobacco)?” Respondants who reported that they had taken or used smoke-

loss tobacco at least once or tawice were classified as ever users.

*With the exception of data for 8th- and 10th-grade students, all other data points tor the MTED survevs reflect estimates for

high «chool seniors.
WA = Not available,
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Survey (AUTS) (USDHHS 1989b). The same surveys
indicated that the prevalence of snuff use was 0.3 percent
among 17- through 19-year-old males in 1970, 2.9 percent
among 16- through 19-year-old males in 1985, and 5.3
percent among 17- through 19-year-old males in 1986.

In the 1986-1989 MTFP surveys, high school se-
njors’ past-month use of smokeless tobacco declined
slightly for all respondents (from 12 to 8 percent), for
whites (from 13 to 10 percent), and for males (from 22 to
16 percent) (Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley 1987, 1991;
Johnston, Bachi n, O’'Malley 1991, 1992). In the 1992
MTFP survey, h wever, past-month use of smokeless
tobacco was 11 percent for all respondents, 14 percent for
whites, and 21 percent for males (ISR, University of
Michigan, unpublished data). Inthe NHSDA, the preva-
lence of past-month use of smokeless tobacco among 1.2-
through 17-year-old males was 6.6 percent in 1988 and
5.3 percent in 1991 (USDHHS 1989, 1992a). In the same
survey, use of smokeless tobacco in the past vear was
estimated to be 11.1 percent in 1985, 7.0 percent in 1988,
6.1 percent in 1990, and 6.1 percent in 1991. A parallel
decline has been reported among young adults (18
through 25 vears old): the prevalence of past-vear use of
smokeless tobacco in this groupwas 11.1 percent in 1985,
8.9 percent in 1988, 9.2 percent in 1990, and 8.7 percent in
1991 (USDHHS 1988a, 1989a, 1991a, 1992a).

The reduction in the late 198(s may be attributed to
increased awareness resulting from several events: (1)
the much-publicized Sean Marsee case, i which a star
high school athlete who used snuff died of oral cancer
(Fincher 1985); (2) the 1986 convening of a major national
conference on smokeless tobacco use and the 1986 release
of a report by the Advisory Committee to the Surgeon
General on smokeless tobacco (Joirnal of the American
Medical Association 1986; USDFIHS 1986); (3) the intro-
duction in 1986 of health warnings on smokeless tobacco
packages and advertising; and (4 the enactment in 1986
of a ban on the advertising of smokeless tobacco prod-
ucts through the electronic media (USDHHS 1989,
1992b).

The overall national prevalence estimates for cur-
rent smokeless tobacco use (within the 30 days preced-
ing the survey) were 3 percent for past-month users
among, persons 12 through 18 vears old surveved in the
1991 NHISDA (reflecting about 800,000 users), 11 percent
for high school seniors in the 1992 MTFP survey, and 11
pereent for students in grades 9-12 in the 1991 YRBS
(Table 3. Current use was substantiallv more preva-
lent among males than females; 6 percent of the males in
the NHSDA and 20 percent of the males in the other two
survevs reported currert use, whereas only about | per-
cent of the females in the three surveys reported current
use. Smokeless tobacco use was highest among, white

males; Hispanic males had the next highest prevalence,
and black males had the lowest. Although reliable na-
tional data are not currently available on smokeless to-
bacco use among American Indian and Alaskan Native
adolescents, local surveys have reported very high preva-
lence (e.g., CDC 1987, 1988; Schinke et al. 1987; Hall and
Dexter 1988; see also "Sociodemographic Factors in the
Initiation of Smokeless Tobacco Use” in Chapter 4).

Smokeless tobacco use increased with increasing
age in the NHSDA survey of 12- through 18-y ear-olds
and by grade in the 1992 MTEP survey, but did not
change appreciably among students in the four high
school grades surveved by the YRBS.

Individual YRBS surveys conducted in several state
and local communities found that male high school stu-
dents were far more likely than females to use smokeless
tobacco (Table 35); nonetheless, smokeless tobacco was
used bv as much as 10 percent of female respondentsin a
given state survey. In some states (Alabama, ldaho,
South Dakota, Colorado, Wyoming, and Montana), males
were as likely to report current smokeless tobacco use as
they were to report current cigarette use (see Table 3).

The 1992 MTFP survey gathered data on the fre-
quency of smokeless tobacco use among approximately
2,600 higl: school seniors (ISR, University of Michigan,
unpublished data). Users were classified according to
the number of days they had used smokeless tobacco
over a period of 30 davs. Thirty-eight percent of male
users and 20 percent of female users reported tl..t they
had used smokeless tobacco at least once everv day.
Seventy percent of the female users reported that they
had used the product less than once each weck. Thirty-
nine percent of white users and 12 pereent of black users
reported daily use of smokeless tobacco. Almost 60 per-
cent of the black users reported that they had used the
produet less than once each week. Among past-month
users, 46 pereent of those living in the West and 43
percent of those from the South had used smokeless
tobacco at least once each dav. Thirty-three percent of
users who lived in the north-central and 22 percent from
the northeast United States used smokeless tobacco ona
dailv basis.

Use of Smokeless Tobacco and Cigarettes

As was shown in Table 23, 43 percent of male high
school seniors who used smokeless tobacco also smoked
cigarettes.  Tobacco, either in the form of cigarettes or
smokeless tobacco, was used by 15 percent of 12- through
18-year-olds in the 1991 NHSDA, 32 percent of high
school students in the 1991 YRBS, and 33 percent of high
school seniors in the 1992 MTEDP (Table 36). Males were
substantially more likely than females to use tobacco.
Regardless of gender, the prevalence of tobaceo use for
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Tabie 34. Percentage of young people who currently (within the past 30 days) use smokeless tobacco, by
gender, race/Hispanic origin, age/grade, and region, National Household Surveys on Drug
Abuse (NHSDA), Monitoring the Future Project (MTFP), Youth Risk Behavior Survey
(YRBS), United States, 1991, 1992

Characteristic NHSDA* MTFP! YRBS?®
Overall 3.4 4 10.5
Gender
Male 6.0 20.8 19.2
Female 0.6 2.0 1.3

Race/Hispanic origin

White, non-Hispanic 4.4 135 13.0
Male 8.1 239 23.6
Female 0.5 25 1.4

Black, non-Hispanic 0.7 25 2.1
Male ' 0.5 5.2 36
Female 0.8 0.2 0.7

Hispanic 12 NAY 3.5
Male 2.1 NA 0.7
Female 0.3 NA 0.6

Age/grade

12-14 years 1.5

15-16 vears 3.6

17-18 vears 59

8th grade 7.0

9th grade 4.0

10th grade Y.6 10.1

11th grade 12,1

12th grade 1.4 10,7

Region

Northeast 0.8 8.2 8.8

North Central 39 12.3 13.3

South 4.0 125 8.6

Wost 39 11.1 10.5

data); 1992 MTFP: [ohnston, O'Malley, Bacl.man (in press); Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan tinpub.
lished data); 1991 YRBS: CIDC (1992¢); CLC, Division of Adolescent and School Health (unpublished data).

*1991 NHSDA, aped 12-18 vears. Based on response to the question, “When was the most recent time vou used chewmg,
tobacco or snuff or other smokeless tobacean?”

11992 MTEP survey of high school seniors. Based on response to the question, “How trequently have vou taken smokeless
tobacco during the past 30 days?”

"With the exception of data for 8th- and 10th-grade students, all other data points tor the MTH? survey retlect estimates for
high school seniors.

#1991 YRBS, grades 9-12. Based on response to the question, “During the past 30 davs, did vou use chewing tobaceo, anchas

Redman, Fevi Garrett, or Beechnut, or snutt, such as Skoal, Skoa, Bandits, or Copenhagen?”
WA = Nat available.
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Table 35. Percentage of high school students who use smokeless tobacco, by gender, Youth Risk Behavior

Surveys, United States and selected U.S. sites, 1991

Site

Smokeless tobacco use*

Female Male Total
Weighted data

National survey 1 19 10

State surveys
Alabama 2 31 16
Georgia 2 22 12
ldaho 3 24 14
Nebraska 2 26 14
New Mexico 4 27 16
New York' 2 19 1
Puerto Rico? 0 5 2
South Carolina 2 20 11
South Dakota 10 29 20
Utah 2 12 7

Local surveys
Chicago 2 5 3
Dallas 1 7 4
Fort Lauderdale 1 9 4
Jersey City 1 6 3
Miami 1 6 3
Philadelphia 2 6 4
San Diego 1 7 4

Unweighted data®

State surveys
Colorado! 6 32 19
District of Columbia? 2 5 4
Hawaii 2 14 8
Montana 7 33 20
New Hampshire 4 22 13
New Jersey! 2 14 7
Oregon 5 28 16
Pennsylvania’ 2 29 16
Tennessee 1 34 17
Vosconsin 3 19 11
Wyoming 5 31 19

Local surve s
Boston 1 5 3
New York City 1 5 3
San Francisco 2 6 4

Source: Centers for Disease Control (1992d).

*Respondents used chewing tobacco or snuff on 1 or more of the 30 days preceding the survey.

'Surveys did not include students from the largest city.
ICategorized as a state for furding purposcs.

“Fourteen sites had overall response rates below 60 percent or had unavailable documentation; weiglhted estimates

were not reported.
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Table 36. Percentage of young people who currently {within the past 30 days) use cigarettes and/or
smokeless tobacco , by gender, race/Hispanic origin, region, and age/grade, National Household
Surveys on Drug Abuse (/NHSDA), Monitoring the Future Project (MTFP), Youth Risk
Behavior Survey (YRBS), United States, 1991, 1992

Characteristic NHSDA* MTEP! YRBS! .
Overall 15.1 332 318
Gender
Male 17.1 388 358
Female 13.0 27.3 27.6
Race/Hispanic origin®
White, non-Hispanic 17.9 38.4 3.2
Male 20.3 43.0 10.0
Female 15.4 333 32.0
Black, non-Hispanic 6.0 8.8 13.7
Male 6.6 14.3 16.0
Female 54 4.5 v 11.6
Hispanic 10.9 NA= 28.1
Male 10.8 NA 33.6
Female 10.9 NA 23.1
Age/grade
12-14 years 51
15-16 years 16.2
17-18 vears 28.5
8th grade 20.5
9th grade 26.7
10th grade 27.6 29.6
11th grade 356.3
12th grade 332 347
Region
Northeast 28.2 35.1
North Central 17.0 377 40.8
South 14.5 30.3 28.8
Woest 14.2 30.0 27.6

Sources: 1991 NHSDA: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention (CDC), Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished
data); 1992 MTEP: Johnston, O'Malley, Bachman (in press); Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan (unpub-
lished data); 1991 YRBS: CDC, Division of Adolescent and School Health (unpublished data).

*1991 NHSDA, aged 12-18 vears. Based on responses Lo the questions, “When was the most recent time you smoked a
ciearette?” and “When was the most recent time you used chewing tobacco or snuff or other smokeless tobacco?”

a2 MTFP surveys of high school seniors. Based on responses to the questions, "How frequently have you smoked
cigarettes during the past 30 days?” and “How frequently have vou taken smokeless tobacco during the past 30 days?”
991 YRBS, grades 9-12. Based on responses to the questions, “During the past 30 days, on how many days did you smoke
cigarettes?” and “During the past 30 davs, did vou use chewing tobaceo, such as Redman, Levi Garrett, or Beechnut, or
snuff, such as Skoal, Skoal Bandits, or Copenhagen?”

SNA = Mot available.
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white adolescents was higher than for Hispanics and
blacks. Tobacco use increased with increasing age and
was most common in the north-central region of the
United States.

Sociodemographic Risk Factors for Smokeless
Tobacco Use

Current use of smokeless tobacco among male
high school seniors varied according to scveral
sociodemographic indicators, as shown by the 19861989
MTEP surveys (N [weighted] = 5,277). The prevalence of
current smokeless tobacco use was 28 percent among
those who lived alone, 29 percent among those living in
father-only households, 16 percent among those living in
mother-only households, and 20 percent among those
living with both parents. Current use was more common
among maleseniorsliving on farms (34 percent) and inthe
country (31 percent) than among those living inmedium-
sized to very large cities or suburbs (11 to 17 percent). The
prevalence of current use was greater among students
who rated their academic performance as average (25
percent) or below average (26 percent) than among those
whorated their performance as slightly aboveaverage (18
percent) or far above average (16 percent). Smokeless
tobacco use was more common among male seniors who
Slanned to enter the armed forces after high school than
among those who did not have such plans (23 vs. 19
percent). Theself-reported importance of religion did not
affect the prevalence of smokeless tobacco use among
these MTFP seniors.

Crade When Smokeless Tobacco Use Begins

The grade distribution for swhich MTFP seniors
reported first trving smokeless tobacco was more similar
to that reported for cigarettes than it was for those re-
ported for alcohol, marijuana, and cocaine (Figure 8).
Among, seniors who had used smokeless tobacco, 23
percent had first done so by grade six, 53 percent by
grade eight, and 73 percent by the ninth grade.

Attempts to Quit Using Smokeless Tobacco

Twenty-two percent of the male high school
seniors in the 1986-1989 MTFP who had regularly
used smokeless tobaceo reported that they had not
used the product during the 30 davs preceding the
survey. In the 1986-1989 TAPS, 12- through 18-vear-
olds who regularly used smokeless tobacco were
asked to report the number of times thev had tried to
quit. Nineteen percent of males and 14 percent of
females reported never making a quit attempt. Thirty-
three percent of males and 72 percent of females had
made one attempt to quit, 27 percent of males and 14

percent of females had tried quitting two or three
times, and 21 pereent of males and no females had
tried to quit four or more times (1989 TAPS, CDC,
OSH, unpublished data).

Smokeless Tobacco Brand Preference

TAPS also asked those who had regularly used
smokeless tobacco what brand they usually bought.
Among males in this subgroup (N = 300), 38 percent
usually bought Copenhagen, 26 percent purchased Skoal
or Skoal Bandits, 9 pereent purchased Redman, 6 percent
bought Levi Garrett, 2 percent purchased Beechnut, and
19 percent purchased other smokeless tobacco brands
(1989 TADPS, CDC, OSH, unpublished data).

Trends in Perceived Health Risks of Smokeless
Tobacco Use

High school seniors in the MTFD were asked, “How
much do you think people risk harming themselves
(physically or in other ways) if they use smokeless tobacco
regularly (chewing tobacco, plug, dipping tobacco,
snuff)?” Overall in 1991, 37 percent reported that great
risk of harm is associated with smokeless tobacco use
(ISR, University of Michigan, unpublished data); more
females (43 percent) than males (32 pereent) and more
blacks (44 percent} than whites (36 percent) were of this
opinion. Western respondents more frequently held this
belief (43 percent) than respondents in the South (37
percent), the Northeast (36 percent), and the north-cen-
tral United States (35 percent). Respondents who planned
to attend eollege for four years were more likely to report
this belief than those without college plans (39 vs. 33
percent).

When the overall percentage of seniors in the 1986--
1989 MTFP who believed that great risk is associated
with smokeless tobacco use is plotted against the
percentage of seniors who had used smokeless tobacco,
the trends of these percentages are inversely related
(Figure 9). Between 1986 and 1988, the percentage of
seniors who believed that great risk is associated with
smokeless tobacco use increased from 26 to 33 percent.
Between 1988 and 1989, this percentage remained rela-
tively stable. The percentage of seniors who had used
smokeless tobacco increased slightly between 1986 (31
percent) and 1987 (32 pereent) and decreased by 1989 (29
percent). This finding is similar to that observed for
cigarette smoking (Figure 5).

In the 1989 TAPS, 94 percent of 12- through 18-
vear-old males reported that use of chewing tobacco and
snuff can cause cancer. Ninety-three percent of those
males who had never used smokeless tobacco and 96
percent of those who had regularly used the product
endorsed that statement (Allen et al. 1993).
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Figure 9. Trends in the percentage of high school seniors who believe that regular use of smokeless
tobacco is a serious health risk and who have ever used smokeless tobacco, Monitoring the

Future Project, United States, 1986-1989
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Sources: Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley (1987, 1991); Johnston, Bachman, O'Malley (1991, 1992).

Smokeless Tobacco Use and Other Drug Use

Prevalence of Smokeless Tobacco Use and Other
Drug Use

The majority of male high school seniors in the
19861989 MTFP who used alcohol, marijuana, cocaine,
or inhalants did not use smokeless tobacco (Table 37).
Smokeless tobacco use, however, was from 1.5t0 3.9 times
higher among users of these drugs thanamong nonusers,
Most notably, 90 percent of smokeless tobacco users were
also alcohol drinkers. Almost one-third (31 percent) of
smokeless tobacco users also used marijuana, 7 percent
used cocaine, and 5 percent used inhalants. The preva-
lence of other drug use was from 1.4 to 1.9 times greater
among smakeless tobacco users than nonusers.

Grade When Use of Smokeless Tobacco and
Cigarettes Begins

In the 1986-1989 MTFP, 28 pereent of all males had
never tried cigarettes or smokeless tobacco by the 12th

102 Epidemiology

grade; 44 percent had tried both; 18 percent had tried
cigarettes but not smokeless tobacco; and 9 percent had
tried smokeless tobacco but not cigarettes (Table 38). Of
those male seniors who had tried both, 37 percent had
tried cigarettes before smokeless tobacco, 24 percent had
tried smokeless tobacco before cigarettes, and 40 percent
had first tried both at about the same time.

Smokeless Tobacco Use and Other Health-
Related Behaviors

In the 1991 YRBS, male high school students were
more likely to report past-month use of smokeless tobacco
if they rarely or never wore scat belts, were frequently
involved in physical fights, carried weapons during one
or more of the preceding 30 days, and had made one or
more suicide attemipts during the preceding 12 months
(Table 27). These students were also more likely to
currently use smokeless tobacco if they had ever had
sexual intercourse (Table 28). Smokeless tobacco use did
not vary appreciably (compared with cigarette smoking)

4
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Table 37. Prevalence (%) of smokeless tobacco use among users of other drugs and prevalence of other drug
use among smokeless tobacco users,* male high school seniors, Monitoring the Future
Project, United States, 1986 -1989

Prevalence of Prevalence of Prevalence of " Prevalence of
smokeless smokeless other drug use other drug use
tobacco use tobacco use among smoke- among nonusers
among users of among nonusers less tobacco of smokeless

Other drugs other drugs of other drugs users tobacco
Alcohol 26.3 6.8 89.6 63.8
Marijuana 27.6 17.6 30.9 20.0
Cocaine? 28.7 19.6 7.4 4.6
Inhalants? 323 19.6 5.0 2.6

Source: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention, Office on Smoking and Health {unpublished data).
*Any use of smokeless tobaceo or other drugs during the past month.

‘Includes “coke,” “crack,” and “rock.”

'Glue, aerosols, laughing gas, ete.

Table 38. Percent distribution of male high school seniors (N [weighted] = 4,254), by grade in which they
first used cigarettes and smokeless tobacco {used in the past 30 days), Monitoring the Future
Project (MTEFP), United States, 1986-1989

Grade when respondent first tried smokeless tobacco

Grade when

respondent
first tried Never Row
cigarettes <6 7-8 9 10 11 12 used total
<6 7.1 4.9 2.3 1.4 07 0.3 5.8 224
7-8 2.1 5.8 2.5 1.3 0.8 0.3 1.7 17,5
9 1.3 2.0 23 0.9 0.4 0.2 32 10.3
10 0.6 0.7 1.0 1.5 0.2 0.1 2.3 6.4
1 0.1 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.1 1.5 39
12 * 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.9 1.9
Never used 2.0 2.7 1.9 1.1 1.3 0.2 28.3 7.6
Column total 13.3 169 11.0 6.9 4.0 1.4 16.7 1000

Source: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention, Office on Smoking and Health (unpublished data).
* < 005,

Note: Totals mayv not equal the sum of individual percentages because of rounding,

by how manv lifetime sexual partners these males had team (Table 29). This finding is opposite to that found
had or by whether they had used a condom during their for cigarette smoking and sports. Smokeless tobacco use
most recent sexual intercourse. Lastly,  students were was also more likely among students who had used
consistently more likely to currently use smokeless to- steroids without a doctor’s presceription,

bacco if they had participated on a sponsored sports
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Tobacco use primarily begins in early adolescence,
typically by age 16; almost all first use occurs before
the time of high school graduation.

Smoking prevalence among adolescents declined
sharply in the 1970s, but the decline slowed signifi-
cantly in the 1980s. At least 3.1 million adolescents
and 25 percent of 17- and 18-year-olds are current
smokers.

Although current smoking prevalence among fe-
male adolescents began exceeding that among males
by the mid- to late-1970s, both sexes are now equally
likely to smoke. Males are significantly more likely
than females to use smokeless tobacco. Nationally,
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white adolescents are more likely to use all forms of
tobacco than are blacks and Hispanics. The decline
in the prevalence of cigarette smoking among black
adolescents is noteworthy.

Many adolescent smokers are addicted to cigarettes;
these young smokers report withdrawal symptoms
similar to those reported by adults.

Tobacco use in adolescence is associated with arange
of health-compromising behaviors, including being
involved in fights, carrying weapons, engaging in
higher-risk sexual behavior, and using alcohol and
other drugs.
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Appendix1. Sources of Data

National Teenage Tobacco Surveys and
Teenage Attitudes and Practices Survey

The US. Public Health Service (primarily OSH,
which was formerly called the National Clearinghouse
for Smoking and Hlealth) and the U.S. Department of
Education collected data on cigarette sinoking patterns
among teenagers (aged 12 through 18) in 1968, 1970,
1972, 1974, and 1979 (USDHEW 1972, 1976, 1979b) and
on teenage use of cigarettes and smokeless tobacco in
1989 (Allen et al. 1991, 1993; Moss et al. 1992). These
surveys are referred to collectively as the National Teen-
age Tobacco Surveys. All six surveys were conducted
via telephone. (In 1968, results from in-person inter-
views conducted in households without telephones in-
dicated that the exclusion of such households would not
significantly influence the data obtained from the tele-
phone sample [USDHEW 1972].) However, the 1989
survey, often referred to as the Teenage Attitudes and
Practices Survey, mailed questionnaires to those persons
in the sample who could not be reached by telephone
(Allen et al. 1991, 1993; Moss et al. 1992). (See Table 1 for
sample sizes, types of surveys, response rates, ages, and
sponsoring agencies.)

The response rate was reported only for the 1989
survey (82 percent) (Allen et al. 1991, 1993). Estimates
from the 1968-1979 NTTS were based on unweighted
data; those from the TAPS incorporated survey design
and post-stratification weights. Because of differences in
sampling, weighting, and interviewing procedures, the
1989 survey cannot be readily compared with the earlier
surveys.

TAPS is ongoing. TAPS 1, which included a na-
tional longitudinal component, was conducted in spring
1993; data were not available for this report.

National Household Surveys on Drug Abuse

Since 1974, NIDA has conducted periodic house-
hold surveys (the NHSDA) of the civilian, non-
institutionalized population of persons aged 12and older.
These surveys are now sponsored by SAMSHA. Pub-
lished data are available from surveys conducted by
NIDA for the ycars 1974, 1976, 1977, 1979, 1982, 1985,
1988, 1990, and 1941 (Abelson and Atkinson 1975; Abelson
and Fishburne 1976; Fishburne, Abelson, Cisin 198(0;
Miller et al. 1983; USDFHS 1988a, 1990a, 1991a, 1992a).

Multistage sampling designs were used to ran-
domly sample households in the 48 contiguous states;

the 1991 survey also included Alaska and Hawaii
(USDHHS 1992a). Respondents were interviewed in
their homes by trained personnel. The response rate
averaged 80 percent (Gfroerer 1993), and the data were
weighted to provide national estimates. For all years
except 1979, “ever smokers” were defined as persons
who reported having tried a cigarette, and “current smok-
ers” were defined as persons who had smoked within
the past month. For 1979, only persons who reported
having smoked five or more packs of cigarettes in their
lifetime were asked if they were current smokers; direct
comparison with other NIDA surveys is thus problem-
atic. The results of the 1982 survey have been used to
adjust the 1979 prevalence estimates to be more compa-
rable with other years. From 1974 through 1982, race
information was categorized as either white or races
other than white; from 1985 through 1991, this informa-
tion was categorized as white, black, and other (Abelson
and Atkinson 1975; Abelson and Fishburne 1976;
Fishburne, Abelson, Cisin 1980; Miller et al. 1983;
USDHHS 1986a, 1990a, 1991a, 1992a). Patterns of use
identified by the 1991 survey are described for persons
12 through 18 years old. In addition, the initiation pat-
terns of persons 30 through 39 years of age are used to
estimate the percentage of people who initiate smoking
after 18 years of age. Since 1988, the NHSDA has also
collected data on smokeless tobacco use.

The NHSDA is conducted annually; 1992 data were
not available for this report.

Monitoring the Future Project Surveys

The University of Michigan’s ISR, under grants
from NIDA, has surveyed nationally representative
samples of high school seniors in the spring of each year
since 1975 as part of the MTFP. In 1991 and 1992, 8th-
and 10th-grade students were also surveyed. This report
includes analyses from published or in-press data from
1976 through 1992 (Bachman, Johnston, O’Malley 1980a,
b, 1981, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991; Bachman ct al. 1991;
Johnston, Bachman, O'Malley 1980a, b, 1982, 1984, 1986,
1991, 1992; Johnston, O'Malley, Bachman 1992a, 1992),
from unpublished data for 1989 through 1992 (ISR, Uni-
versity of Michigan, unpublished data), and from analy-
ses of public-use computer tapes for the 1976-1989
surveys (CDC, OSH, unpublished data). The data from
1975 were not included in this report, because a com-
puter tape was not available for 1975 and because the
response rate was much lower and the sample size much
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smaller than in subsequent years (Johnston and Bachman
1980). A multistage sampling design is used to ran-
domly select high school seniors in public and private
schools within the 48 contiguous states. Sclf-adminis-
tered standardized questionnaires are provided by
trained personnel to students in their classrooms. From
125 to 135 high schools are selected each year. From 66
percent to 80 percent of selected schools have partici-
pated, and 77 percent to 86 percent of sampled seniors
have participated (nearly all nonparticipation has been
due to absenteeism) (Johnston, O'Malley, Bacluman
1991a). The data are weighted to provide national esti-
mates, and approximately 16,000 completed intervicws
are obtained cach vear.

For this report, longitudinal analvses were also
conducted by using panel data from nationally represen-
tative samples of the senior classes of 1976 through 1986.
These students were then followed up five to six years
after high school, from 1981 through 1991, when the
respondents were 23 to 24 years old (Johnston, O'Mallev,
Bachman 1992b). Data from 11 classes were combined to
produce an adequate sample size for analysis, vielding a
total of 13,665 respondents, Of those students sampled,
a random fifth received a question regarding their future
expectations to smoke. From 70 to 80 percent of the
surveved seniors remained in the panel five vears later
(Johnston, O’Malley, Bachman 1991b).

The MTFP collected information on the prevalence
of smokeless tobacco use from 1986 through 1989, and
again in 1992. MTFDP data are co'lected annually; 1993
data were not available for this report.

Youth Risk Behavior Survey

CDC developed the Youth Risk Behavior Surveil-
lanceSystem to measure six categories of priority health-
risk behaviors among adolescents: (1) behaviors that
contribute to unintentional and intentional injurics; (2)
tobacco use; (3) alcohol and other drug use; (4) sexual
behaviors that result in unintended pregnancy and sexu-
ally transmitted discase, including HIV infection; (5)
unhealthful dietary behaviors; and (6) physical inactiv-
ity. Data were collected through national, state, and
local school-based surveys of high school students dur-
ing the spring of odd-numbered years and through a
1992 national houschold-based survey of vouths aged
12 through 21 (Kelbe 1990; Kolbe, Kann, Collins 1993).
Only the 1991 state and local data are used in this report.
The 1991 national school-based YRBS used a three-stage
cluster sample dL‘Hl;,n The target population consisted
of all public and private school students in grades 9
through 12 in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
Schools with substantial numbers of black and Hispanic
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students were samipled atrelatively higher rates than all
other schools.

Survev proceduvres were designed to protect stu-
dent privacy and allow anonymous participation. The
75-item questionnaire was administered in the class-
room by trained data collectors, and students recorded
responses on answer sheets designed for scanning by
computer. Parental notification was completed betore
survey administration. The school response rate was 75
percent, and the student response rate was 90 percent. A
total of 12,272 students completed questionnaires in 137
schools. The data were weighted to provide national
¢stimates of 9th- through 12th-grade students.

In addition to the 1991 national YRBS, individual
surveys were conducted that vear among samples of
high school students by 23 state and 10 local depart-
ments of education. CDC reports weighted data when
the overall (school and student) response rates are at
least 60 percent (CDC 1992d). Nine questions on the
survey measured tobacco use. These questions addressed.
experimentation with cigarette smoking, age at initiation
of cigarette smoking, regular use of cigarettes, age at
initiation of regular cigarette smoking, number of davs
cigarettes were smoked during the previous 30 days,
number of cigarettes smoked per day, number of attempts
to quit smoking, and use of smokeless tobacco.

YRBS data are collected everv odd vear at both the
national and local levels; 1993 data were not available.

To provide greater access to youths who do not
attend school, the CDC and the Bureau of the Census
incorporated & Youth Risk Behavior Supplement to the
1992 National Health Interview Survey. The supplement
was conducted among 12- through 21-vear-old youths
from a national probability sample of households. School-
age vouths not atiending school were oversampled.

The questionnaire for this survey was adminis-
tered through individual portable cassette players with
earphones; after listening to questions, respondents
marked their answers on standardized answer sheets.
This methodology should help voung people with
reading problems to complete the survev and should
enhance confidentiality during household administra-
tion (Kolbe, Kann, Collins 1993). Data from this survey
were not available for this report.

Natin.. 1l Health Interview Surveys

To determine cigarette smoking trends among older
adolescents (aged 18 and 19), this analysis used data
from NT11S from 1974, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1983, 1985, 1987,
1988, 1990, and 1991 (NCHS 1985, 19884, b; CDC, OSlH,
unpublished data). Since 1957, NC1HS has been collect-
ing health data from a probability sample of the civilian,
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noninstitutionalized adult population of the United States
(NCHS 1958, 1975, 1985, 1989). For the serial cross-sec-
tional analyses, data from surveys conducted during or
after 1974 are used to eliminate proxy reports from the
comparisons. In 1985, the sample design was changed to
produce more precise estimates for blacks by oversamipling,
Most interviews were conducted in the home; when re-
spondents could not be interviewed in person, telephone
interviews were conducted.  The sample was then
poststratified by age, gender, and racial distribution of the
US. population for the survey year and weighted to pro-
vide national estimates. The overall NHIS response rate
for surveys on smoking is at least 85 percent (NCHS 1985,
1988a, L; CDC, OSH, unpublished data).

Inotheranalyses, trends in the reconstructed preva-
lence of cigarette smoking among persons 10 through 19
years old are reported using data from the 1970, 1978,
1979, 1980, and 1987 surveys (USDHHS 1992a). In addi-
tion, age at initiation of regular smoking is reported for
respondents to the 1970, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1987, and 1988
surveys. The 1978, 1979, and 1980 survevs collected
information on usual brand smoked; these data are re-
ported for 18- and 19-year-old respondents. The 1970
NH]ISalso collected data on smokeless tobacco use among
persons 17 through 19 vears old.

NHIS data on smoking are collected annually, un-
til af least 1995.

Appendix 2. Measures of Cigarette Smoking

As is documented in Chapter 4 of this report (sce
“Developmental Stages of Smoking™) and in the 1989
Surgeon General’s report on smoking and health
(USDHHS 1989b), the development of a pattern of dailv
smoking occurs in several stages over time.  Several
measures can be derived from the national surveys to

capture patterns of tobacco use among voung people
(Table 39).

Ever Smoking

Four surveys—TAPS, the NHSDA, the MTFP, and
the YRBS—have comparable definitions of ever smok-
ing. InTAPS and the YRBS, ever smokers are those who
have tried evena few puffs of a cigarette. In the NHSDA,
respondents who report having tried a cigarette are clas-
sified as ever users. I the MTFP, respondents who
report having smoked at least once or twice are classified
as ever smokers.  1ublished reports of the 1968-1979
NTTS merge never smokers and experimenters (those
whohave smoked at least a few putfs, but notas many as
100 cigarettes) into one category (USDHEW 1972, 1976
1979b); thus, the NTTS trend information on ever smek-
ing for those vears underestimates the actual prevaleace
of ever smoking.

Current Smoking

For TAPS, the NHSDA, the MTFD, and the YRBS,
current usage patterns are defined as anv use of cigarettes

within the 30 days preceding the survey. For the 1968-
1979 NTTS, current occasional smokers are defined as
those who smoke less than one cigarette a week, and
currentregular smokersare those whosmoke one ormore
cigarettes per weck or one or more per dav (USDHEW
1972, 1976, 1979b). In this chapter, current regular and
current occasional smokers are combined into one
category.

[he NHIS defines current smokers as those re-
spondents who have smoked at least 100 cigarettes and
who answer “yes” to the question, “Do you smoke ciga-
rettes now?” NHIS data on age at initiation of regular
smoking and on duration of abstinence for former smok-
ers have been used to reconstruct the prevalence of ciga-
rette smoking for the decades in this century before
svstematic surveillance of cigarette smoking was con-
ducted (USDHHS 1991b).  Using information on a
respondent’s date of birth, age at initiation of smoking,
and age at cessation (for former smokers), the smoking,
status of a respondent can be assessed for any given year.
Simiiar analyses have been reported in previous Sur-
geon General's reports (USDHHS 1980, 1985) and in the
published literature (Harris 1983; Escobedo and
Remington 1989; Pierce, Naquin, et al. 1991). For this
report, the reconstructed prevalence of smoking among,
those aged 10 through 19 vears is reported for the vears
1920-1980. These data are subject to recall bias; for some
respondents, more than 50 vears separated the vear they
were being surveyed and the recalled year they began
smoking regularly.
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Table 39. Smoking among young people in the United States—sources of national data, definitions of
use, 1968-1991

Source

National
Teenage
Tobacco
Surveys
(NTTS)

and

1989 Teenage
Attitudes

and Practices
Survey (TAPS)

National House-
hold Surveys on
Drug Abuse
(NHSDA)

Monitoring
the Future
Project
(MTFP)

Youth Risk
Behavior
Survey
(YRBS)

National
Health Interview
Surveys (NHIS)

Ever smoking

Any smoking, even a
few puffs (TAPS);
smoke now or have
smoked at least 100
cigarettes (for
trends, 1968-1979)

Ever tried a cigarette;
ever smoked daily

Smoked cigarettes at
least once or twice

Any smoking, even one
or two puffs;

ever smoked regularly
(at least one cigarette
every day for 30 days)

Smoked at least 100
cigarettes in entire
life

Age/grade when
respondent first
tried smoking

Age when smoked first
whole cigarette

Age when first tried a
cigarette; age

when first started
smoking daily

Grade when smoked first
cigarette; grade when
first smoked on

a daily basis

Age when first smoked
a whole cigarette; age
when first started
smoking regularly

(at least one cigarette
every day for 30 days)

Age when first started
smoking cigarettes
fairly regularly

Current
smoking status

Smoke now (1968-1979);
any smoking dusing

tl.e past 30 days (%" \PS);
number of days

smoked during

the past 30 days (TAPS)

Any smoking during
the past 30 days

Any smoking during
the past 30 days

Any smoking during
the past 30 days;
number of days smoked
during the past 30 davs

Smoke cigarettes now;

reconstructed prevalence
of smoking

Sources: NTTS: U.S. Departmient of Health, Education, and Welfare (1972, 1976, 1979b); TAPS: Allen et al. (1991, 1993);
Moss et al. (1992); NHSDA: Abelson and Atkinson (1973); Abelson and Fishburne (1976); Fishburne, Abelson, Cisin
(1980); Miller et al. (1983); U.S. Department of Health and Human Services [USDHHS] (1988a, 1990a, 1991a, 1992a, 1993);
MTEFP: Bachman, Johnston, O'Mallev (1980a, b, 1981, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991); Johnston, Bachman, O'Malley (1980a, b,
1982, 1984, 1986, 1991, 1992); Johnston, O'Mallev, Bachman (in press); YRBS: Kolbe (1990); Centers for Discase Control
(1992¢, d); NHIS: National Center for Health Statistics (1958, 1975, 1985, 1988a, b, 1989); USDHHS (1991b).

*Not all potential sources of data on vouth smoking are used in this report.
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Steps to
Number of cigarettes Lifetime Former improve data
smoked each day smoking smoking validity
Average number of cigarettes 11-item scale No smoking during the past ~ Assured
smoked per day during the (TAPS) 30 days among respondents confidentiality
past 7 days (TAPS) who have smoked at Jeast
100 cigarettes (TAPS);
quit attempts during the
previous 6 months (TAPS)
Average number of cigarettes * * Assured
smoked per day during the confidentiality
past 30 days
Average number of cigarettes 5-item scale No smoking during the Assured
smoked per day during the 6-item scale past 30 days among people confidentiality
past 30 days who have ever smoked
regularly; interest
in quitting;
difficulty quitting
Average number of cigarettes * * Assured
smoked on the days smoked anonymity
during the past 30 dayvs
* * Does not smoke cigarettes Assured
now; length of time confidentiality

Frequent and Heavy Smoking

Measures of more frequent or heavy use are avail-
able from four of the survevs. In TAPS and the YRBS, the
reported number of days smoked in the previous 30
days is used to describe the frequency of use. For this
report, frequent smoking is defined as smoking on 20 of
the 30 davs preceding the survev. The MTFDP asks re-
spondents how frequently they have smoked during the
previous 30 days. Possible responses are "not at all,”

REQT ~NDV AVAINI AR E

since last smoked
cigarettes regularly

"o

"less than one cigarette per day,” “one to five cigarettes
per day,” “about one-half pack per day,” “about one
pack per day,” “about one and one-half packs per day,”
and "two packs or more per day.” The NHSDA usces a
similar question with similar response categories to clas-
sify use within the previous 30 days. For this report,
heavy smoking is defined as smoking at least one-half
pack of cigarettes per day. MTFI? participants who re-
sponded that they smoked at least one to tive cigarettes
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perday have been classified traditionally as “daily” smok-
ers (USDHHS 1989b; Johnston, O’Malley, Bachman 1991a)
and are so classified in this report. However, some
persons who average one or more cigarettes per day
during a given month may not have smoked on every
day of that month.

Age or Grade When Smoking Begins

Age at initiation is measured as the age when a
respondent first tried a cigarette (NHSDA), smoked the
first whole cigarette (TAPS, YRBS), first became a daily
smoker (YRBS, NHSDA), or started smoking fairly regu-
larly (NHIS). The MTFP records the school grades in
which the respondent first smoked a cigarette and first
smoked on a daily basis. The NHIS measure of the age
when the respondent first started smoking fairly regu-
larly can be used to estimate the percentage of adults
who becamie regular smokers during their adolescent
years.

Number of Cigarettes Smoked Each Day

Besides inquiring about the average number of
cigarettes smoked during the 30 days preceding the sur-
vey, TAPS asks respondents to report the number of
cigarettes smoked on each of the seven days preceding
the survey. The YRBS, on the other hand, determines the
average nunioer of cigarettes smoked on the days ciga-
rettes were smoked during the previous 30 days.

Lifetime Patterns of Smoking

The MTFP asks participants if they have ever
smoked cigarettes.  The response categories (“never,”
“once 6r twice,” “occasionally, but not regularly,” “regu-
larly in the past,” and “regularly now”) can be used to
summarize lifetime patterns of use. To assess the
relationship between cigarette smoking and various
health status indicators, a five-item scale is used: never
smoked cigarettes or smoked once or twice; smoked
occasionally, but never regularly; smoked regularly in
the past, but not in the previous 30 days; smoke regularly
now and began dailv smoking in grades 10 through 12;
and smoke regularly now and began daily smoking before
grade 10.

A more detailed initiation continuum can be de-
fined through responses to three TAPS questions that
measure the likelihood of smoking in the future. Re-
spondents who have never tried cigarette smoking are
asked, Do vou think you will try a cigarette soon?”
Respondents who have never smoked and respondents
who have had onlv a few puffs of a cigaretic are asked,

110 Epidemiology
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“If one of your best friends were to offer you a cigarette,
would you smoke it?” All respondents are asked, “Do
you think you will be smoking cigarettes one year from
now?” By using responses to these questions on per-
ceived susceptibility to smoking in the future and by
using responscs to other questions on current smoking
patterns, one can construct an uptake continuum that
records how likely the respondent is to become a smoker
and whether or not a person has tried smoking, smoked
a whole cigarette, smoked 100 cigarettes, smoked atall in
the past 30 days, and smoked on 20 or more of the past
30 days.

Attempts to Quit Smoking

For the MTFP, Johnston, O'Malley, and Bachman
(1991a) have defined “noncontinuance” as no smoking
during the past 30 days among high school seniors who
report that they have smoked regularly. The MTFP also
measures interest in quitting (Do you want to stop
smoking now?”) and difficulty in quitting ("Have you
evertried to stop smoking and found that you couldn’t?”).
TAPS respondents who have smoked at least 100 ciga-
rettes and have not smoked in the past 30 days can be
considered former smokers. TAPS also records how
many times a smoker has tried to quit during the previous
six months.

Validity of Measures of Smoking

Smoking patterns among youth are most frequently
assessed through self-reported data. However, because
smoking is not considered a socially desirable behavior
for youth, especially among parents regarding their own
children’s smoking, young people may not report hon-
estly. Various survey methods thus try to improve the
validity of self-reported data. Factors that may influence
this validity include (1) the survey setting (e.g., at school
or at home), (2) the survey method (e.g., self-adminis-
tered questionnaire, in-person interview, or telephone
interview), (3) the use of the “bogus pipeline” manipula-
tion, 'escribed later, and (4) the degree of anonymity
available to the respondent.

Home- or telephone-based survevs might be ex-
pected to yicld higher estimates of adolescent smoking
than school-based surveys, since nonschool surveys are
much more likely to include chronic absentees and drop-
outs—groups known to have dramatically higher levels
of smoking (Piric, Murray, Lucpker 1988; CDC 1991a).
On the other hand, the greater anonymity afforded by
self-administered, school-based surveys might yield
higher estimates of adolescent smoking than face-to-face
or telephone interviews.  Because few studies have
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considered survey setting independent of the survey
method, however, these two issues are considered
together.

Zanes and Matsoukas (1979) first reported that
compared with school surveys, home surveys measur-
ably underreported smoking, though the underreporting,
was largely limited to students who were frequently
absent. Turner, Lessler, and Devore (1992) found that
past-month smoking prevalence among 12- through 17-
vear-olds were 10 to 30 percent higher if the self-admin-
istered version of the NHSDA home survey was used.
These investigators attributed their finding to the lack of
privacy that is often found in interviewer-ad ministered
home surveys. Luepker et al. (1989) attempted to im-
prove the efficiency of the home survey by using tele-
phone interviews rather than face-to-face interviews, but
found that the telephone method underestimated smok-
ing rates by 10 to 15 percent among, 17- through 21-vear-
olds. Comparison of the survevs reported in this chapter
suggests that home-based interviews (whether face-to-
face or by telephone) are more likely to underestimate
smoking than school-based, self-administered question-
naires. For example, for persons 17 and 18 years old,
past-month smoking prevalence was estimated to be 28
percent in the 1989 TADS (telephone home interviews)
and 26 percent in the 1991 NHSDA (face-to-face home
interviews); the prevalence for the sanme age group was
30 percent in the 1991 YRBS and 28 percent in the 1991
MTEP (both school-based, self-administered question-
naires). All four studies had high and comparable par-
ticipation rates and were weighted to provide national
estimates. Of 17- and 18-year-olds who remained in
school and participated in the 1989 TATS, 23 percent
smoked in the past month. Despite the differences in
reporting, survevs using home interviews complement
school-based surveys and provide access to a popula-
tion that is not available at school. Most notable, how-
ever, is the similarity of the patterns of tobacco use
across all of the surveillance systems.

Substantial work to improve the validity of self-
reported data has been limited largely to surveys that
use school-based, sclf-administered questionnaires.
Among these efforts has been the development of the
“bogus pipeline” approach (Jones and Sigall 1971) to
school-based surveys, first introduced to cigarette smok-
ing research by Evans, Hansen, and Mittelmark (1977).
The approach has two components: (1) subjects must be
told that the intestigator has a biochemical test that will
accurately assess a respondent’s smoking patterns, and
(2) this test must be administered (or the biological speci-
men must b collected) when the usual self-reported

data are collected. Several legitimate biochemical tests
have been used, including measuring carbon monoxide
in expired air and measuring thiocvanate or cotinine in
saliva. Generally, tests measuring nicotine and cotinine
levels have higher sensitivity and specificity—as well as
higher cost—than tests measuring carbon monoxide and
thiocvanate (e.g., Bauman et al. 1989; Biglan ¢ al. 1985;
Etzel 1990; Fears et al. 1987; Jarvis et al. 1987. 1985; Noland
etal. 1988; Wall et al. 1988). Sensitivity to these measures
increases with age, since as adolescents become older,
smoking becomes both more regular and—because it
also becomes more socially acceptable—more likely to
have occurred shortly before a test is administered. The
bogus pipeline procedure has been generaily associated
with an increase in the percentage of adelescents who
report smoking (Murray and Perry 1987), but this has not
beenshown uniformly (Campanelli, Dielman, Shope 1987;
Hill, Dill, Davenport 1988; Werch et al. 1987). The proce-
dure may also have the negative effect of reducing rap-
port with adolescents by implving that the interviewer
does not trust the respondent to be honest (Velicer et al.
1992).

None of the surveillance svstems described in this
chapter used the bogus pipeline procedure. However,
the care thatall of the surveillance svstems took to assure
respondents of confidentiality or anonymity may have
attenuated the potential for underreporting. Other pos-
sible causes of differences in estimates among svstems
are the varied composition of the samples (including
which schools and households participated in the stud-
ies) and the varied wording of questions used in the
surveys (Converse and Traugott 1986).

Although underreporting will influence a point es-
timate of prevalence, trends are likely to be consistent if
the survey methodology (and thus any undeireporting)
remains constant over time. Changes in the social ac-
ceptability of smoking and in attitudes towards smoking,
behavior are factors that across time mayv differentially
affect self-reports (USDHHS 1989b).  However, MTFP
data can be used to compare the trends of self-reported
cigarette smoking prevalence with the high school se-
niors’ reports of use by their friends, a measure for which
there should be little reason to underreport. The trend in
the percentage of seniors who report that most or all of
their friends smoke is similar to the trend for self-
reported prevalence, particularly over the past 10 vears
(Figure 10). These comparable trends hold for males and
females and for whites and blacks (Bachman, Johnston,
O’Malley 1980a, b, 1981, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991; Johnston,
Bachiman, O'Mallev 1980a, b, 198, 1984, 1986; 1991, 1992;
ISR, U niversity of Michigan, unpublished data).
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Self-reported prevalence of smoking one or more cigarettes per day during the past menth and

reported prevalence of smoking among friends, high school seniors, Monitoring the Future

Project, United States, 1976 -1991
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Sources: Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley (1980a, 1981, 1984, 1985, 1987, 1991); Johnston, Bachman, O'Maliev (19804, b, 1982,
1984, 1986, 1991, 1992); Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan (unpublished data).

Appendix 3. Measures of Smokeless Tobacco Use

Although little research has focused onhow simoke-
less tobacco use develops from trial use to current use, it
is probable that, like smoking, smokeless tobacco use
occurs over time and in multiple stages. Several mea-
sures can be derived from the national surveys to de-
scribe this process (see Table 40).

Ever Use of Smokeless Tobacco

TAPS, the NHSDA, and the MTFP include ques-
tions on initial (and thus “ever”) use of smokeless tobacco.
TAPS asks respondents whether thev have ever tried
using chewing, tobacco or snuff. The NHSDA asks how
recently respondents have used chewing tobaceo or snuff
or other smokeless tobacco; “never used smokeless to-
baccoinlifetime” is a precoded response category. Inthe
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MTEP, respondents are asked, “Have vou ever taken or
used smokeless tobacco (snuff, plug, dipping tobacco,
chewing tobacco)?” Respondents who report that they
have taken or used smokeless tobacco at least “once or
twice” are classified as ever users,

Current Use of Smokeless Tobacco

Current use of smokeless tobacco is assessed in the
MTED, the NT1SDA, and the YRBS. Any reported use ot
smokeless tobacco in the 30 days preceding the s arvey has
been classified in this report as “current use” Because
TADS creates a subcategory of current regular use from
the category of respondents who have ever used smoke-
less tobacco regularly, this report does not use TAS data
to assess the current use of smokeless tobaceo.
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definitions of use, and measures of use, 1989-1991

Table 40. Smokeless tobacco use among young people in the United States — sources of national data,

Age/grade
when respon-

Ever use of dent first Current Former use Steps to

smokeless used smoke- smokeless of smoke- improve data
Source tobacco less tobacco tobacco use less tobacco  validity
1989 Teenage Ever used Age when first * Ever regu- Assured
Attitudes and chewing started using larly used confidentiality
Practices tobccco or _ chewing
Surveys snuff tobacco or
(TAPS) snuff, but

not now

National Ever used Any use of * Assured
Household chewing chewing confidentiality
Surveys on tobacco or tobacco or
Drug Abuse snuff or snuff or other
(NHSDA) other smoke- smokeless

less tobacco tobacco

during the
past 30 days

Monitoring Taken or Grade when Any use of No smoke- Assured
the Future used smoke- first tried smokeless less tobacco confidentiality
Project less tobacco smokeless tobacco use during
(MTEP) (snuff, plug, tobacco (snuff, ~ during the the past 30

dipping plug, or past 30 days days among

tobacco, chewing people who

chewing tobacco) have ever

tobacco ) at used smoke-

least or.ce or less tobacco

twice regularly
Youth Risk Use of chew- Assured
Behavior ing tobacco, anonymity
Survey snuff, or both
(YRBS) during the

past 30 days

Sources: TAPS:

Allen et al. (1991, 1993); Moss et al. (1992); NHSDA: Abelson and Atkinson (1975); Abelson and

Fishburne (1976); Fishburne, Abelson, Cisin (1980); Miller et al. (1983); U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(1988a, 1990a, 1991a, 1992a, 1993); 1991 NHSDA: Centers for Discase Control and Prevention (CDC), Office on Smoking
and Health (unpublished data); MTFP: Bachman, Johnston, O'Malley (1987, 1991); johnston, Bachinan, O'Malley (1991,

1992); lohnston, O'Malley, Bachman (in press); YRBS: Kolbe (1990), CDC (1992¢, d).
* Not all potential sources of data on vouth smokeless tobacco use are used in this report.
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Grade When Smokeless Tobacco Use Begins

The MTED asks high school seniors to report the
school grade, if any, in which they first tried smokeless
tobacco, including snuff, plug, or chewing tobacco.

Attempts to Quit Using Smokeless Tobacco

In the MTEP, former smokeless tobacco users are
defined as respondents who ever used smokeless to-
bacco regularly but who have not used smokeless to-
baccoin the past 30 days. TAPS provides information on
the number of times current and former smokeless
tobacco users have tried to quit.

Validity of Measures of Smokeless Tobacco
Use

Literature is sparse on the use of biochemical mark-
ors to assess the validity of self-reported use of smokeless
tobacco, and the few studies available are inconsistent.
Cohen et al. (1988) reported that the use of a bogus
pipeline before collecting self-reported data on smoke-
less tobacco use among a sample of 282 male seventh-
and eighth-grade students resulted in self-reports hav-
ing 86 percent agreement with cotinine measurements
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(excluding smokers). These authors found that without
ihe bogus pipeline, smokeless tobacco use was
overreported. Bauman et al. (1989) studied 12- through
l14-year-old adolescents in the southeastern United
States. These investigators measured cotinine levels to
indicate the use of some form of tobacco and distin-
guished cigareite smokers from smokeless tobacco us-
ers by values of thiocyanate and carbon monoxide. The
authors found that fewer than half of the adolescents
identified through chemical tests as smokeless tobacco
users had reported such use in the past three days ona
self-administered questionnaire in the home. Discrimi-
nation between smokers and smokeless tobacco users
was also obtained by Noland et al. (1988) through mea-
sures of saliva cotinine and thiocyanate. As was noted
in this report’s discussion of the validity of smoking
measures (see Appendix 2), the home setting may be
conducive to underreporting. Ernster et al. (1990)
studied a sample of 1,109 major and minor league
baseball players and found that serum rotinine (< 12
ng/mL) and serum thiocyanate (< 85 mmol/L) cor-
rectly classified 95 percent of nonusers of smokeless
tobacco and cigarettes. Other methods for validating
smokeless tobacco use are being investigated, includ-
ing the use of strontium in the buccal epithelium of
smokeless tobacco users (Roberston and Bray 1988).
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Introduction

Tobacco use begins primarily through the
dvramic interplay of sociodemographic, environ-
mental, behavioral, and personal factors. These
psychosocial risk factors increase a person’s chances both
of beginning to use tobacco and of experiencing the
immediate and long-term health problems associated
with tobacco use. Young people (aged 10 through 18
years) are particularly affected by psychosocial factors
and are thus particularly vulnerable to adopting tobacco
use. Since psychosocial risk factors are the initial
influences in the causal chain thatleads to tobacco-related
health consequences, primary prevention efforts to re-
duce smoking prevalence must take these influences
into account.

Psychosocial risk factors for tobacco use can be
viewed as a continuum of proximal to distal factors.
Personal and behavioral factors that directly affect an
individual's choice to use tobacco (when a cigarette is
offered, forexample) are considered proximal risk factors,
whereas environmental and sociodemographic factors
(such as billboard advertising and houschold income)
that indirectly affect the accessibility or acceptability of
tobacco use are classified as distal factors. Proximal
factors are considered more immediate to a person’s
decision to use tobacco than distal factors. Still, as is
shown in Chapter 5 (see "Research on the Effects of
Cigarette Advertising and Promotional Activities on
Young People”), distal factors acquire potency if they are
pervasive and provide consistent, repetitive messages
across multiple channels. Distal factors are also powerful
because, over time, they affect proximal factors as these
influences become interpreted and internalized, particu-
larlyamong adolescents as they try toshape a matureself-
identity.

This review examines each of these sets of risk
factors to provide a comprehensive view of the anteced-
ents of tobacco use, first for cigarette smoking, then for
smokeless tobacco use. The database for this review
includes research studies that have been published pri-
marily in peer-refereed journals or books during the past
15 years.  Results from these studies were grouped

according to psvchosocial risk factor, and conclusions
were based on the availability and conclusiveness of the
evidence for a given risk factor. Table 1 summarizes the
major psychosocial risk factors examined in this chapter
and in Chapter 5.

Table1l. Psychosocial risk factors in the initiation
of tobacco use among adolescents
Smokeless
Risk factors Smoking tobacco
Sociodemographic factors
Low socioeconomic status X
Developmental stage X X
Male gender X
Environmental factors
Accessibility X X
Advertising X
Parental use
Sibling use X
Peer use X X
Normative expectations X X
Social support X
Behavioral factors
Academic achicvement X X
Other problem behaviors X X
Constructive behaviors X
Behavioral skills X
Intentions X X
Experimentation X X

Personal factors
Knowledge of consequences X
Functional meanings
Subjective expected utility
Self-esteem /self-image
Self-efficacy
Personality factors
Psychological well-being

X X X X X X
bad
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Surgeon General's Report

Introduction

Early public health efforts to prevent smoking
among, adolescents were largely informed by health-
related and demographie findings {rom resecarch stimu-
lated by the landmark 1964 Surgeon General’s report
on smoking and health (Public Health Service 1964;
Chassin, Presson, Sherman 1990). By the mid-1970s, the
ineffectiveness of these attempts to reduce rates of smok-

ing onset among adolescents further stimulated research -

into what motivates voung people to begin smoking
(Thompson 1978). Significani support for such research
was provided by the National Clearinghouse for Smok-
ing and Hoalth, the National Institutes of Health, the
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA), and various
private health organizations, including the American
Lung Association, the American Cancer Society, and the
American Heart Association.

The application of psychosocial theories to the area
of adolescent smoking behavior provided a major break-
through in the understanding of smoking, initiation and
development, pioneered by the conceptual and pilot work
of Leventhal (1968), Bandura (1977), Evans et al. (1978),
McAlister, Perry, and Maccoby (1979), and McGuire
(1984). Rather than view cigarette smoking as a health
behavior, these researchers examined smoking as a so-
cial behavior, with social causes, functions, and rein-
forcements. Although this carly work involved mostly
correlational research, such as examining the relation-
ship between parental smoking and children’s smoking
behavior, research became increasingly theory-driven,
longitudinal, prospective, and mwltivariate during the
1980s (Chassin, Presson, Sherman 1990). Conrad, Flay,
and Hill (1992) recently reviewed 27 prospective studies
on smoking, initiation published since 1980 (see Table 2
for characteristics of these studies). The large number of
such methodologically sophisticated studies provides a
sufficient base of knowledge to begin drawing conclu-
sions about the relative importance of a variety of risk
factors for the onset of tobacco use.

The process of onset requires clarification. Regard-
less of the age at which they smoke their first cigarette,
voung, people appear to progress through a sequence
of stages that takes them from receptivity
to dependence on tobacco use (Leventhal and Cleary
1980; Flay et al. 1983). Not all voung, people who try a
cigarctte become daily smokers; still, almost all of
those who become daily smokers have experienced simi-
lar, well-defined stages in the behavior-acquisition

124 Psychosocial Risk Factors

process. The risk factors for each of these stages appear
to differ; this variation suggests that ever. within the
seven vears of adolescence (ages 11 through 17), devel-
opmentally appropriate prevention programs should be
used (Leventhal, Fleming, Glvnn 1988).

Developmental Stages of Smoking

Flay (1993) discusses the five primary stages of
smoking initiation among children and adolescents (Fig-
ure 1). During the first or preparatory stage, attitudes
and beliefs about the utility of smoking are formed. At
this stage, even if no actual smoking behavior is enacted,
the child or adolescent may see smoking as functional—
as a way to appear mature, cope with stress, bond witha
new peer group, or display independence (Perry, Murray,
Klepp 1987). The second or trying stage encompasses
the first two or three times an adolescent smokes. Peers
are usually involved in situations that encourage trying
(Conrad, Flay, Hill 1992). Whether the physiological
effects of smoking are perceived to be negative and
whether these tries are socially reinforced determine if
an adolescent will proceed to the next stage (Leventhal,
Fleming, Ershler, unpublished data), experimentation,
which includes repeated but irregular smoking. At this
third stage, smoking is generally a response to a particu-
lar situation (such as a party) or to a particular person
(such as a best friend). These influences will not vet have
prompted a regular pattern of use. In the fourth stage,
regular use, an adolescent smokes on a regular basis,
usually at least weekly, and increasingly across a variety
of situations and personal interactions. The final stage,
nicotine dependence and addiction (see “Nicotine Ad-
diction in Adolescence” in Chapter 2), is characterized
by a physiological need for nicotine. This need includes
tolerance for nicotine, withdrawal symptoms if the per-
son tries to quit, and a high probability of relapse if the
person does quit (Flay 1993). These stages have been
further quantified and validated by Stern et al. (1987).

The time interval from the initial trv to the stage of
regular use takes an average of two to three years, with
considerable interval variation among individuals
(Leventhal, Fleming, Glynn 1988). McNeill (1991) found
in a prospective study that of those who experimented
with cigarettes, approximately half were smoking on a
daily basis within one vear. Leventhal, Fleming, and
Glynn (1988) suggest that the time interval from the
initial try to the stage of regular use may be extended,
partuularlv if the time is lengthened between the first
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and second try. This observation suggests that to delay
both the onset of first trials as well as the progression to
regular use, it seems critical to examine risk factors for
first use. Since a young person may become a regular
smoker in only two to three years, the adolescent period
of development (particularly middle school, junior high
school, and senior high school) is a crucial time for pre-

Sociodemographic Factors in the Initiation
of Smoking

Sociodemographic factors involve the economic,
political, social, and educational systems of a society.
These factors can be determinants of behavior, such as
tobacco use, even if the systemns they originate in are not
directly associated with the choice to begin that be-

vention efforts (Evans et al. 1978). havior. Within these system:, social disorganization or

Table 2. Characteristics of 27 prospective studies of smoking onset, various countries, 1980-1991

Year of Age* Timet Number?
Study pubiication Place (years) (months) (nonsmokers)
Allgren et al. 1982 Minnesota 10-11, 11-12 6 562
Alexander et al. 1983 NSW Australia® 10,11,12 12 5,065
Ary et al. 1989 Oregon 12-13,14-15,15-16 6 801
Ary and Biglan 1988 Oregon 12-15,15-16 12 737
Bauman et al. 1984 North Carolina 14-15 12 519
Brunswick and Messeri 1984 New York City  12-16 84 380
Charlton and Blair 1989 Manchester, UK 12-13 4 1513
Chassin et al. 1984 Indiana 11-16 12 1,207
Chassin et al. 1986 Indiana 11-16 12 145
Collins et al. 1987 Los Angeles 12-13 16 1,354
de Vries et al. 1990 Netherlands Secondary 12 555
Goddard 1990 England 11-15 24 2,251
Kellam, Ensminger, Simon 1980 Chicago 6-7 120 705
Krohn et al. 1983 lowa 12-18 12 NA®
lLawrance and Rubinson 1986 linois 12-14 8 346
McCaul et al. 1982 Minnesota 12-13 12 268
McNeill et al. 1988 Bristol, UK 11-13 30 1,261
Mittelmark et al. 1987 Minnesota 12-14,14-16 18 887
Murray et al. 1983 Derbyshire, UK 11-12 48 2,217
Newcomb, McCarthy, Bentler 1989 Los Angeles 12-13,13-14,14-15 96 NA
Pulkkinen 1982 Finland 8-9 144 135
Semmer, Cleary, et al. 1987 Berlin-Bremen 12-13 24 761
Semmer, Lippert, et al. 1987 Berlin-Bremen 12-14 6 763
Skinner et al. 1985 lowa 12-18 24 426
Stacy et al. unpublished Los Angeles 12-13 16 1,116
Sussman et al. 1987 Los Angeles 12-13 16 338
Urberg, Cheng, Shyu 1991 Detroit suburb 13-14,16-17 12 NA

Source:  Adapted from Conrad, Flay, Hill (1992).

*Age = Age (in years) of students at the beginning of the study.

'Time = Number of months from the beginning of the study to the final foilow-up wave,
fNumber = Number of nonsmoking students at the beginning of the study.

SNSW Australia = New South Wales, Australia,

‘NA = Not available.
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Figure1l. Stages of smoking initiation among children and adolescents
Preparatory Stage
Psvchosocial risk factors Adolescent forms attitudes
include advertising and and beliefs about
adult/sibling role models the utility of smoking,
who smoke cigarettes.
- Never smot.es
Trying Stage
Psvchosocial risk factors Adolescent smokes
include peer influences first few cigarettes.

to smoke, the perception
that smoking, is normative,
and the availability of
cigarettes.

s No longer smokes

Experimental Stage
Psychosocial risk factors
include social situations and
peers that support smoking,
low self-efficacy i ability to
refuse offers to smoke, and
the availability of cigarettes.

Adolescent smokes
repeatedly but irrepularly.

—®= - No longer smokes

Regular Use

Psvchosocial risk factors Adolescent smokes at least
include peers who smoke, weekly across a variety of
the perception that sr.oking, situations and personal
has personal utility, and interactions.
few restrictions on smoking
in school, home, and community Quit Ki

. : — uits smoking
settings. 5

Addiction/Dependent Smoker Adolescent has developed the

physiological need for nicotine.

Sources: Adapted from Flay (1993); LS. Departiment of Health and Human Services (1991,

breakdown and discrepancies between role aspirations behavioral tactors, such as normative expectations ot

and achievements may lead to incomplete or inappro- smoking, that affect the choice to use tobaceo (Flav 19930,

priate social development of adolescents. Inappropriate Tobacco use may vary according to broad tactors such as

social development, in turn, can alter pers<onal and an individual’s  sociocconomic  status,  family
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structure, age, gender, and cthnicity, especially when
examined across an entire population. Many of these
factors are covered in Chapter 3 (see “Recent Patterns of
Cigarette Smoking™).

Socioeconomic Status

Low socioeconomic status (SES) has been shown to
predict smoking initiation in multiple longitudinal stud-
ies (Conrad, Flay, Hill 1992). Semmer, Lippert, et al.
(1987) examined tobacco use among students in two
schools in Germany.  These investigators found that
seventh- and cighth-grade students from the school in a
low-income area (children of primarily blue-collar par-
ents) had higher baseline rates of tobacco use than youth
from the school in a higher-income arca.  Low-income
students were also more likely to begin smoking over the
course of this six-month study. Low-income students
had greater expectations of positive consequences of
smoking, lower self-image scores, and more friends who
smoked. One possible explanation of the impact of SES
supported by these findings is that lower-income stu-
dents may have to cope more often with stressful situa-
tions, such as lacking sufficient resources or living in a
one-parent family, and are therefore more likely to per-
ceive smoking as a quick, casy coping strategy for stress
or loneliness—and as a strategy that is socially accepted
and cffective (Semmer, Cleary, et al. 1987). Adolescents
from low-income familics may also have more role mod-
cls who smoke and less supervision to discourage ex-
perimentation than adolescents from higher-income
familics (Perry, Kelder, Komro 1993).

Parental Education

The level of parental education has been shown to
have a significant impact on adolescent smoking be-
havior in some studies. Although Ary ctal. (1983} failed
to find a relationship between par _ntal education and
children’s smoking behavior, in a later report,
Ary and Biglan (1988) found that low educational attain-
ment among fathers was predictive of smoking onset
in middle school vouth. Waldron and Lyce (1990) re-
ported that high school seniors who had less-educated
parents were more likely to have tried a cigarette and to
have adopted cigarette smoking and were less likely to
have quit smoking.  Finally, Mittclmark ct al. (1987)
found thatboth adolescent females at all grade levelsand
adolescent males in grades 9 through 11 who began to
smoke during the course of the studv had parents with
fewer years of formal education than their peers who
remained nonsmokers. However, for seventh- and eighth-
grade males in this study, parental educational level
did not helpto predict smoking initiation. See "Trends

in Cigarette Smoking” in Chapter 3 for a trend analysis
of adolescent smoking behavior and level of parental
education.

Number of Parents Living in the Home

Several studies document an association between
beginning to smoke during childhood or adolescence
and living in a single-parent home (Oci, Egan, Silva 1986;
Elder, Molgaard, Gresham 1988; lsohanni, Moilanen,
Rantalallio 1991; Goddard 1990; sce “Sociodemographic
Risk Factors for Smoking” in Chapter 3). These findings
must be interpreted with caution, since most are from
cross-sectional studies that were unable to determine
with certainty which occurred first—living in a single-
parent home or smoking.  1f a predictive relationship
does exist, a mechanism described by Castro et al. (1987)
may help to explain the causal link.  Their analyses
found that living in a disrupted family system is an
initial stressor that appears to predict social nonconfor-
mity and affiliation with cigarette-smoking peers. In
turn, as will be discussed later in this chapter, both social
nonconformity and peer affiliation are significant pre-
dictors of cigarette smoking among adolescents.

Developmental Challenges of Adolescence

The life stage of adolescence itself has been a con-
sistent predictor of smoking initiation across studics
(Alexander et al. 1983; Coombs, Fawzy, Gerber 1986;
Bauman et al. 1990). The transition years from clemen-
tary to secondary school seem to be a particularly high-
risk time for adolescent initiation of tobacco use
(Alexander et al. 1983; Coombs, Fawzy, Gerber 1986).
Indeed, both the rate of onset of stmoking and the preva-
lence of regular smoking may level off during the high
school vears (Kandel and Logan 1984; McDermott et al.
1992). The relationship between adolescence and simok-
ing initiation that is scen in these studies may be related
to the developmental challenges of adolescence and to
the social meaning, of smoking,

Adolescence is characterized by three major types
of developmental challenges (Hooker 199:). The first
involves physical maturation, particularly sexual matu-
ration, and the establishment of intimate relationships.
A second group of challenges involves responses to cul-
tural pressures to begin making the transition to adult
roles and responsibilitics and to emotional independence
from parents.  The third arca, the personal, involves
establishing a coherent sense of self and a set of values to
guide future behavior, As adolescence begins, efforts to
meet these various challenges are characterized by ex-
perimentation and risk-taking behaviors (Konopka 1991).
Cigarette smoking is a risk behavior portraved by
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advertising and role models as a way to be attractive to
one’s peers (see "Contemporary Strategies of the To-
baccu Industry” in Chapter 5), and smoking appears to
contribute to a positive social image in some settings
(Sussman ct al. 1987). The functions of smoking estab-
lished by advertising and adult role models coincide
with the challenges of adolescence and thus make this
age group the most vulnerable for experimentation and
initiation.

Gender

Although current smoking prevalence is roughly
cqual among males and females in the United States,
different historical trends for men and women are evi-
dent (Grunberg, Winders, Wewers 1991). Between 1974
and 1985, smoking initiation declined from 45 to 33 per-
cent among young men but remained constant at 34
percent among young women (Fiore et al. 1989; see
“Trends in Cigarette Smoking” in Chapter 3). Two stud-
ies have discussed the impact of changing gender roles
(e.g., more women are in traditionally male positions of
authority) on smoking behavior and the resulting differ-
ence in meaning that smoking has for males and females
(Gritz 1984; Gilchrist, Schinke, Nurius 1989). Though
some have suggested that generic factors that influence
smoking initiation, such as appealing to the opposite
gender, become more pronounced for one gender or the
other at certain ages (Chassin ct al. 1986), others have
further concluded that the complex combinations of risk
factors and processes leading to smoking are fundamen-
tally different for females and males (Brunswick and
Messeri 1984). In a review of research on gender differ-
ences, Clayton (1991) found both considerable similari-
ties (for instance, the influence of peerand parent models)
and a number of possible differences between adoles-
cent females and males who smoke. For example, ado-
lescent girls who smoke are more socially skilled e.g.,
more at ease with their peers, with strangers, or with
adults) than their nonsmoking peers, whereas adoles-
cent boys who smoke tend to lack such skills. Concern
about body weight and the belief that smoking might
help control body weight may also lead adolescent fe-
males to begin smoking (Critz and Crane 1991; Camp,
Klesges, Relvea 1993).  Further longitudinal rescarch is
needed to investigate gender differences in the determi-
nants of tobacco use and thus to clarify the cffect of
gender on smoking initiation.

Ethnicity

Research also indicates that the rate of smoking
initiation varies among cthnic groups. Sussman ct al.
(1987) found that among California youth progressing
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from seventh toeighth grade, onset rates were higher for
Hispanics and blacks than for whites and were lowest
for Asians. Similarly, Maddahian, Newcomb, and Bentler
(1986) found that among California students followed
from 7th through 12th grades, black youth maintained
higher rates of smoking than youth of otherethnic groups.
White and Hispanic students had intermediate rates of
smoking, and Asian youth reported the lowest levels,
although this difference decreased over time. Other
national reports, however, indicate a higher percentage
of smoking among white adolescents and young white
adults than among their black or Hispanic counterparts
(Remington et al. 1985; Fiore ct al. 1989; Bachman et al.
1991; see “Trends in Cigarette Smoking” in Chapter 3).
These findings suggest different onset and quitting pat-
terns among ethnic groups, as well as potential regional
differences in these patterns.

Maddahian, Newcomb, and Bentler (1986) have
proposed antecedents that may help explain these ethnic
differences in tobacco use, including income levels that
preclude or enable the acquisition of cigarettes, different
levels of tobacco availability, and psychosocial influ-
ences associated with belonging to a particular ethnic
group. These investigators found that among California
students, the level of income earned by youth had a
significant impact on explaining ethnic differences in
tobacco use. However, ethnic differences were virtually
eliminated when availability and ease of cigarette acqui-
sition from friends were considered.

Sussman et al. (1987) found that unique combina-
tions of psychosocial factors may be relevant to the cth-
nic differences in smoking initiation. Three
variables—availability of cigarettes, difficulty in refus-
ing offers of cigarcttes, and intentions to smoke in the
future—were significant predictors among youth from
all ethnic groups included in their study. However, only
among select groups were certain other variables impor-
tant predictors of smoking initiation. For instance, social
environmental variables (including peer smoking and
adult smoking) were important predictors for white
vouth, but direct personal and social reinforcement vari-
ables (including improved self-image and adult and peer
approval of smoking) were more important variables for
Hispanic youth. General risk-taking behavior was an
important additional predictor for black youth only. The
strongest additional predictors for Asian students in-
cluded lack of general self-esteem and decreased school-
related self-esteenm.

Environmental Factors in the Initiation of
Smoking

Environmental factors are those that are exter-
nal (or pereeived as external) to adolescents and vet
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may influence and affect their behavior. These fac-
tors include the availability of cigarettes in the com-
munity, the acceptability of smoking, peer and
parental smoking, and adolescents” perceptions of
the environment.

Factors That Influence Tobacco Acceptability and
Availability

Factors that increase the acceptability and avail-
ability of cigarette use at a societal or community level
serve also to influence adolescent smoking behavior.
Acceptability and availability arc affected, in part, by the
tobacco industry through advertising and other promo-
tional activities; this topic is discussed thoroughly in
Chapter 5. Acceptability of tobacco use may also be
accomplished through persuasive, multiple, attractive
role models who smoke on television programs or in
movies (Bandura 1977). Acceptability is further rein-
forced by community norms and policies that make to-
bacco products relatively accessible for adolescents—for
example, through sales to underage buyers and unre-
stricted access to cigarette vending machines (see "Re-
strictions on Minors” Access to Tobacco” in Chapter 6).
The National Adolescent Student Health Survey (Ameri-
can School Health Association et al. 1989) found that 79
percent of 8th graders and 92 percent of 10th graders
considered it to be “very easy” or “fairly easy” to get
cigarettes. Likewise, in the 1991 Monitoring the Future
Project study (Johnston, O’'Malley, Bachman 1992) 73
percent of 8th graders and 88 percent of 10th graders
reported that it would be “fairlv easy” or “very casv” to
get cigarettes. In a study of adolescents in southern
California, Sussman et al. (1987) found that both genders
and all racial/ethnic groups except Asians tended to
believe that they could obtain cigarettes with little diffi-
culty. Findings from a national sample of teenaged (12—
17 years old) smokers confirm these perceptions and
suggest that 1.5 million of an estimated 2.6 million un-
derage smokers buy their own cigarettes (Centers for
Disease Control [CDC] 1992). Of those who buy their
own cigarettes, 84 percent purchase them from a small
store, 50 percent from a large store, and 14 percent from
a vending machine, cither often or sometimes (CDC
1992). These reports have been substantiated by obser-
vational studies of cigarette buying by young teenagers
(see “Studies of Young People’s Access to Tobacco” in
Chapter 6). Several studies have found that the general
availability of cigarettes predicts the onset of smoking
(Bauman ct al. 1984; Semmer, Cleary, et al. 1987).

Factors that increase acceptability and availability
support a social milicu in which cigarette smoking mav
appear socially functional. On the other hand, a social
milicu can decrease the risk of adolescent smoking—if,

for example, communities choose to restrict exposure
to tobacco-promoting images or restrict access to tobacco
products (see Chapter 6 for further discussion of such
restrictions). Currently, as more communities and states
adopt a variety of restrictive policies and programs,
evaluation research is needed to examine the effective-
ness of these strategies for reducing onset of tobacco use.

Interpersonal Factors

Interpersonal factors in the initiation of smoking
involve opportunities for adolescents to perceive, through
modeling by adults and peers who smoke, apparent
advantages of smoking. These role models (particularly
peers) also provide the situations (e.g., parties, staying
overnight) in which cigarettes are first tried by adoles-
cents (Lawrance and Rubinson 1986). Interpersonal fac-
tors have also been labeled “social learning variables”
(Bandura 1977; Flay 1993) because the social functions or
meanings of smoking are learned in the context of social
interactions. The research on interpersonal factors has
carefully explored the roles of parents, siblings, friends,
and peers in the process of initiation.

Parental Smoking,

The research on the influence of parents’ smoking
behavior on their children’s cigarette use has included
nmultiple studies of the relative risk of initiation if one or
both parents smoke. Bauman et al. (1990) found a consis-
tent relationship between parental and adolescent smok-
ing in a cross-sectional study of 12- through 14-year-olds
in 10 urbanareas in the southeastern United States. Com-
pared with adolescents whose parents had never smoked,
those whose parents currently smoked were almost twice
as likely to smoke; those whose parents had oncesmoked
were three times as likely to smoke. A similar influence
of parental smoking was noted by Chassin et al. (1986)
for females in a longitudinal studv of 12- through 18-
year-olds from the midwestern United States. InSussman
et al. (1987), a longitudinal study of 11- through 14-year-
olds in southern California, parental smoking was pre-
dictive of a child’s smoking for whites but not for
Hispanics, blacks, or Asians. This finding matches that
of Hunter et al. (1987) ina longitudinal study of 8- through
17-year-olds in the southern United States, in which pa-
rental behavior was predictive of children’s smoking
initiation for whites but not for blacks.

By contrast, parental smoking behavior was a poor
predictor of smoking initiation in several other studics,
including the longitudinal studv McCaul ct al. (1982)
conducted among 11- through 14-year-old whites living
in the north-central United States. No relationship was
found in the Botvin et al. (1992) cross-sectional study of
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608 inner-city blacks aged 11 through 13 or in the longi-
tudinal study of 2,209 primarily white 11- through 17-
year-olds in Minnesota (Mittelmark etal. 1987). In Quine
and Stephenson’s (1990) cross-sectional study of over
2,000 Australians aged 10 through 12, parental smoking
was not associated with children’s smoking but was
related to children’s intentions to smoke when older.

Conrad, Flay, and Hill (1992) summarized the find-
ings of 27 prospective studies on the onset of
smoking that have been published since 1980 (see Table
3). In 15 of the studies, parental smoking factors were
investigated. The researchers concluded that parental
smoking was predictive in seven studies, predictive only
for females in two studies, and not predictive in six
others. Chassin et al. (1984) suggested that parental
smoking may influence the preparatory or initial trying
stages, as well as the stability of smoking patterns from
adolescence to adulthood (Chassin et al. 1991), but pa-
rental smoking appeared to be less influential during the
transition to regular smoking.

Table 3.

Surgeon General's Report

Sibling Smoking

Over the past two decades, extensive research on
the influence of sibling smoking indicates a primarily
positive relationship between an older sibling’s
smoking and a younger (adolescent) sibling’s beginning
to smoke. In a 10-year longitudinal study of 6,311 ado-
lescents (initially 11 through 13 years old), sibling smok-
ing was found to be one of four factors that was
predictive of increased risk of initiating regular
smoking and predictive of smoking prevalence after 10
years (Swan, Creeser, Murray 1990). In the McNeill et al.
(1988) longitudinal research with 2,159 British
11- through 13-year-olds, having a sibling who smoked
appeared to increase the odds of smoking initiation
by a factor of 1.69. Botvin et al. (1992) reported that
sibling smoking was one of five variables that accounted
for 29 percent of the variance in smoking in their cioss-
sectional study of 522 inner-city blacks aged 11 through
13. O’Connell et al. (1981) found sibling smoking to be
among the first three factors associated with weekly

Predictors of smoking onset in 27 prospective studies

Number of Number of
Prediction of supportive unsupportive Percent
smoking onset findings findings support
Socioeconomic status l6 5 76
Environmental factors
Family smoking 18 8 69
Family approval 6 8 43
Other adult influences 5 3 63
Peer use and approval 27 5 84
Normative estimates 4 1 80
Offers/availability 7 1 88
Family bonding 9 6 60
Peer bonding 1n 4 73
School influences 20 5 80
Religious influences 0 1 0
Behavioral factors
Skills 3 0 100
Other behaviors 12 2 86
Personal factors
Knowledge/beliefs 16 9 64
Attitudes 8 3 73
PPersonality factors 23 7 77
Intentions to smoke 8 1 89

Source: Adapted trom Conrad, Flay, and Hill (1992).
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smoking amwong 6,224 students aged 10 through 12 in
New South Wales, Australia. Mittelmark et al. (1987)
found that experimenting with cigarettes was associated
with sibling smoking only for females and 11- through
13-year-old students. This finding was similar to the
Chassin et al. {1984) research that found sibling smoking
more influential in the early stages of cigarette use than
in the later stages.

Gender and race differences in the effect of sibling
smoking have also been noted. Hunter et al. (1987)
found sibling smoking predictive for white males, a
sister’'s smoking predictive for white females, and a
brother's smoking predictive for black males and fe-
males. Brunswick and Messeri (1983) found sibling smok-
ing influential only for males. In the Muscatine Study
(Krohn, Naughton, Lauer 1987), the maintenance (not
initiation) of smoking was associated with a brother’s
smoking. Finally, in Conrad, Flay, and Hill’s (1992) re-
view of 27 prospective studies, four of the five studies
that examined this factor indicated that sibling smoking
was associated with onset.

Peer Smoking and Peer Behaviors

One of the areas of widest investigation in the
antecedents of cigarette smoking concerns peer smoking
and related peer behaviors. Peers may be defined as
persons of about the same age who feel a social iden-
tification with one another. The influence of peers has
been posited as the single most important factor in deter-
mining when and how cigarettes are first tried. Flay et
al. (1983) suggest that smoking may primarily represent
an effort to achieve social acceptance from peers and that
it may particularly be an experimental “adult” activity
that is shared with the peer group. Leventhal and
Keeshan (1993) suggest that adolescents are not only
influenced by, but also influence and construct, their
peer groups. These researchers propose that small groups
of adolescents “construct shared secial environments in
which they rerceive themselves and other(s) as having
mutual cognitive, emotional, and valuative reactions. . ..
the intersubjectivity created by sharing generates a sense
of wellness. This sense of mutuality enhances the attrac-
tiveness of the group and may lead to incorporation of
the self-image of the others into the image of one’s own
self” (p. 269).

Maltiple cross-sectional and longitudinal studies
worldwide substantiate the relationship between
smoking onsct and peers’ (or friends’) smoking (Shean
1991; O'Connell et al. 1981; Ogawa ct al. 1988). In their
research, Bauman et al. (1990) found that smoking most
often occurred in the presence of best friends.  Sixtv
percent of 11- through 17-year-olds reported that thev

had first smoked, and 72 percent reported that they had
most recently smoked, with close friends (Hahn et al.
1990). Among 12- through 14-year-olds, those whose
best friend smoked were four times more likely to be
smokers than those whose best friend did not smoke.
Best friend’s smoking predicted both smoking experi-
mentation and prevalence among urban San Diego ado-
lescents from a variety of ethnic groups (Elder, Molgaard,
Gresham 1988) and among white and black 8- through
17-year-olds in Louisiana (Hunter, Vizelberg, Berenson
1991). Best friend’s cigarette use was predictive of the
first try at smoking, whereas having a majority of friends
who smoke was predictive of the second cigarette
(Leventhal, Fleming, Glynn 1988).

In the Conrad, Flay, and Hill (1992) review of the
recent prospective research, friends’ smoking was pre-
dictive of some phase of smoking in all but one
(Newcomb, McCarthy, Bentler 1989) of 16 studies. A
positive association of peer smoking with onset of smok-
ing in 88 percent of these more rigorous, longitudinal
studies suggests a clear link between peers’ smoking and
cigarette use. This link may be mediated by personal
factors, such as self-efficacy (or self-confidence), and ap-
pears to be most potent in the earlier stages of smoking
(Pomerleau 197¢; Pederson and Lefcoe 1986; Chassin,
Presson, Sherman 1990).

Social Bonding

The interpersonal envirc. ment has also been char-
acterized by the degree of social bonding, or attach-
ment, between the adolescent and important others or
institutions.

The findings on family bonding variables in smok-
ing onset, particularly attachment to mothers or fathers,
have been inconsistent; those related to peer bonding,
including the number of friends, level of social life,
participation in antisocial activities, and having a boy-
friend or girlfriend, were all found to be predictive of
onset (Conrad, Flay, Hill 1992). Bonding with peers who
smoke appears to increase the risk of smoking, perhaps
because such bonding takes precedence over attachments
to the family.

Perceived Environmental Factors

The perceived environment includes the smoking-
related norms, social support, expectations, reactions,
and barriers that adolescents sense in their environment.
The perceived environment may be a more proximal
influence on smoking initiation than the actual environ-
ment (Jessor and Jessor 1977). For example, 12-year-olds
who believe that “lots of people” their age smoke may
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be more inclined to begin smoking to fit in than if they
were aware that onlv 5 to 7 percent of their peers ac-
tually smoke.

Norms

Norms may be defined as what an individual in a
particular group perccives she or he ought to do and
what is perceived as acceptable behavior for a given age
group, gender, or other subgroup. Gerberand Newman’s
(1989) research on smoking-related norms details ado-
lescents’ perceptions of the percentage of alladults, peers,
and classmates they think are smokers. These investiga-
tors found that experimental adolescent smokers who
increased their smoking levels over the course of the
one-year study period perceived more smoking among
their classmates than did those who had decreased their
smoking in the same time period. Similarly, Leventhal,
Fleming, and Glynn (1988) report that youth who partici-
pated in their studies greatly overestimated the propor-
tion of peers and adults who smoke. The adolescents
believed that 66 percent of their peers and 90 percent of
adults were smokers, thus overestimating smoking preva-
lence by at least a factor of three.

Collins et al. (1987) examined the predictive influ-
ence of norms in a longitudinal study of 3,295 students
aged 11 and 12 in 56 junior high schools in Los Angeles.
Like Chassin et al. (Chassin et al. 1984; Chassin, Presson,
Sherman 1990), they found that adolescents who made
relatively high estimates of regular smoking prevalence
were more likely to try smoking, to become smokers, or
to increase the amount they smoked over 1¢nd 1.5 years
of the study. Sussman et al. (1993) discussed further
aspects of normative influence and implications for the
content of prevention programs. Previous smoking and
peer smoking were the main predictors of overestimates
in the Collins et al. (1987) study. In Shean’s (1991) re-
scarch in Australia, beliefs about the number of adoles-
cents and adults who smoke predicted smoking in young
adulthood cight years later. In part, these normative
expectations may be a function of these beginning smok-
ers’ actual exposure to a disproportionate number of
smokers, including adults and peers.

Social Support for Smoking,

Social support includes perceived approval or dis-
approval of adolescent cigarette smoking by parents,
siblings, peers, and important others, such as teachers or
emplovers. One way that social support is manifested is
through peer-group pressure, cither through support or
discouragement of smoking,

Peer pressure is not always negative; it has been
used successfully in many prevention programs (Klepp,
Halper, Perry 1986). Still, in the study by Hahn et al.
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(1990), the urging of one or more acquaintances—most
likely peers or close friends—prompted over half the
instances of adolescents’ trying a cigarette for the first
time. In the Chassin et al. (1986) study, females who saw
their friends as more supportive than critical about their
smoking were more likely than those who saw their
friends as less supportive to become regular smokers
one year later. Similarly, many adolescent smokers in
another study reported, "My friends like me because [
smoke” (Hunter et al. 1987). In the same study, smokers
were less likely than nonsmokers to report, “My parents
don’t want me to smoke.” Peer approval of smoking
was an important predictor for smoking onsct among
whites and Hispanics, whereas adult approval was an
important predictor for Hispanics and Asians among
874 southern California 11- through 13-year-olds
(Sussman et al. 1987).

Social support also includes the general support or
approval the adolescent receives from others. This kind
of support appears to play a role in predicting onset (see
“Trends in Knowledge and Attitudes About Smoking”
in Chapter 3). Chassin et al. (1986) found that those
adolescents who reported that their parents were gener-
ally supportive of them were less likely to begin smoking
or to become regular smokers than were those who
perceived that their parents were not generally support-
ive of them. However, those who reported that their
friends were supportive of them were more likely to
become smokers than were those who did not report
such support. Similarly, males who reported that they
lived in families in which they had limited involvement
in family decisions were more likely to become smokers
than males from families where high involvement in
family decisions was reported (Mittelmark et al. 1987).
Adolescents who reported regularly caring for them-
selves after school were at increased risk of smoking
(Richardson ct al. 1989). Finally, adolescents who be-
licved that parents, siblings, friends, and teachers would
not care if they smoked were at higher risk of initiating
smoking after 2.5 years than were those who believed
that others would care if they smoked (McNeill et al.
1988). Lack of concern by parents appears to increase
risk, particulariy for males (Swan, Creeser, Murray 1990).
General parental support of the adolescent and concern
about the adolescent’s smoking appears to decrease risk.

Parental Reaction to Smoking

Parental reaction to use and perceived
parental strictness have also been associaied with
onset. Hansen et al. (1987) examined the influence of
perceived parental reactions to cigarette smoking, (as
well as alcohol and marijuana use) among 293 Los Ange-
les 10- through 12-vear-olds. Parental anger toward the
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adolescent’s smoking or approval of the adolescent’s
refusing to smoke, together with two other drug-related
variables, indirectly predicted low levels of use. Chassin
et al. (1986) evaluated perceptions of parental strictness;
their findings support the need for interventions tailored
todifferent age groups of adolescents. Among the young-
est subjects (10 through 12 years old), those who per-
ceived that their parents were more strict than other
parents were actually more likely to begin smoking over
a onc-year interval. Among the oldest subjects (14
through 16 vears old), however, those who perceived
that they had stricter parents were less likely to begin to
smoke. Those aged 12 through 14 years were not af-
focted by parental stricmess. Other researchers have
further noted that extremes of parental strictness, from
inadequate restraint to overcontrol, are associated with
problem behaviors (Pandina and Schuele 1983).

Adult Discrepancy

Shean (1991) developed the concept of adult dis-
crepancy—the discrepancy between the “adult” behav-
iors in which an adolescent wants to participate at age 14
(such as going to a nightclub) and what was actually
done by his or her parents when they were age 14. Those
adolescents with high discrepancy were more likely to
be smokers as young adults than those with low discrep-
ancy, which may suggest that adolescents with high
discrepancy tend to make the transition to an adulthood
not modeled by parents. The adultdiscrepancy factor, in
addition to peer, sibling, and parental smoking, inten-
tions to smoke, and effects of cigarette advertisements,
predicted voung adult smoking over an cight-year
interval. This study points to the strong eftect of the
social enviromment on the onset and maintenance of
adolescent smoking,.

Behavioral Factors in the Initiation
of Smoking

Behavioral factors involve patterns of behaviors
that are directly related to cigarette use, such as aca-
demic achieve nent, health-compromising and health-
enhancing behaviors, and smoking-related skills. These
associated behavior patterns may increase the risk of
snwoking by providing opportunities to view smoking
as functional or appropriate.

Academic Achievement

The onset of smoking has been shown repeatedly
to be related to poor academic achievement {sce Table 6
in Chapter 3). Relevant indicators of students” achieve-
mentinclude scholastic performance (grades), high school
graduation, truancy rates, and future professional or

educational aspirations. Borland and Rudolph (1975)
examined the relative predictability of scholastic per-
formance, parental smoking, and socioeconomic status
among 1,814 high school students in Pennsylvania.
The strongest correlate to smoking was scholastic
performance; those with the highest grades were found
to smoke less than those with the lowest grades. This
finding is consistent with Brunswick and Messeri’s (1984)
research among young, urban black adolescents in
Harlem, New York, as well as the Sussman et al. (1987)
research with Hispanic and Asian adolescents in south-
ern California. Students who disliked school and feared
school failure were more likely to begin smoking in early
adolescence than those who liked school and had expec-
tations of school success (Ahlgren et al. 1982). In two
well-designed studies, adolescents who had limited ex-
pectations of academic achievement increased their smok-
ing levels over time (Gerber and Newman 1989; Chassin,
Presson, Sherman 1990). Still, among inner-city black
seventh-grade students, Botvin et al. (1992) found that
academic achievement was not a significant predictor of
current smoking or intentions to smoke.

Conrad, Flay, and Hill (1992) found that 80 percent
of the prospective studies on the onset of smoking indi-
cated a positive relationship between low academic
achievement (and other school-related factors) and smok-
ing onset. In a longitudinal study of 739 junior high
students (66 percent white, 15 percent black, 10 percent
Hispanic) in Los Angeles, the rescarch team of Neweomb,
McCarthy, and Bentler (1989) concluded that an
adolescent’s “academic lifestyle orientation” (measured
by grades, educational aspirations, personal and profes-
sion plans, and expectations) was the central organizing
influence on teenage smoking behavior, teenage emo-
tional well-being, social relationships with smokers, and
adult smoking behavior. This centrality emerged even
when emotional well-being, self-efficacv, personal ambi-
tion, and friends” smoking behavior were considered.

Other Adolescent Behaviors

The association between smoking and other ado-
lescent behaviors has been examined as an extension of
Jessor and Jessor’s (1977) concept of the covariation of
problem behaviors, including both unconventional be-
haviors (such as alcohol and drug use) and conventional
behaviors (such as academic achievement and church
attendance). Cigarette use among adolescents has been
studied as “problem” behavior; that is, studies have ex-
amined its association with alcohol and drug use, risk-
taking behaviors, proneness to deviance, carly antisocial
behavior, and group membership, as well as its associa-
tion with constructive or health-enhancing behaviors.
Somie adolescents see problem behaviors as a way to
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achieve—and signal to others—the precocious transition
to independence and autonomy.

The association of cigarette smoking and illegal
drug use suggests that cigarettes may be an entry-level
or gateway drug in a sequence of progressive drug use
(see "Smoking as a Risk Factor for Other Drug Use” in
Chapter2 and “Smoking and Other Drug Use” in Chap-
ter 3). The suggestion here is not that smoking causes
illegal drug use, but that those who use illegal drugs
have most likely smokea cigarettes previously. In the

‘following studies, smoking is considered a gateway drug,

since the decision to smoke appears to facilitate the deci-
sion to use other drugs.

Scheier and Newcorab (1991) studied 717 junior
high school students in northern California. They con-
cluded that early cigarette use predicted illegal drug use
during the two-year study period. This finding comple-
ments the work of Fleming et al. (1989) and Newcomb
and Bentler (1986), who emphasized the crucial role of
cigarette smoking in the progression to marijuana and
hard drug use, even without the mediating impact of
alcohol use. Those authors concluded that these sub-
stances are reciprocally influential over time, with in-
creased use of cigarettes associated with increased use of
illegal drugs. By young adulthood, a clear correlation
seems to exist between cigarette smoking and illegal
drug use. For example, in Brunswick and Messeri's
(1983) 6- to 8-year prospective study of 536 blacks aged
11 through 13 in Harlem, New York, at follow-
up (aged 18 through 23), 56 percent of males and 59
percent of females who had used illegal drugs smoked
cigarettes, whereas 24 percent of males and 35 percent
of females who had not used illegal drugs smoked
cigarettes.

Risk Taking, Rebelliousness, and Deviant Behaviors

Risk taking, rebelliousness, and deviant behaviors
are generally those behaviors that are considered uncon-
ventional, antisocial, or alienated from traditional insti-
tutions. The research literature has repeatedly
characterized adolescent drug use as one manifestation
of rebelliousness and deviance (Jessor and Jessor 1977;
Chassin, Presson, Sherman 1989). By testing Jessor and
Jessor’s (1977) model, Chassin et al. (1984) found that
proneness to deviance significantly predicted smoking
onset in a longitudinal study of secondary students, al-
though not for those who had already experimented
with cigarettes. In a subsequent study of high school
students, Chassin, Presson, and Sherman (1989) found
that in some instances, deviance was associated with
independence and personal control; whether psycho-
logically constructive or not, however, deviance was a
significant predictor of cigarette smoking. A risk-taking
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orientation (that is, an inclination toward excitement and
chance taking) was similarly associated with trying a
cigarette for the first or second fime (Leventhal, Fleming,
Glynn 1988). Risk taking was also a significant predictor
of smoking initiation in the Collins et al. (1987) study of
11- and 12-year-olds in Los Angeles. In the Sussman et
al. (1987) study of southern California adolescents, risk
taking predicted smoking among blacks, but the associa-
tion was not significant for whites, Hispanics, or Asians.
Conrad, Flay, and Hill’s (1992) review of prospective
research on smoking initiation cited five studies that
associated rebelliousness, risk taking, and proneness to
deviance with smoking onset (see "Cigarette Smoking
and Other Health-Related Behaviors” in Chapter 3).

Peer Groups

During the past two decades, the relative impor-
tance of adolescent bonding with peers has increased,
while the importance of bonding with parents has de-
clined (Perry, Kelder, Komro 1993). This shift has al-
lowed more time, opportunity, and social support for
dysfunctional behaviors, such as cigarette use. Adoles-
cent females who spent most of their free time with their
families, for example, were less likely to begin smoking
than those who spent little free time with their families
(Brunswick and Messeri 1984). As Flay (1993) notes,
"youth alienated from conventional culture have more
opportunities than others to observe substance use and
its positive functions. ... They are also more likely to
overestimate the proportion of their peers who use these
substances—because they are likely to be associating
with groups who actually douse . . .. [and] deviant cul-
tures reinforce these youth when they do use, for ex-
ample, by acceptance into groups” (p. 369).

Leventhal et al. (1991) observe that parents, teach-
ers, and other adults seldom discuss with youth the
intense biological and social changes that occur in ado-
lescence: "When such a dialogue is absent . . . the peer
group becomes the predominant influence integrating
and shaping the adolescents’ vague yet pressing internal
states” (p. 586).

Participation in Athletics and Other Health-Enhancing
Behaviors

Health-enhancing behaviors, such as sports involve-
ment, might moderate a high-risk enviroranent
(Rantakallio 1983). Swan, Creeser, and Murray (1990)
found that girls were significantly less likely to begin
smoking, if they were involved in an organized sport, but
were significantly more likely to begin smoking if they
participated in organized social activities. Involvement
in sports did not appear to affect boys” rate of smoking
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onset in this study. McCaul et al. (1982) found no asso-
ciation between boys’ smoking and participation in ex-
tracurricular activities. Among urban black females in
Brunswick and Messeri’s (1984) study, those who re-
ported minimal concern about their health and those
who reported a larger appetite were more likely to begin
smoking; in contrast, black males who had the greatest
number of health-related activities and were of normal
body weight were more likely to begin smoking than
other black males (Brunswick and Messeri 1983).
Sussman et al. (1993) found that among youth at the
highest risk of smoking, those who did not smoke re-
ported that they valued their health. Finally, in Kelder's
(1992) longitudinal study of secondary school students
in the north-central United States, cigarette smoking was
found to be related to poor food choices and less exercise
after the eighth grade; the correlation between these
behaviors was stronger with increasing age.

Behavioral Skills

The final set of behavioral factors comprises the
behavioral skills that are necessary to begin smoking,
those that are necessary to resist influences to smoke,
and those that are necessary to cope with other social
situations that might indirectly encourage cigarette use.
Hahn et al. (1990) found that 42 percent of smoking
experimenters had asked for their first cigarette. In the
Sussman et al. (1987) study in southern California, diffi-
culty in refusing offers to smoke predicted onset for all
four ethnic groups, particularly for whites and blacks,
for whom it was the strongest predictive factor found in
the study. This difficulty in refusing an offered cigarette
appears to be strongly influenced by the offering friend’s
attitudes and behaviors (e.g., being persistent or critical if
refused), particularly for high-risk adolescents (Salomon
ct al. 1984; Lawrance and Rubinson 1986; Reardon,
Sussman, Flay 1989). Conrad, Flay, and Hill (1992) re-
viewed three prospective studies and found that
refusal or resistance skills against smoking were
associated with lower rates of onset.

Generally, cigarette use can be viewed as a coping
mechanism—a skilled response designed to close the
gap between an adolescent’s current position and goals
(Leventhal et al. 1991). Smoking serves as a coping
response if it brings the adolescent closer to a valued
goal, such as acceptance in a peer group. Smoking may
also serve as a coping response to stress or distress (Wills
and Shiffman 1985; Castro et al. 1987). These studies
suggest that youth need more general social skills, such
as being able to cope with various kinds of stress or
social pressures, to help them manage the many devel-
opmental demands of adolescence (Franzkowiak 1987).
A more comprehensive concept of skills that has been

used in prevention efforts is discussed in Chapter 6 (see
“Instilling Skills for Resisting Social Influences to Smoke”
and “Exemplary Programs for Resisting Social Influences”).

Personal Factors in the Initiation
of Smoking

Personal factors are those that are inherent in the
individual; they include cognitive processes, values, per-
sonality constructs, and psychological well-being. These
factors can be considered the personal filters through
which sociodemographic and environmental factors pass
as they influence behavior. Personal risk factors also
explain differences in behavior among individuals ex-
posed to the same or similar environments. The per-
sonal factors that have been examined in the research
literature include levels of knowledge about the health
consequences of smoking, the functions or meanings of
cigarette use among adolescents, the subjective expected
utility (SEU) of smoking, self-esteem, self-image, self-
efficacy in refusing offers of cigarettes, personality vari-
ables, and emotional well-being.

Knowledge of Long-Term Health Consequencec

Knowledge of the long-term health consequences
of smoking has not been a strong predictor of adolescent
onset (Collins et al. 1987; Krohn, Naughton, Lauer 1987;
Sussman et al. 1987; Conrad, Flay, Hill 1992; Royal Col-
lege of Physicians of London 1992), perhaps because
virtually all U.S. adolescents—smokers and nonsmokers
alike—are aware of the long-term health effects of smok-
ing and because many adolescents feel inherently invul-
nerable in their characteristically short-term view (Gerber
and Newman 1989). Belief that smoking has short-term
effects on health appears to be a more powerful influence
than knowledge of long-term health effects (Krohn,
Naughton, Lauer 1987; McNeill et al. 1988). Similarly,
belief in personally relevant negative social consequences
of smoking has been associated with a decline in smok-
ing prevalence among secondary school students
(Chassin et al. 1987). Botvin et al. (1992) found that lack
of concern about the harmful effects of smoking was
associated with intentions to smoke among young,
inner-city black adolescents.  Similarly, dismissing or
minimizing the health consequences of smoking has been
associated with both initiation of cigarette use and adult
smoking levels (Mittelmark et al. 1987; Swan, Creeser,
Murray 1990). Krohn, Naughton, and Lauer (1987) found
that smoking behavior predicted beliefs about the health
effects of smoking more than beliefs predicted future
cigarette use. Knowledge of the health consequences of
smoking may or may not deter some adolescents from
beginning to smoke; beginning to smoke appears to ac-
centuate adolescents” denial of the health consequences.
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Functional Meanings of Adolescent Smoking

The question of why adolescents begin to smoke
has led to multiple examinations of the meanings of
cigarette use, the utility of smoking, and the functions
that smoking serves in an adolescent’s life (Leventhal
and Cleary 1980; Perry, Murray, Klepp 1987). Examin-
ing smoking from the perspective of tne adolescent is a
departure from viewing the onset of smoking exclu-
sively as a response to the social environment or as
capricious, arbitrary behavior. Since knowledge of the
harmful consequences of cigarettes does not appear to
deter onset, researchers are examining the social reasons
and purposes of smoking,.

Adolescents who begin to smoke perceive a more
functional purpose of smoking than those who are
nonsmokers (Gerber and Newman 1989). Adolescent
smokers are more likely to view smoking as a way to act
mature, be accepted by a peer group, have fun, cope with
personal problems ana boredom, or be rebellious (Perry,
Murray, Klepp 1987). Cigarette smoking has also been
shown to be a coping behavior for adolescents who are
dealing with disruptive and stressful family events
(Castro et al. 1987). Hunter et al. (1987) found that
adolescent smokers were significantly more likely than
nonsmokers to believe that smoking has psychological
and physiological benefits. They were also less likely to
believe that others smoked for negative reasons, such as
to “show off.”

In the research of IHahn et al. (1990), regular smok-
ers were asked why they first had tried cigarettes and
why they had most recently smoked. Sixty percent re-
ported that curiosity was the reason for their first try, 13
percent said that they wanted to fit in with a group, and
10 percent reported that they were pressured into it. For
most recent use, 27 percent reported that they smoked
for pleasure, 20 percent out of dependence, 17 percent
because they were curious, and 10 percent to fit in with
the group. These findings are consistent with Chassin et
al. (1984), who suggest that positive attitudes toward
smoking, such as the idea that smoking, is fun or pleasur-
able, are a better predictor of the transition to regular
smoking, than they are for first experimentation. In gen-
eral, these investigators found that positive attitudes to-
ward smoking may increase as a function of age. Botvin,
Botvin, and Baker (1983) found that independent of the
smoking status of friends, students in the cighth grade
(13- and 14-year-olds) were more likely to have a posi-
tive social image of smoking, than students in the seventh
grade (11- and 12-year-olds).

Subjective Expected Utility

Bauman et al. (1984) have examined the SEU of
smoking for adolescents in a longitudinal study in North
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Carolina. SEU is defined as the extent to which an
individual expects the overall consequences of a behav-
ior, such as smoking, to be positive or negative. Fishbein
(1980} found that behavioral intentions to smoke were
related to whether more positive or negative conse-
quences were expected from smoking. SEU was found
to be predictive of the onset of smoking over a one-year
interval and of increased smoking levels among baseline
smokers (Bauman et al. 1984). In a second study, SEU
was found to be mediated by the adolescent’s perception
of personal control; current smokers with the highest
scores for internal locus of control (that is, the belief that
they have control over what occurs to them) were more
likely to have been influenced by SEU (Bauman and
Fisher 1985). Therefore, regular smoking appears more
likely to be motivated by internal processes than aie
initiation and trying, which may primarily be products
of exposure to a high-risk social environment.

Self-Esteem

The process of individuation and identity forma-
tion is inherent to adolescence. The adolescent’s sense of
self evolves as she or he interacts with parents, school,
and peers and considers options for the future. Self-
esteem, or an individual's qualitative self-evaluation,
emerges from these contexts (Young and Werch 1990).
[n several studies, the onset of smoking has been associ-
ated with lower self-esteem. Young and Werch (1990)
found that young nonsmokers and those with no inten-
tion of smoking in the future had higher self-esteem
relative to family, school, and peers than frequent users
or those who intended to use in the future. Ahlgrenetal.
(1982) found that low self-esteem within family or school
contexts was associated with initiation and continuance
of smoking. Self-esteem concerning school predicted
intentions to smoke among young, inner-city black ado-
lescents (Botvin et al. 1992) but did not predict actual
smoking. Stacy et al. (1992) found that general low self-
esteem directly predicted smoking onset in a multiracial,
southern California sample vet did not significantly
mediate friends’ social influences. In their review of
prospective research, Conrad, Flay, and Hill (1992)
conclude, “Self-esteem received fairlv consistent support
[as a predictor of initiation| from the reviewed longitudi-
nal studies. This is better than we would have ex-
pected from our reading of previous cross-sectional
studies” (p. 20).

Self-lmage

Some adolescents may smoke cigarettes to enhance
their low self-esteem by improving their external im-
age—that is, by appearing mature or “cool.” Smoking,
onset was seen as a wav to improve self-image among,
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whites, blacks, and Hispanics in southern California
(Sussman et al. 1987). Role models who smoke are
frequently seen to have socially desirable attributes—
they seem tough, sociable, and sexually attractive
(Chassin, Presson, Sherman 1990). Adolescents who
believe that smoking bestows these attributes may see
smoking as a powerful mechanism for self-enhancement.
These young people may experiment with smoking to
try to adopta perceived positive social image and thereby
improve the way others, particularly peers, view them
(Chassin, Presson, Sherman 1990; Leventhal et al. 1991).
If peers respond favorably to this strategy, these new
young smokers may continue to smoke, since the behav-
ior has proved functional for them in creating an accept-
able self-image.

Self-Efficacy

Anindividual’s efficacy (or confidence) in perform-
ing specified skills and behaviors is a significant media-
tor of peer influences to smoke (Bandura 1986). Ellickson
and Hays (1990-91) found that low self-efficacy, as mea-
sured on a scale of having little or much confidence in
resisting offers of drugs, was associated with drug use,
including smoking. DeVries, Kok, and Dijkstra (1990)
found that self-efficacy in resisting offers to smoke was
the best predictor of smoking among adolescents in the
Netherlands overa one-year interval. Similarly, Lawrance
and Rubinson (1986) found that young adolescents’ per-
ceptions of their ability o resist cigarette smoking corre-
sponded to their self-reported smoking. Finally, Stacy et
al. (1992) found in their cross-sectional study of high
school students not only that low self-cfficacy in resisting
social influence was a significant predictor of smoking,
but also that high self-efficacy was the only significant
mediator of friends’ social influences on smoking. There-
fore, self-efficacy, a personal factor, appears to act as a
buffer that protects adolescents from potent peer influ-
ences to smoke (Conrad, Flay, Hill 1992).

Personality Factors

The rescarch on personal factors has also examined
many personality factors for their association with onset,
in partto assess whetherunderlying emotional or psycho-
logical problems predictadolescentsmoking. Personality
characteristics that are related to deficiencies in self-
control, such as impulsiveness and sensation-seeking
tendencies, are important and were discussed carlier in
this chapter in coniiection with behavioral factors,

Psychological Well-Being

Several studies have associated cigarette smoking
and symptoms of depression among adolescents. Covey

and Tam (1990) showed an independent relation of
depressive mood, friends’ smoking behavior, and living
in a single-parent home with cigarette smoking among
205 urban 11th-grade males and females. Depression
scores correlated with the number of cigarettes smoked.
Malkin and Allen (1980) found a significant association
between smoking and depression among males in a
study of 229 rural 8th- and 11th-grade students, a
finding that was replicated for both genders by Kaplan
etal. (1984).

Stein, Newcomb, and Bentler (unpublished data)
found that cigarette use was positively associated with
being extroverted and negatively associated with having
symptoms of depression among junior high school stu-
dents in Los Angeles. Cigarette use, however, signifi-
cantly predicted symptoms of depression in these young
people four and eight years later (Newcomb, McCarthy,
Bentler 1989). These findings may reflect the addictive
quality of tobacco use beyond the earliest experimental
states and the relationship between smoking and de-
pression, since depression is a personality factor that
usually persists over time. Smoking might be a short-
term, self-medicating response to symptoms associated
with depression. In the long-term, however, this effect
would diminish; as tolerance to nicotine increases, the
possible antidepressant effects of smoking (such as alert-
ness, euphoria, and calm) dissipate (Newcomb,
McCarthey, Bentler 1989). Similarly, Leventhal, Fleming,
and Glynn (1988) found that reported feelings of help-
lessness were associated with more rapid movement to a
second and third experiment with smoking; however,
these feclings were not related to the initial experimenta-
tion. The association of smoking and suicide attempts,
another clearly serious symptom of depression, is pre-
sented in Chapter 3 (see “Cigarette Smoking and Other
Health-Related Behaviors”).

Flay (1993) suggests that symptoms of depression
may be a response to distress associated with stress and
poor family bonding. He points out that stress and
distress have been associated with drug use, including
tobacco use (Wills and Shiffman 1985). The resecarch of
Kellam, Ensminger, and Simon (1980) suggests that this
cvclemaybegincarly inlife. Intheirstudy of first-graders
(aged five through seven) in Chicago, they found that
males rated by observers as aggressive or as alternately
shy and aggressive had the highest rate of drug use,
including cigarette use, 10 years later; no long-term psy-
chological predictors were found for females. Inanother
study (Brunswick and Messeri 1984), adolescent males
were more likely to begin smoking if they were pessimis-
tic about the likelihood of the world becoming any better
or if they held low expectations for their own future; for
adolescent females, a shortened time perspective (le., a
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limited ability to conceptualize their future} was the most
important psychogenic predictor of initiation.

Adolescent Smoking Behavior as a Risk
Factor for Subsequent Smoking

Intentions to Smoke

Since intentions are viewed as proximal to perfor-
mance, the research on smoking behavior as a predictive
factor of smoking includes behavioral intentions to smoke.
In several studies, intentions to smoke have been associ-
ated with both the onset and continuation of smoking.
Sussman et al. (1987) found in their longitudinal study in
southern California that the intention to start smoking
was one of only three factors that predicted onset among
all ethnic groups. McNeill et al. (1988) found that future
intentions to smoke increased the odds of starting to
smoke by a factor of 2.44 and was the strongest predictor
of change in smoking status after current behavior (hav-
ing tried smoking) and gender were entered into the
analysis. In the Chassin et al. (1984) longitudinal study,
behavioral intentions were “significant predictors of fu-
ture smoking transition in all subgroups, accounting for
between 1.9 percent and 10.2 percent of the variance in
transition. . . . In fact, behavioral intentions were typi-
cally the most important single predictor of future tran-
sition” (p. 237).

Intentions to smoke appear to be a particularly
strong predictor of future smoking for those who have
already tried smoking. Shean (1991) found that inten-
tions to smoke a “next cigarette” among 14-year-old
Western Australians predicted smoking eight years later.
Conrad, Flay, and Hill (1992) found that in eight of nine
prospective studies of young adolescents, the intention
to smoke was significantly associated with onset. Be-
cause of the strength of this association, several research-
ers have used intentions to smoke as an outcome measure
in their studies, especially in populations (such as pre-
adolescents) where smoking prevalence is low relative
to adolescents’ intentions to smoke. Intentions to begin
smoking seem a much more reliable predictor of future
behavior than do intentions to quit smoking
(sce "Adult Implications of Adolescent Smoking” in
Chapter 3).

Present Smoking Status

Any cigarette use places an adolescent at higher
risk for subsequent use and for further progression
through the stages of smoking behavior. Conrad, Flay,
and Hill (1992) document seven prospective studices in
which prior experience with, or exposure to, smoking
predicted tobacco use. MeNeill et al. (1988) found that
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the act of having tried smoking was the most predictive
factor ininitiation and that it more than quadrupled their
study participants’ odds of taking up smoking. Collins
et al. (1987) found that prior smoking behavior was the
most important predictor of future smoking over a 2.5-
year interval. Even though the physiological effects of
the first tries are mostly adverse (unpleasant taste, cough-
ing, headache, nausea, dizziness) (Hahn et al. 1990), those
who persist report increasingly positive reactions (pleas-
ant taste, euphoria, alertness, relaxation, curbing of ap-
petite) and develop tolerance (experience fewer
unpleasant sensations) (Flay 1993). Stein, Newcomb,
and Bentler (unpublished data) reported a more estab-
lished pattern of cigarette use among young adults than
among adolescents. In their study, the standardized
regression coefficient of prior smoking for smoking be-
havior between Year 1 and Year 5 (youth in junior high
and high school age groups) was 0.43, yet from Year 9 to
Year 13 (young adulthood) it was 0.82. The authors
suggest that in early adolescence, some cigarette triers
never fully develop a pattern of smoking, but by late
adolescence, the addictive properties of cigarette use
figure prominently in behavior formation. These find-
ings underscore the need for antismoking efforts to focus
on preventing initial tries, on discouraging transitions to
more regular smoking, and on encouraging early cessa-
tion (Leventhal, Fleming, Glynn 1988; Kelder 1992).

Summary of Psychosocial Risk Factors for
Cigarette Smoking

Some clear convergence of research findings
emerges from this review, a summary of which is high-
lighted in Table 1. Table 3 provides a second summary
of supportive and unsupportive findings from the
Conrad, Flay, and Hill (1992) review of 27 prospective
studies; for the most part, this summary table is consis-
tent with Table 1. Among the sociodemographic factors,
age is the risk factor consistently linked with onset in
early adolescence; ages 11 through 15 (seventh through
ninth grades) are the peak age group for first trial and
experimentation. Cigarette smoking - learly has social
meanings that are attractive to many young and vulner-
able identity-seeking adolescents. This age factor is even
inore pronounced when linked with SES, another im-
portant sociodemographic risk factor for smoking onset.
Alternative health-enhancing avenues for independence
and identity may be less readily available to adolescents
from lower SES families, especially those adolescents
who live in a single-parent home. Limited by fewer
opportunities for healthy development and parental su-
pervision, lower-SES youth are generally at greater risk
to begin smoking. The gender difference, another major
factor, is no longer evident, although the meanings of
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cigarette use and the pathways to regular use may vary
by gender. Finally, differences by ethnic group do not
appear to show a consistent pattern across communities,
particularly when income level and cigarette availability
are considered. The review of sociodemographic factors
thus concludes that a young adolescent from a low-SES
family is at highest risk to begin smoking.

Proximal environmental factors, such as the influ-
ence of peers, friends, and siblings, play a powerful role
in the initiation of adolescent smoking. Smoking initia-
tion appears to be a component of peer associations and
peer bonding in adolescence, as peer groups establish
shared behaviors to differentiate themselves from other
adolescents and from adults. Adolescents usually try
their first cigarettes with their peers; peer groups may
subsequently provide expectations, reinforcement, and
opportunities for continuation. The influence of peers
seems to be particularly potent in the stages of smoking
that precede regular use; in later stages, personal and
pharmacological factors appear to predominate.

Data on the influence of parental smoking are not
as compelling as those on peer influence; only about half
of the prospective studies show a clear predictive rela-
tionship. The influence of parental smoking appears to
be strongest for whites and females, particularly in the
carly stages of smoking onset. This review suggests that
parental influence might include other important fac-
tors, such as parents’ approval or disapproval of smok-
ing, their involvement in free-time supervision, their
manner and extent of communication on health-related
matters, or their promotion or nonpromotion of aca-
demic achievement for their children. Lastly, young
people are exposed not only to role models but also to
the consequences of the behavior of these role models;
having a parent who smokes might even serve to deter
an adolescent from smoking if the parent is struggling
with cessation or displays the health consequences of
tobacco use.

How adolescents perceive their social environment
also influences their smoking behavior.  Adolescents
overestimate the number of young people and adults
who smoke, and those with the highest cstimates are
more likelv to become smokers. In addition, voung
people are more likely to smoke if they feel that their
peers approve of smoking, and particularly if adults do
not seem to disapprove.  In cach of these cases, the
perceived environment could accurately reflect the ac-
tual environment. Those who begin to smoke may actu-
ally be exposed to more role models who smoke, more
peers who approve of smoking, and fewer adults who
disapprove than those who never begin to smoke.

Families in which parents are considered to be
generally concerned and supportive, or in which the
children are involved in family decisions, are home

environments in which adolescents are less at risk for
smoking initiation. Parental strictness and parental
approval or disapproval of smoking have indirectly
and inconsistently predicted initiation and arc there-
fore less influential on adolescent smoking behavior
than the general family environment. The research on
parental skills in coping with adolescent smoking is
limited and warrants further investigation.

The behavioral factors examined were consistently
associated with the initiation of cigarette smoking. Pat-
terns of behavior that are associated with smoking in-
clude alcohol and drug use, risk-taking and rebellious
actions, and involvement in peer groups in early adoles-
cence. Patterns of behavior that are associated with less
risk of smoking include academic achievement, involve-
ment in sports (for females), healthy eating and physical
activity patterns, and the ability to resist offers of ciga-
rettes. Thus, encouraging and providing opportunities
for health-enhancing activities and academic achieve-
ment might, by fulfilling some of the needs that smoking
apparently meets for adolescents, prevent some young
people from trying their first cigarette.

The personal factors—those most proximal to the
individual and to the immediate decision to smoke a
cigarette—reflect, in part, the adolescent’s internaliza-
tion of the social environment. An adolescent’s knowl-
edge of the health consequences of smoking is a poor
predictor of subsequent cigarette use, although smoking
risks that are personalized appear to be important. More
significant predictors include the meanings, the perceived
positive functions, and the expected utility of cigarette
use. These aspects are linked to having a positive social
image, bonding with peers, and being “mature”—all of
which are particularly socially relevant for adolescents.
Compared with nonsmoking adolescents, those who
begin to smoke appear to have lower self-images and
lower self-esteem; for them, smoking becomes a self-
enhancement mechanism. Similarly, self-efficacy toward
avoiding cigarettes secems particularly linked with the
ability toresist cigarette offers from peers. Of the person-
ality vanables, symptoms of depression, helplessness,
aggression, pessimism, and a limited ability to conceptu-
alize the future were all found to be smoking-predictive
in a small number of studies. The most predictive per-
sonal factors were those linked to the social environ-
ment, to peers, and to the meanings of cigarette smokin
learned in youth.

Intentions to smoke and prior experimentation with
cigarettes strongly predict subsequent smoking. The
adverse physiological reactions to first tries at smoking
wane with repetition, and tolerance levels to nicotine
increase. Adolescents who smoke are more likelv than
nonsmokers to discount the negative health consequences
of smoking, report positive functions of smoking, and
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perceive that their peers are smokers. The shift from
social to more personal reasons for smoking is associated
with increasing nicotine dependence and addiction.
Several other factors that influence smoking
initiation are not covered in this chapter. First, the com-
bined influence of tobacco advertising and promotion
represents a powerful environmental risk factor (see
Chapter 5). Second, cultural or community-level re-
search on the causes of smoking onset is decidedly lim-
ited. In particular, the effect of taxation, of restrictions to
public smoking, of vending machine regulations, and of
limiting access to tobacco for underage buyers needs to
be addressed prospectively (Chapman and Bloch 1992;
Swearnor et al. 1992; see Chapter 6). Third, even at the
school level, smoking prevalence rates have been shown
to be partly attributable to attendance at a particular
school and to school smoking policies (Best et al. 1984;
Semmer, Lippert, et al. 1987; Pentz et al. 1989; Santi et al.
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1990-91; see “Smoking Restrictions in the School” in
Chapter 6). Still, which aspects of schools contribute to
smoking onset—whether their rules, consistency of rule
enforcement, grade structure, or discipline procedures—
need to be studied. These distal environmental factors
partly determine the meaning for, and acceptability of,
cigarette use at a community level, determine the ease or
difficulty with which adolescents can obtain tobacco,
and reinforce or inhibit the continuation of use into adult-
hood. Proximal factors are strong determinants of use
once the meaning of smoking is established and access
to cigarettes is possible. Therefore, the more distal risk
factors might be considered the proper targets of in-
tervention research efforts, which should test the po-
tency of these factors and provide the clear
community-level message that cigarette smoking among,
the young is unacccptable.

Compared with the research literature on smoking
initiation, the knowledge base on smokeless
tubacco initiation is modest. Far fewer longitudinal stud-
ies have been conducted. For the most part, research
efforts on smokeless tobacco have been cross-sectional; a
few have also been guided by behavioral theory. None-
theless, a number of methodologically sound studies
provide knowledge about the risk factors associated with
the initiation of smokeless tobacco use. In parallel with
the rescarch on cigarette smoking among young people,
sociodemographic, environmental, behavioral, and per-
sonal factors have all been explored as correlates of smoke-
less tobacco use. With only a few exceptions, the
consistency of the findings with those found for cigarette
smoking suggests that both smoking and the use of
smokeless tobacco products share a common causality
as well as similar functions and meanings for young
people.

Sociodemographic Factors in the Initiation of
Smokeless Tobacco Use

National survey data on the demographics of
smokeless tobacco use are presented in detail in Chapter
3 (see “Recent Patterns of Smokeless Tobacco Use™) and
are only sumimarized here. These data clearly indicate
that smokeless tobacco vse among, voung, people is par-
ticularly prevalent among non-Hispanic white males.
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The three youth surveys that assessed smokeless tobacco
prevalence (that is, use during the month preceding the
survey) also found that males were 10 to 15 times more
likely than females to use smokeless tobacco. Although
nationally representative data on American Indian and
Alaskan Native vouth are not available, community-
level studies of these populations have reported high
rates of weekly smokeless tobacco use among both males
(43 percent) and females (34 percent), even at very voung,
ages (Schinke et al. 1987, 1989; Bruerd 1990).

The Monitoring the Future Project survey, a na-
tional survey of high school seniors, indicated that 34
percent of males had used smokeless tobacco. Among,
those, 23 percent first used smokeless tobacco before or
during the sixth grade, and over 53 percent first used it
before or during the eighth grade (sce “Grade When
Smokeless Tobacco Use Begins” in Chapter 3). Data
from a number of other recent survevs suggest that carlv
adolescence is the peak age for first using smokeless
tobacco (Schaefer et al. 1985; US Department of Health
and Human Services [USDIHHS] 1986; Ary, Lichtenstein,
Severson 1987; Ary ct al. 1989; Rilev, Barenie, Mvers
1989; Brownson et al. 1990; Rilev et al. 1990, 1991).

Limited cvidence suggests that the following
sociodemographic tactors mav also be related to higher
rates of smokeless tobacco use among vouth: one or no
parents in the houschold (Jones and Moberg, 1988; Murray
et al. 1988; sce "Sociodemographic Risk Faciors tor
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Smokeless Tobacco Use” in Chapter 3); lower parental
education (Bauman, Koch, Lentz 1989; Botvin, Baker,
Tortu 1989); blue-collar parental occupation (Burke et al.
1989; Elder, Molgaard, Gresham 1988; Novotny et al.
1989); and rural environment (Olds 1988; Botvin, Baker,
Tortu 1989; Rouse 198¢; Lisnerski et al. 1991; see
“Sociodemographic Risk Factors for Smokeless Tobacco
Use” in Chapter 3). As is reported in Chapter 3 (sce
“Current Use of Smokeless Tobacco™), prevalence varies
among regions and is somewhat lower in the Northeast
than in other regions.

Environmental Factors in the Initiation of
Smokeless Tobacco Use

Factors That Influence Acceptability and Availability

Ease of access to smokeless tobacco appears to be
an important factor in initiation, and young people
seem to have little trouble obtaining smokeless tobacco
(USDHHS 1992a, CDC 1993). In interviews conducted
by the Office of Inspector General (USDHHS 1986), 90
percent of smokeless tobacco users in junior and senior
high school reported that they purchased their own
smokeless tobacco; 94 percent reported that although
they were minors, it was either never or only rarely
difficult for them to purchase smokeless tobacco. Conve-
nience stores were the most frequent purchase site (55
percent); supermarkets and grocery stores accounted for
an additional 33 percent of sales. Barovich et al. (1991)
found that 50 percent of store personnel were willing to
sell to minors. In another study (Leopardi et al. 1989),
junior high school students reported that their leading
sources of smokeless tobacco were friends (43 percent)
and direct store purchase (30 percent); senior high school
students’ chief sources were direct purchase (62 percent)
and friends (25 percent). In a recent study in Texas,
minors successfully purchased smokeless tobacco in 59
percent of stores selling the product (CDC 1993).

Interpersonal Factors

Parental Use

As in the research on cigarette smoking, the evi-
dence depicts either a modestly positive or no significant
association between parental use of smokeless tobacco
and adolescent use. The only prospective study that
examined parental use found no link to onset or contin-
ued use of smokeless tobacco among youth (Ary,
Lichtenstein, Severson 1987). However, scveral eross-
sectional studies have reported significant relationships
between concurrent use by parents and vouth (Cohen et
al. 1987; 1lall and Dexter 1988; Colborn, Cummings,

Michalek 1989; Glover et al. 1989; Brownson et al. 1990).
Bauman, Koch, and Lentz (1989) found tl-at an adoles-
cent was more likely to use smokeless tobacco if the
father did, although there was an 4nteraction with the
level of the father’s education. Two cross-sectional stud-
ies found no significant assotiation between con-
current use of smokeless tobacco by parents and adoles-
cent offspring (Chassin et al. 1985; Ary, Lichtenstein,
Severson 1987).

Sibling Use

The evidence from cross-sectional studies gener-
ally supports a relationship between a sibling’s use of
smokeless tobacco and an adolescent’s use. However,
one prospective study did not find significant sibling
relationships (Ary, Lichtenstein, Severson 1987), and an-
other study found no effect for “older family members”
(Chassin et al. 1985). The sole longitudinal study did not
find that sibling use was related to adolescent onset (Ary,
Lichtenstein, Severson 1987).

Peer Use

Although a subsiantial amount of cross-sectional
research has examined the use of smokeless tobacco by
peers, only two longitudinal studies have been pub-
lished. Every cross-sectional study found that peer use
was significantly related to adolescent use (Cohen et al.
1987; Hall and Dexter 1988; Lucas and Christen 1988;
Glover et al. 1989; Leopardi et al. 1989; Riley, Barenie,
Myers 1989; Brownson et al. 1990; Hunter, Vizelberg,
Berenson 1991). Peer use of smokeless tobacco was
related to the onset of adolescent use at the 9-month
follow-up in one longitudinal study (Ary et al. 1989) but
not in another study (Ary 1989) at the 6- and 12-month
follow-up times. However, peer use was found to be
related to continued use among initial daily users of
smokeless tobacco at 6-, 9-, and 12-month follow-ups
(Ary, Lichtenstein, Severson 1987; Ary 1989).

Perceived Environmental Factors

Norms

Current evidence indicates that most adolescents
who use smokeless tobacco perceive that this behavior is
socially acceptable. The Office of Inspector General
(USDIHS 1986) reported the following findings from a
survev of male adolescents who used smokeless te-
bacco:

* 86 percent perceived that most or some students at
their school approved of smokeless tobacco use.
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* 98 percent said their best male friends either approved
of, or were neutral toward, their smokeless tobacco
use.

* 93 pereent said their parents knew of their smokeless
tobacco use.

* 68 percent said their fathers and 45 percent said their
mothers approved of, or were neutral toward, their
smokeless tobacco use.

¢ 91 percent said their brothers and 71 percent said their
sisters either approved of, or were neutral toward,
their smokeless tobacco use.

¢ 87 percent listed their home as a setting where they
regularly used smokeless tobacco.

¢ 43 percent whose dentist knew of their use were not
advised by that professional to quit.

¢ 51 percent said their coaches either approved of, or
were neutral toward, their smokeless tobacco use.

These findings were replicated in the 1992 Office of
the Inspector General study on Spit Tobacco and Youth
(USDHHS 1992b). The adolescents in this study who
used smokeless tobacco said that the greatest influences
on their trying smokeless tobacco werc peer pressure
and other family members’ use. The majority of these
voung users felt their parents would agree that their
using smokeless tobacco was preferable to smoking ciga-
rettes (USDHHS 1992b).

In another study, only 14 percent of smokeless
tobacco users reported that their father disapproved of
their smokeless tobacco use, whereas 60 percent said
their mother disapproved (Marty, McDermott, Williams
1986). Williams et al. (1986) found that 55 percent of
smokeless tobacco users indicated that their parents dis-
approved of their use. In a study by Ary et al. (1989),
only 13 percent of daily smokeless tobacco users re-
ported that their dentist had said anything to them
about their use. Brubaker and Loftin (1987) found that
smokeless tobacco users reported greater peer accep-
tance of, and less parental opposition to, their use than
did nonusers,

Social Support

Chassin, ’resson, and Sherman (1988) examined the
relationship between family social support and current
use of smokeless tobacco. Three cross-sectional analyses
found no pattern of relationships between smokeless to-
bacco use and perceived parental expectations (for success
or academic accomplishment), parental supportiveness,
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parental strictness, agreement between parents, parent-
peer agreement, or the adolescent’s reported motivation
to comply with parents. Similarly, two sets of analyses
examining one-year prediction of smokeless tobacco on-
set found no statistically significant effects for the same set
of factors, although the statistical power to detect such
effects was minimal because the sample contained few
cases of smokeless tobacco onset.

Parental Reaction to Smokeless Tobacco Use

Parents appear to be more accepting of smokeless
tobacco use than of cigarette smoking. About 40 percent
of high school smokers reported that their parents knew
about their smoking, whereas smokeless tobacco users
reported that 71 percent of their parents knew of their
use (Chassin et al. 1985). Similarly, young people who
did not use t.bacco reported that their parents and peers
were more accepting of smokeless tobacco use than of
smoking (Chassin et al. 1985; Ary et al. 1989). These
findings suggest that adolescents may begin using smoke-
less tobacco partly because they perceive that it is less
deviant than smoking or other drug use and therefore is
more likely to be accepted by their peers and parents
(Hahn et al. 1990).

Some research evidence indicates that the a “tici-
pated parental response to an adolescent’s use of smoke-
less tobacco is related to the.t youth’s likelihood of using
smokeless tobacco. Riley, Barenie, and Myers (1989)
found that high school students’ anticipation of their
parents” response was highly predictive of the first trial
of smokeless tobacco and of the level of continued
use. Brubaker and Loftin (1987) found that adolescents
who did not currently use smokeless tobacco but who
intended to become users reported that it would be
unlikely that their parents would respond by taking
away their privileges, reprimanding them, becoming an-
gry, expressing disappointment, or prohibiting them from
continued use. These youth also reported that it was
likely that their parents would ignore their smokeless
tobacco use.

Behavioral Factors in the Initiation of
Smokeless Tobacco Use

Academic Achievement

For males, smokeless tobacco use was related to
poor academic performance (Jones and Moberg 1988)
and to a low grade point average (Brownson ct al. 1990).
The NIDA national houschold survey indicated that for
males, the prevalence of daily use of smokeless tobacco
was highest among school dropouts (13 percent) and
lowest among college students (6 percent) (Rouse 1989).



QO

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People

Smoking as a Risk Factor for Smokeless Tobacco

Five longitudinal studies examined the prospec-
tive relationships between cigarette smoking and the
onset or continued use of smokeless tobacco (Ary,
Lichtenstein, Severson 1987; Dent et al. 1987; Murray et
al. 1988; Ary 1989; Sussman et al. 1989). (The relation-
ship between smokeless. tobacco use and subsequent
cigarette smoking is reviewed later in this chapter.) Ina
longitudinal study of eighth graders, Dent et al. (1987)
reported that smoking status at baseline predicted the
onset of smokeless tobacco use one year later. Twenty-
nine percent of regular smokers at baseline—but only 6
percent of those who had never smoked—reported
smokeless tobacco onset at follow-up. Ary, Lichtenstein,
and Severson (1987) used discriminant analysis to iden-
tify predictors of the onset of smokeless tobacco use nine
months after smoking onset among 7th, 9th, and 10th
graders. The discriminant function accounted for 11
percent of the variance, and having tried smoking was
an important predictor, correlating at 0.64 with the dis-
criminant function. In a similar study using a separate
sample of 7th, 9th, and 10th graders in Oregon, smoking
did not significantly predict smokeless tobacco onset at
6-month or 12-month follow-ups (Ary 1989). Another
longitudinal study found general support for the influ-
ence of smoking on seventh graders who had tried smoke-
less tobacco (Murray et al. 1988). Longitudinal analysis
of one-year follow-up data from two other samples of
seventh graders indicated that both males and females
exhibited a fairly consistent relationship between the
onset of smokeless tobacco use and pretest smoking
(Sussman et al. 1989).

Three of the longitudinal studies cited above also
examined the prospective relationship between cigarette
smoking and continued use of smokeless tobacco among
adolescents. Ary, Lichtenstein, and Severson (1987) found
that baseline smoking did not predict frequency of later
cokeless tobacco use at nine-month follow-up. In a
separate study, Ary (1989) examined these relationships
and found that frequency of smoking was related to
continued daily smokeless tobacco use at 12-month
follow-up but not at 6-month follow-up. A 24-month
follow-up study of ninth graders also found general
support for the influence of smoking on later use of
smokeless tobacco (Murray et al. 1988). Although the
findings from these three prospective studies are incon-
clusive, numerous studies report signiticant concurrent
relationships between smoking and smokeless tobacco
use. The degree of statistical power exhibited by these
relationships varied widely, but every study found at
least one significant association between smokeless to-
bacco use and smoking,.

Other Adolescent Behaviors

Twvelve studies fairly consistently indicated that
smokeless tobacco use is related to concurrent use of
alcohol and marijuana (Lichtenstein et al. 1984; Ary,
Lichtenstein, Severson 1987; Burke et al. 1988, 1989; Jones
and Moberg 1988; Murray et al. 1988; Ary 1989; Riley,
Barenie, Myers 1989; Rouse 1989; Sussman et al. 1989;
Riley et al. 1991; Stevens et al. 1991). One of these studies
(Sussman et al. 1989) found that seventh- and eighth-
grade femnales showed no relationship between having
tried smokeless tobacco and concurrently using alcohol,
but two of four samples with male subjects showed
significant relationships. Only three studies examined
the prospective relationships between smokeless to-
bacco use and the use of alcohol and marijuana. In one
study, the onset of smokeless tobacco use among those
who had not used at baseline was related to marijuana |
use but not to alcohol use (Ary, Lichtenstein, Severson
1987). In a separate study, initial use of alcohoi or mari-
juanadid not predict onset of smokeless tobacco use at 6-
month follow-up, but initial alcohol use predicted
smokeless tobacco use at 12-month follow-up (Ary 1989).
In another 12-month longitudinal study, onset of smoke-
less tobacco use among those who at baseline had never
used smokeless tobacco was predicted by initial alcohol
use in one of two samples of seventh-grade females but
not in two samples of males (Sussman et al. 1989). Taken
together, there is some evidence that prior use of either
alcohol or marijuana is related to subsequent onset of
smokeless tobacco use and to continued use of smokeless
tobacco among daily users.

Several studies suggest that adolescents who use
smokeless tobacco are more likely to use mwultiple drugs
than are adotescents who do not use smokeless tobacco.
Ary, Lichtenstein, and Severson (1987) found thatamong
male adolescents who reported use of smokeless to-
bacco, cigarettes, alcohol, or marijuana in the week pre-
ceding the survey, 43 percent (47 percent in Ary’s separate
study [1989)) indicated that they used more than one of
these substznces during that week. The percentage of
daily users of smokeless tobacco who reported use of
alcohol during the preceding week was particularly high
(76 percent in Ary, Lichtenstein, and Severson’s study
[1987} and 74 percent in Ary’s separate study [1989]).
Among daily smokeless tobacco users, 83 percent in Ary,
Lichtenstein, and Severson’s study (1987) (80 percent
in Arv’s 1989 study) also reported using a drug other
than alcohol, a fact suggesting that daily smokeless to-
bacco users are particularly likely to be multiple drug
USCTS.
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Smokeless Tobacco Use as a Risk Factor for Smoking,
Alcohol, and Other Drug Use

Although the known literature indicates that the
use of cigarettes and other drugs is a risk factor for
simokeless tobacco use, several studies also indicate that
the converse is true; that is, smokeless tobacco use is a
risk factor for the onset and maintenance of cigarette
smoking and for the use of alcohol and marijuana (see
“Smokeless Tobacco Use and Other Drug Use” in Chap-
ter 3). Ary, Lichtenstein, and Severson (1987) examined
the prospective relationship between smokeless tobacco
use and the onset of the use of cigarettes, alcohol, and
marijuana at nine-month follow-up. Smokeless tobacco
users were found to be more likely than nonusers to
begin using cigarettes (22 percent vs. 7 percent), alcohol
(18 percent vs. 7 percent), and marijuana (37 percent vs.
18 percent). These findings were replicated in Ary’s
(1989 12-month follow-up study of a separate sample.
Smokeless tobacco users were significantly more likely
than nonusers to report smoking cigarettes (6 percent vs.
0.5 percent), drinking alcohol (29 percent vs. 12 percent),
and smoking marijuana (12 percent vs. 2 percent).

Similarly, smokeless tobacco users were more likely
than nonusers to increase their use of other drugs. A
greater proportion of smokeless tobacco users than of
nonusers reported increased use (in the week preceding
the survey) of cigarettes (18 percent vs. 8 percent), alco-
hol (34 percent vs. 20 percent), and marijuana (20 pereent
vs. 8 percent) (Ary, Lichtenstein, Severson 1987). The
1989 study replicated these findings for cach substance:
cigarettes (7 percent vs. 2 percent), alcohol (25 percent vs.
13 percent), and marijuana (15 percent vs. 2 percent)
(Ary 1989).

Several studies provide additional evidence for the
progression from smokeless tobacco to other drugs. In
one, decreases in smokeless tobacco use were
accompanied by increases in cigarette smoking (Hunter
ct al. 1986). In a different longitudinal study, smokeless
tobacco users were more likely to report cigarette smok-
ing at a two-year follow-up (67 percent) than were non-
users (14 percent) (Schinke et al. 1986). A study of
undergraduates found that switching from smokeless
tobacco to cigarettes was a more likely progression than
the converse (Glover, Laflin, Edwards 1989).

Risk Taking and Rebelliousness

Although smoking is associated with rebellious-
ness and unconventionality, several studies have found
no such association for smokeless tobacco use. A signifi-
cant but maodest relationship has been found between
smokeless tobacco use and risk taking. In one of the few
longitudinal studies of smokeless tobacco use, Dent et al.
(1987) found that among eighth graders, current risk
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taking predicted the onset of smokeless tobacco use one
year later. In another study, a significant relationship
was reported between seventh-grade students’ smoke-
less tobacco use and risk taking (Botvin, Baker, Tortu
1989). Studies with high school students found that risk
taking was related to trying smokeless tobacco but not to
the level of smokeless tobacco use (Riley, Barenie, Myers
1989; Riley etal. 1991). Intwo of eight replication samples
in another study, risk taking was a significant correlate of
trying smokeless tobacco (Sussman et al 1989).

Participation in Athletics

Given the number of professional athletes who use
smokeless tobacco, and given the associated advertising
cfforts by smokeless tobacco companies, youth who par-
ticipate in athletics would seem likely to be at greater risk
of using smokeless tobacco than nonparticipants. Cur-
rent studies have mixed findings about this possible
relationship. Although 28 percentof predominantly white
Little League baseball players (aged 12 or less, N =1,141)
in southeast Texas believed that more than half of profes-
sional baseball players use smokeless tobacco, this belief
was not strongly associated with use of smokeless to-
bacco among these youth (Evans, Raines, Getz 1992).
Similar findings on a stratified random sample of rural
and urban youth in grades one, three, five, and seven
were reported in North Carolina (Lisnerski et al. 1991).
In a one-year longitudinal study of seventh graders,
sports participation did not predict onset of smokeless
tobacco use in two samples of males and in one of two
samples of females (Sussman et al. 1989); for the other
sample of seventh-grade females, the relationship was
positive but modest. Sussman et al. (1990) reported that
self-identified “dirts” (i.e., “heavy metal” music enthusi-
asts and marijuana users) and “skaters” (i.e., skateboard-
ers and surfers) were more likely to be currently using
smokeless tobacco than were “jocks/athletes.” Another
study of high school students yielded inconclusive re-
sults (Riley, Barenie, Myers 1989). On the other hand,
Ringwalt (1989) found that 11th- and 12th-grade athletes
(students who played on school teams) were more likely
than nonathletes to have used smokeless tobacco, to
have used smokeless tobacco in the preceding 30 days,
and to perceive fewer (if any) health risks for smokeless
tobacco use. Jones and Moberg (1988) found that fre-
quency of smokeless tobacco use was related to partici-
pation in team sports. Glover et al. (1989) found that
smokeless tobacco use among U.S. college students was
related to participation in organized sports. Taken to-
gether, the current evidence is inconclusive and war-
rants further investigation that might consider team rules
regarding smokeless tobacco use, coaches” use of smoke-
less tobaceo or attitude toward team members’ use, and
parents’ degree of involvement in the team.
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Personal Factors in the Initiation of
Smokeless Tobacco Use

Knowledge of Long-Term Health Consequences

Because the long-term health consequences of
smokeless tobacco use have not been as widely commu-
nicated as those of smoking, knowledge of these conse-
quences is potentially an important predictive factor for
smokeless tobacco use. Most vouth appear to be aware
that smokeless tobacco use can be hannful to health, but
most smokeless tobe cco users do not perceive their own
risk to be great. In interviews with smokeless tobacco
users, 80 percent of junior high school and 92 percent of
senior high school urers acknowledged that smokeless
tobacco use can be harmful, but about 60 percent of the
junior high users and 40 percent of the senior high users
believed that there was no risk or only slight risk in
regular smokeless tobacco use (USDHHS 1986). A study
of 7th- through 10th-graders found that 31 percent of
daily users of smokeless tobacco believed that there was
very little health risk associated with this use (Ary,
Lichtenstein, Severson 1987). Similarly, only 40 percent
of 7th- through 12th-grade students in another sample
perceived smokeless tobacco use as very harmful
(Schacfer et al. 1985). Marty, McDermott, and Williams
(1986) reported that 35 percent of high school students
who use smokeless tobacco believed that such use had
little or no effect on their health.

Many vouth appear to believe that smokeless to-
bacco use is much safer than cigarette use. Schaefer et
al. (1983) found that 77 percent of smokeless tobacco
users perceived smoking to be very harmful, whereas
only 4¢ percent perceived smokeless tobacco use as
very harmful. Another study reported that 86 percent
of fifth- and sixth-grade smokeless tobacco users be-
lieved that smoking would hurt their health, but only
33 percent believed this of smokeless tobacco use
(Schinke ct al. 1986). Ary et al. (1989) found that when
smokeless tobacco users were asked why they pre-
ferred smokeless tobacco to cigarettes, they most often
gave "lower health risk” as the reason. Users of smoke-
less tobacco are more likely than nonusers to perceive
that smokeless tobacco is a comparatively safe alterna-
tive to cigarette use (Chassin ot al. 1985; McDermott
and Marty 1986; Bovle 1989; Glover, Laflin, Edwards
1989; Brownson, DiLorenzo, Van Tuinen 1990;
Brownson et al. 1990; Lisnerski et al. 19971).

A number of studies have examined the relation-
ship between concurrent smokeless tobacco use and
health knowledge and beliefs about smokeless tobacco,
but none of these studies have examined the prospective
relationship. Most of these studies show that vouth with
more health knowledge of, or greater beliefs in, the risks

of smokeless tobacco use are indeed less likely to use
smokeless tobacco. Three studies reported that having
tricd smokeless tobacco was related to lack of health
knowledge and beliefs (Cohen et al. 1987; Riley, Barenie,
Myers 1989; Rilev et al. 1991); only one study that exam-

. ined this possible link failed to tind such a relationship,

and that study involv»d very young subjects (first
through seventh graders) (Lisnerski et al. 1991). Mul-
tiple studies have reported that health knowledge and
beliefs were significantly related to various categories of
smokeless tobacco use (Bovle 1989; Polcyn et al. 1991),
current smokeless tobacco use (Chassin et al. 1985;
Colborn, Cumimings, Michalek 1989; Glover, Laflin,
Edwards 1989; Marty, McDermott, Williams 1986), level
oramount of smokeless tobacco use (Riley, Barenie, Mvers
1989; Riley et al. 1991), or dailv smokeless tobacco use
(Ary, Lichtenstein, Severson 1987). In only two studies
was no relationship found between health knowledge
and beliefs and smokeless tobacco use (Brownson et al.
1990; Lisnerski et al. 1991).

Functional Meanings

In a study of seventh- and eighth-grade students,
favorable personal attitudes toward smokeless tobacco
use were significantly related to concurrent use of smoke-
less tobacco (Poleyn et al. 1991). In another study, 8th-
through 11th-grade students’ expectancy and beliefs
about the positive attributes of smokeless tobacco use
(e.g., tastes good, is relaxing, helps concentration) were
related to current smokeless tobacco use (Colborn,
Cummings, Michalek 1989). Negative attributes of
smokeless tobacco use (i.c., gives bad breath, stains teeth)
were negatively related to current smokeless tobacco use
(Colborn, Cummings, Michalek 1989). No prospective
studies were found.

Social Image

Other research suggests that smokeless tobacco use
has a more positive social image than smoking (Chassin
ct al. 1985; Chassin and Presson 1988). One study of high
school students found that students were more likely to
have used smokeless tobacco during the past month and
thatnonusersweremorelikely to have intentions of using
if thestudents’ realand ideal self-concepts weresimilar to
their perceivedimage of < imokeless tobaccousers (Chassin
ctal. 1985). This finding suggests that vouth may take up
smokelesstobacco as amethod ofattaining a valued social
image. Positive social attributes expected from smokeless
tobacco use (e.g., increases attractiveness, brings more
friecnds, makes one become more “macho”) were also
shown to be significantly related to concurrent use of
smokeless tobacco (Colborn, Cummings, Michalek 1989).
No prospective research was found,
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Personality Traits

Some studies have examined relationships between
smokeless tobacco use and a number of personality traits.
A positive association was found with anger (Jacobs et
al. 1988), anxiety (Jacobs etal. 1988), assertiveness (Botvin,
Baker, Tortu 1989), depression (Jones and Moberg 1988;
Rouse 1989), and locus of control (Dignan et al. 1986). A
negative association was found with anxiety, curiosity
(Jacobs et al. 1988), and self-concept (Dignan et al. 1985).

Smokeless Tobacco Use as a Risk Factor for
Continued Use

Intentions to Use Smokeless Tobacco

Consistent with data on youth smoking, the re-
search indicates a strong relationship between concur-
rent smokeless tobacco use and intention to use in the
future. Brubaker and Loftin (1987) found that reported
intention to use smokeless tobacco in the week after the
survey was strongly related to current smokeless to-
bacco use in a small sample of fifth- through eighth-
grade males. Intention to use in the next two weeks was
also related to current-use status (Gerber, Newman, Mar-
tin 1988). No studies were found, however, that exam-
ined the prospective relationship between intention to
use smokeless tobacco and the initiation or continuation
ot use.

Current Use of Smokeless Tobacco

Ary, Lichtenstein, and Severson (1987) prospec-
tively examined the predictors of frequency of smoke-
less tobacco use at a nine-month follow-up for their
sample of dailv users of smokeless tobacco. Current
use of smokeless tobacco was the best predictor of later
use; the initial rate of use was highly correlated with the
rate of use nine months later and accounted for 33
percent of the variance. This finding suggests that the
successful reduction of smokeless tobacco use will re-
quire carly intervention before the development of physi-
ological addiction.

Summary of Psychosocial Risk Factors for
Smokeless Tobacco Use

The major factors associated with the initiation
and development of smokeless tobacco use found in
this review are shown in Table 1. With the exception of
adequate knowledge of the health consequences of
smokeless tobacco use and the social acceptance af-
forded by smokeless tobacco use, these factors are nearly
identical to those found for the onset of smoking.  Al-
though most youth perceive that smokeless tobacco use
can bo harmful to health, most smokeless tobacco users
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do not perceive the risk to be great, particularly to
themselves, and particularly compared with the health
risk of cigarette smoking. Peer modeling of smokeless
tobacco use seems to be strongly and consistently re-
lated to the onset and continued use of smokeless to-
bacco. Smokeless tobacco use serves social functions
within the peer group that may support experimental
and continued use. The evidence is less conclusive for
modeling by parents and siblings. Peer and, notably,
parental acceptance of smokeless tobacco use is much
higher than for cigarette smoking.

Fairly consistent evidence indicates that smokeless
tobacco use is related to concurrent use of cigarettes,
alcohol, and marijuana. Findings from prospective stud-
ies suggest that the use of smokeless tobacco may pre-
cede the use of these other substances and occurs early in
a sequence of drug use by some adolescents. Prospective
evidence shows that smoking and the use of alcohol and
marijuana are also related to the onset and continued use
of smokeless tobacco. Engaging in risk-taking behavior
and having poor academic performance also appear to
be related to smokeless tobacco use (see “Smokeless
Tobacco Use and Other Health-Related Behaviors” and
“Sociodemographic Risk Factors for Smokeless Tobacco
Use” in Chapter 3). There is mixed evidence that smoke-
less tobacco use is associated with vouthful athletic par-
ticipation; nonetheless, some professional athletes have
promoted its use both indirectly (through visible per-
sonal use) and directly (through advertising).

Finally, there is evidence of concurrent relation-
ships (but no prospective evidence) between smokeless
tobacco use and healti beliefs/ knowledge, attitudes, ex-
pectancies, and socialimage. The perception that smoke-
less tobacco use may be a healthier choice than cigarette
smoking consistently emerges in the data and indicates
the need for prevention programs that stress the health
consequences of smokeless tobacco use.

Smokeless tobacco use, then, appears to be a
function of the social world of young people, who see
this “adult” behavior as an aid—a generally accessible
one—in improving their individual social image. More-
over, perhaps because even among adults the health
consequences of smokeless tobacco use are not widely
understood, adults lack consensus on whether smoke-
less tobacco use should be actively discouraged. Peer
use of smokeless tobacco thus becomes a strong motiva-
tor for initiation and continued use.

These misperceptions on the part of adolescents
and adults alike are of serious concern, given the health-
compromising, addictive aspects of smokeless tobacco
use. More strikingly, smokeless tobacco use is associated
strongly with other drug use and may serve as an entry
behavior to the use of cigarettes, alcohol, and illegal
substances.
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Implications of Research for Preventing Tobacco Use: Modifying Psychosocial Risk

Although substantial research has examined the

+ onset of tobacco use for individual adolescents, there is

clearly a need to examine how change in community and
cultural factors may modify onset rates. This review of
the literature strongly suggests that the onset of to-
bacco use is sogially learned and is a social behavior for
adolescents, with socially relevant meanings, images,
and functions. Therefore, rather than focusing only on
individuals and families as the primary targets of pre-
vention efforts, attention should also be directed to the
social environment of adolescents. These efforts should
consistently and persuasively promote the prevention
and cessation of tobacco use and should demonstrate
that the meanings of tobacco use are negative. Preven-
tion efforts should portray tobacco use as a behavior that
is nonnormative, unattractive, addictive, and immature.

Although the meanings of tobacco use are learned
in childhood, early to midcle adolescence appears to be
the time of greatest neec for direct intervention. This
idea is not only supported epidemiologically by the oc-
currence of highest onset rates during this time, but also
developmentally, in that the challenges of adolescence
can expose youth to the perceived utility of tobacco use.
The meanings of tobacco use that have been established
in our society become personally relevant during adoles-
cence. Tobacco use becomes a mechanism to establish
social relationships, display independence, and create a
new, mature identity. Moreover, because many adoles-
cents believe themselves to be all but invulnerable, have
a short perspective on their future, have limited abstract
cognitive abilitics, and highly vaiue their associations
with same-age peers, adolescents may view tobacco use
as particularly functional to them and not potentially
harmful. Adolescence is clearly a vulnerable time when
adult involvement and protection is still warranted and
required. Adults should see the prevention of adoles-
cent tobacco use as an important part of their responsi-
bility in the healthful socialization of the young,.

The onset of tobacco use is strongly associated with
peer influences, peer smoking, and peer approval of
smoking. Programs that prevent tobacco use should
systematically seek peer-group involvement and enlist
peer role models who do not use tobacco. The emiphasis

" of this involvement should be to affect peer-related norms

and to persuade adolescents that most people their age
do not use tobacco, that tobacco use has negative social
consequences, and that tobacco use projects an image
that, instead of being “cool,” is unattractive, unpopular,
and immature. Parents should also pay attention to the

amount of time adolescents spend with peers, to peers’
behavior, and to unsupervised peer-group activities.

The increased need for sccial competencies during
adolescence (i.e., the ability of young people to decipher,
cope with, and deal with the social environment) should
be a critical focus of comprehensive efforts to prevent
tobacco use. Adolescents need skills to help them iden-
tify, resist, and refute environmental influences—whether
from the media, adults, or peers—to use tobacco.
Similarly, adolescents may need to be taught how to
cope better with difficult, stressful situations at home or
at school. Without such skills, many youth may con-
tinue to use tobacco as a mechanism to deal with low
self-esteem, depression, and the feelings of helpless-
ness that can result from the ordinary challenges of
growing up.

Positive social bonding with family and schools and
health-enhancing behavior, such as physical activity,
should be encouraged among youth as protective factors
against tobacco use. Students who perform poorly in
school should be offered tutoring and academic counsel-
ing; besides being personally motivating, such support
canincreasestudents’ affiliation with schooland cecrease
their involvement in tobacco use. Encouraging sports
participation (and countering the negative role models of
some professional athletes by providing explicit mes-
sagesabout the health consequencesof smokeless tobacco
use), regular physical activity, and a healthy diet may
increase adolescents” valuation of, and attachment to,
health and a healthy body that might be compromised by
tobacco use. Parents may also need to demonstrate their
support for academic achicvement, health activities, and
a greater link between home and school.

Finally, to substantially modify tobacco use and to
provide adolescents with consistent messages against
tobacco use, the community (and society on the whole)
should embrace the prevention of tobacco use. A focus
on individuals, families, or peer groups is necessary but
not sufficient to address the origins of tobacco’s appeal to
young people. Limiting the acceptability of tobacco use
through restrictive policies, such as legislation support-
ing clean indoor air and school policies banning tobacco
use, provides a clear message to adolescents that tobacco
use is not acceptable as a public behavior. Severely
limiting adolescents” access to tobacco products makes it
clear that cigarettes and smokeless products are danger-
ous substances. Mandating tobacco-use prevention pro-
grams in schools signals the importance of this topic
through the use of explicit, carmarked resources. These
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community actions provide external support for par-
ents, teachers, and adolescents to assert their beliefs
about the health hazards of tobacco use and to assist
their demand for tobacco-free environments. Such clear,
normative messages emanating from the community
level reinforce those messages given at school or at

Conclusions

Sirgeon General's Report

home. Above all, community action at muliiple levels
of the social environment directly and consistently re-
futes the notion that tobacco use is an attractive adult
behavior. Community intervention should be a top
priority in poorer communities, where the need for
action is especially great.

1. Theinitiation and development of tobacco use among,
children and adolescents progresses in five stages:
from forming attitudes and beliefs about tobacco, to
trving, experimenting with, and regularly using to-
bacco, to being addicted. This process generally
takes about three years.

2. Sociodemographic factors associated with the onset
of tobacco use include being an adolescent from a
family with low socioeconomic status.

3. Environmental risk factors for tobacco use include
accessibility and availability of tobacco products,
perceptions by adolescents that tobacco use is nor-
mative, peers’ and siblings” use and approval of
tobacco use, and lack of parental support and in-
volvement as adolescents face the challenges of
growing up.

148 Psuchosocial Risk Factors :

4. Behavioral risk factors for tobacco use include low
levels of academic achievement and school involve-
ment, lack of skills required to resist influences to
use tobacco, and experimentation with any tobacco
product.

5. Personal risk factors for tobacco use include a lower
self-image and lower self-esteem than peers, the be-
lief that tobacco use is fur :tional, and lack of self-
efficacy in the ability to refuse offers to use tobacco.
For smokeless tobacco use, insufficient knowledge
of the health consequences is also a factor.
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Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People

The Role of Advertising and Promotion in the

Marketing of Tobacco Products

Introduction

Businesses use advertising and promotion to influ-
ence the marketplace—to prepare a place for their prod-
uct by signaling how it meets an existing or newly
perceived need of the consumer. In the following discus-
sion of such tactics for the tobacco-product marketplace,
"advertising” refers to company-funded advertisements
that appear in paid media (e.g., broadcasts, magazines,
riewspapers, outdoor advertising, and transit advertis-
ing), whereas “promotion” includes all company-sup-
ported nonmedia activity (e.g., direct-mail promotions,
allowances, coupons, premiums, point-of-purchase dis-
plays, and entertainment sponsorships).

The general role of advertising is to communicate
accurate information and to influence attitudes and be-
liefs (Kotler 1991). The information thatadvertising com-
municates can be either factual (e.g., product ingredients
or features) or suggestive (e.g., images of types of people
who might use a product, or associations of a product
with a certain setting or emotion). Much of the regula-
tory activity for advertising is directed at factual commu-
nication; most of the criticism of advertising is directed at
suggestive communication—at the images it creates and
at the potentially misleading implications of user ben-
efits that can be drawn from those images (Kotler and
Armstrong 1991).

Advertising can be used to create primary de-
mand—that is, to bring new users of a product category
into the marketplace (Ray 1982). These users are at-
tracted by advertising that demonstrates how a particu-
lar product can satisfy a customer need, either physical
or psychological, that is currently either unmet or unsat-
isfied. Users also can be brought into a product market-
place by advertising that causes them to feel a previously
unacknowledged need for a particular product. Primary
demand can be increased through generic category ad-
vertising (such as trade association advertising for com-
modities like milk or beef). The advertising of a specific
brand can sometimes both promote that brand and in-
crease demand for an overall product category; for ex-
ample, advertising for a particular computer can promole
computers in general for first-time buyers.

Advertising also can be used to create selective (or
secondary) demand—that is, to convince consumers to
switch from one specific brand of product to another
(McCarthy and Perreault 1984). Creating selective de-
mand calls for advertising that demonstrates a brand’s

superior performance, price, or value. Alternatively,
advertising can create selective demand by projecting
that a brand has a more desirable imagge than its competi-
tors (such as Avis Rent A Car’s well-known slogan,
“We're number two . . . but we try harder”).

Consumers overestimate the effect of advertising
on overall market factors, but underestimate its effect on
them personally (Bauer and Grevser 1968). Thus, con-
sumers may criticize advertising as being dishonest and
manipulative, but they are unlikely to be able to provide
examples of purchases they have made because of what
thev would consider advertising dishonesty or manipu-
lation. In fact, they are unlikely to be able to identify any
purchases they have made because of advertising. For
most products, the role of advertising is to create in the
consumer a structure of attitudes and beliefs about a
product that will facilitate its purchase when the con-
sumer is stimulated by a behavioral prod (Ray 1982).
That prod can come from the social environment (for
example, from another consumer’s recommending the
product), from a retailer, or from a promotional incen-
tive, such as a coupon or a free sample.

The actual purchase of a product or service in a
marketplace thusis often achieved by marketers’ use of a
specific promotion (Popper 1986; Davis and Jason 1988).
Such activities are used to build on consumers” attitudi-
nal predispositions and lead consumers to act. Promo-
tion, in fact, is the fastest-growing, category of all product
marketing activity (Kotler 1991). This growth is partly a
response to the proliferation of advertising as well as to
the limited direct-effect that advertising has been found
to have on people’s actions. Over the past few decades,
the superabundance of advertising messages has made it
increasingly difficult for a given ad to rise above the
clutter of competing messages both in its own product
category and in the plethora of advertisements in gen-
cral. This competition is particularly true for products
with well-established images and reputations. Thus,
profit return of even a successful advertising expendi-
ture may eventually diminish.  Accordingly, the best
sales returns for most industries result from effective
advertising and promotion working in concert.

Promotional activitics can take many forms. Pro-
motional expenditures can stimulate retailers to place
and display products in ways that will maximize the
opportunity for purchase (¢.g., supplying retailers with
point-of-purchase displays to locate products at
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checkout stands). Coupons reduce the price a consumer
pays for products and thereby reduce the consumer’s
cost-sensitivity, which may be a substantial barrier to
making a purchase (McCarthy and Perreault 1993). I're-
miums (e.g., including a cigarette lighter in the purchase
price or even within the actual packaging of a box or
carton of cigarettes) reduce cost-sensitivity by increasing
(or appearing to increase) the value of a purchase. Free
samples do away with cost-sensitivity altogether and
actually give consumers an opportunity to try something
new (Popper 1986; Davis and Jason 1988). Promotional
devices such as these are more likely than advertising
alone to lead consumers to purchase a product more than
once—a pattern sought by all manufacturers.

Cigarette Advertising and Promotional
Expenditures

In 1990, cigarette advertising and promotional
expenditures grew to almost $4 billion (see Table 1),
making cigarettes the second most promoted consumer
products (after automobiles) in the United States. These
expenditures occurred at a time when domestic sales of
cigarettes and adult per-capita consumption were atrela-
tively low levels although domestic revenues continued
to increase (Table 2). Advertising and promotional ex-
penditures account for 10 to 12 percent of the revenue
generated by the tobacco industry in the United States.
More than three quarters of these expenditures were for
promotional activities, which had steadily increased to
over $3 billion, while advertising expenditures for ciga-
rettes dropped to $887 million (Federal Trade Conunis-
sion [FTC] 1992). The decline in cigarette advertising
came principally from reductions in print advertising (a
14 percent drop in magazine advertising and a 7 percent
drop in newspaper advertising) to their lowest level (in
constant 1990 dollars) since the ban on broadcast adver-
tising came into effect in January 1971 and the tobacco
industry focused advertising attention on print media.

In 1990, expenditures for outdoor advertising and
transit posters for cigarettes were at an all-time high of
$435 million (see Table 3). The largest category of ciga-
rette promotion that vear was that of coupon use and
retail value-added promotions, which at $1.2 billion rep-
resented nearly 30 percent of all cigarette ad vertising and
promotional expenditures. The cigarette companies spent
just over $1 billion on promotional allowances, which
included the money that cigarette companies paid to
retailers for shelf space (slotting allowances), cooperative
advertising allowances, and trade (wholesaler) allow-
ances. Cigarette companies spent over $300 million on
point-of-purchase materials in 1990, These expenditures
for displays were roughly equivalent (within 10 per-
cent) to cigarette company expenditures on magazine
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advertising. The substantial increases in retail-oriented
expenditures reflect an aggressive cigarette marketplace
in which companies vie for larger shares of decreasing
numbers of cigarette smokers.

In 1990, the cigarette companies also expended
over $125 million on public entertainment (including
sponsorship of sporting events and concerts). Total ad-
vertising and promotional expenditures for cigarcttes
included over $108 million for sports and sporting events
alone. The cigarette companies reported no expendi-
tures in 1990 for endorsements or testimonials or for
having their brand names or tobacco products appear in
any motion picture or television shows (FTC 1992). In
contrast, movies in the 1980s were sometimes used to
promote specific brands of cigarettes and other products
(Magnus 1985).

Cigarettes continue to be one of the most heavily
advertised products in print media (Centers for Disease
Control [CDC] 1990). In 1988, cigarettes ranked first
among products advertised in outdoor media, second in
magazines, and sixth in newspapers. When advertising
expenditures for these three print media are combined,
cigarettes were the second most heavily advertised prod-
uct after passenger cars (CDC 1990). These expenditures
for cigarette advertising represent a drop, however, from
the total advertising expenditures in these media in 1985
and are consistent with the cigarette industry’s shift in
emphasis to promotional activities.

One of the indirect consequences of advertising
and promotional spending is that the media, reluctant to
jeopardize the income that accompanies cigarette adver-
tising, are inhibited in their coverage of the health risks of
smoking. Warner, Goldenhar, and McLaughlin (1992)
examined 99 magazines published in the United States
from 1959 through 1969 and from 1973 through 1986 to
assess the probability that the number of articles a maga-
zine published on the health consequences of smoking
would reflect whether they carried cigarette advertise-
ments and what proportion of their revenues were de-
rived from cigarette advertisements. Magazines that did
not carry cigarette advertisements were more than 40
percent more likely to cover the health consequences of
smoking than were magazines that carried such adver-
tising. For women’s magazines, the likelihood increased
to 230 percent; a 1 percent increase in the share of adver-
tising revenue derived from cigarette advertisements
was found todecrease by nearly 2 percent the probability
of these magazines’ carrying articles on the risks of smok-
ing. Numcrous other studies and reports on this aspect
of cigarette advertising were discussed in the 1989 Sur-
geon General’s report on smoking and health (U.S. De-
partment of Health and 1luman Services [USDIIIHS]
1989) and reinforce the general conclusion that despite
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Table 1. Domestic cigarette advertising and promotional expenditures, 1963-1990

Total
Total Total advertising and
advertising* promotional® promotional Advertising as
dollars dollars dollars percentage
Year (i millions) (in millions) (in millions) of total doflars
1963 2289 132 249.5 91.7
1964 2409 14.6 261.3 922
1965 2423 147 263.0 92.1
1966 2727 17.9 297.5 91.7
1967 285.6 20.3 3119 91.6
1968 283.1 21.6 310.7 91.1
1969 283.6 134 305.9 92.7
1970 296.6 64.4 361.0 82.1
1971 220.4 27.0 251.6 87.6
1972 226.7 229 257.6 88.0
1973 2209 15.2 247.5 89.3
1974 266.5 31.1 306.8 86.9
1975 3308 160.4 191.3 67.3
1976 4259 213.2 639.1 66.6
1977 505.8 273.6 779.5 64.9
1978 543.1 3319 875.0 62.1
1979 682.8 400.6 1,083.4 63.0
1980 790.1 452.2 1,242.3 63.6
1981 899.3 648.3 1,547.7 58.1
1982 923.2 870.6 1,793.8 51.5
1983 310.8 990.0 1,900.8 47.9
1984 930.2 1,065.0 2,095.2 44.4
1985 932.0 1,544.4 2,476.4 37.6
1986 796.3 1,586.0 2,382.4 33.4
1987 719.2 1,861.3 2,580.5 279
1988 824.5 2,450.4 32749 25.2
1989 868.3 2,748.7 3,617.0 24.0
1990 835.2 3,156.9 3,992.0 20.9

Source:  Federal Trade Commission (1992),

*Includes print advertising in newspapers, magazines, billboards, and public transit and (until ban effective January 1, 1971)
on television and radio.

‘Includes promotional allowances, sampling distributions, specialty item distribution, public entertainment, direct mail,
endorsements, testimonials, coupons, audio-visual, and retail value-added, point-of-sale advertising, except for 1963-1974
and 1971-1974; for 1963-1969 and 1971-1974, only direct mail expenditures are included (“others” category not included).
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Table 2. Domestic cigarette sales and per capita consumption, 1963-1990

Total
advertising and

Total number of Cigarette Cigarette sales promotional
cigarettes sold consumption revenue dollars

Year (in billions) (per capita) (in millions) (in millions)
1963 516.5 4,286 NA* 2495
1964 505.0 4,143 NA 261.3
1965 521.1 4,196 NA 263.0
‘ 1966 529.9 4,197 NA 297.5
1967 525.8 4,175 NA 3119
1968 540.3 4,145 NA 310.7
1969 527.9 3,986 NA 305.9
1970 534.2 3,969 - NA 361.0
1971 547.2 3,982 NA 251.6
1972 561.7 4,018 NA 257.6
1973 584.7 4,112 NA 247.5
1974 594.5 4,110 NA 306.8
1975 603.2 4,095 NA 491.3
1976 609.9 4,068 NA 639.1
1977 612.6 4,015 15,594 779.5
1978 615.3 3.965 16,855 875.0
1979 621.8 3,937 17,568 1,083.4
1980 628.2 3,858 19,035 1,242.3
1981 636.5 3,818 20,822 1,547.7
1982 632.5 3733 22,093 1,793.8
1983 603.5 3,513 25,724 1,900.8
1984 608.4 3,497 27,370 2,095.2
1985 599.3 3,400 28,918 2,476.4
1986 586.4 3,288 30,293 2,382.4
1987 575.4 3,190 32,145 2,580.5
1988 560.7 3,073 33,042 3,274.9
1959 525.6 2,846 37,048 3,617.0
1990 523.7 2,829 39,616 3,992.1

Sources: Federal Trade Commission (1992); U.S. Department of Commerce (19924, b),
*NA = Not available.
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decades of awareness of the dangers of tobacco use,
media managers are reluctant to turn away the rev-
enue enjoved from cigarette advenising (Kessler 1989;
Tve 1990).

Smokeless Tobacco Advertising and
Promotional Expenditures

In 1986, a report of the Advisory Committec to the
Surgeon General concluded that use of smokeless to-
bacco represents a significant health risk, is not a safe
substitute for cigarette smoking, can cause oral cancers,
and can lead to nicotine addiction and dependence
(USDHHS 1986). In the same vear, Congress passed the
Comprehensive Smokeless Tobacco Health Education
Act (CSTHEA) of 1986 (Public Law 99-252). The act
required that (1) the public be informed of any health
dangers of smokeless tobacco use, (2) smokeless tobacco
advertising and packaging include three rotated warn-
ing labels (except on outdoor billboards, which could
bear any one of the three warning labels), and (3) smoke-
less tobacco advertising be restricted from radio and
television. The CSTHEA also encouraged legislation to
make age 18 the minimum age to purchase smokeless
tobacco; by 1993, all 50 states and the District of Colum-
bia had passed such legislation (CDC, Office on Smoking
and Health, unpublished data).

The 1986 Advisory Committee Report to the Sur-
geon General and the 1986 CSTHEA were responses to
increasing evidence both that smokeless tobacco use com-
promised health and that increasing numbers of Ameri-
cans apparently perceived smokeless tobacco as a safe
alternative to cigarette smoking; annual US. consump-
tion of smokeless tobacco had increased substantially
between 1972 and 1955 (USDHHS 1986). Although the
amount (in pounds) of smokeless tobacco sold declined
from 1985 through 1988, amounts increased during the
following three years (Table 4). By 1991, annual con-
sumption of smokeless tobacco products in the United
States had returned to its 1985 level of over 120 million
pounds (FTC 1993).

The increases in the use of smokeless tobacco from
the 1970s to the mid-1980s can be attributed to more
aggressive marketing by the smokeless tobacco industry,
new smokeless tobacco products, the teaming of smoke-
less tobacco with well-known sports and entertainment
personalities, the increased accessibility of smokeless to-
bacco products, and a growing market of voung males
(Christen 1980; Glover, Christerr, Henderson 1981;
USDHHS 19924, b; see "Environmental Factors in the
Initiation of Smokeless Tobacco Use” in Chapter 4). One
of the primary aims of advertising and promotional ac-
tivitics during the past two decades was to attract people

to try smokeless tobacco (Glover, Christen, Hernderson
1981; Tye, Warner, Glantz 1987). The strategv was evi-
dently a success. In 1970, men over the age of 55 (pre-
sumably longtime users) were the heaviest users of moist
snuff; bv 1985, the usage rate was two times higher
among males aged 16 through 19 than among older men
(USDHHS 1992b).

In 1991, the United States Tobacco Company, one
of five major tobacco companies that produce smokeless
tobacco products in the United States, produced 87 per-
cent of the moist snuff consumed (USDHHS 1992b). The
company’s most popular products, Copenhagen and
Skoal, were also the most popular among adolescent
users. Advertisements for these products have stressed
that smokeless tobacco is easy to use, that it is convenient
“in places where you can’t light up,” and that “a pinch is
all it takes.” By providing explicit instructions for use
(sometimes delivered by well-known professional ath-
letes) and by suggesting that the product could be used
without adult detection, smokeless tobacco advertise-
ments have appeared !o target male adolescents (Chris-
ten 1980; USDHHS 1992b).

Promotional activities for smokeless tobacco have
gained increasing importance since the CSTHEA of 1986,
in part because radio and television advertising were
banned by the act. Advertising and promotional expen-
ditures for smokeless tobacco decreased each year from
1985 through 1987, then increased yearly from 1988
through 1991, along with yearly smokeless tobacco sales
figures (Table 4). Of these expenditures, public enter-
tainment sponsorship was the largest single advertising
and promotional spending category from 1986 through
1990; over $21 million was allocated in 1991 (FTC 1993).
In 1991, expenditures to provide consumers with cents-
off coupons and retail value-added promotions, such as
buy-one-get-one-free offers or specialtv advertising gifts
given at points of sale, became the largest spending
category (over $23 million allocated). Public entertain-
ment sponsorship and specialty advertising gifts appear
to particularly appeal to male adolescents, even if the
smokeless tobacco industry does not explicitly target
teens (USDHHS 1992b).

Of particular note is the use of product sampling of
smokeless tobacco products. In 1978, the United States
Tobacco Company ran advertisements in Sports lllus-
trated for free samples of fruit-flavored, low-nicotine snuff
products for beginners (Tye, Warner, Glantz 1987); the
samples were accompanied by instructions on how to
use smokeless tobacco. Currently, the smokeless tobacco
industry’s voluntary code on sampling prohibits sam-
pling to those under 18 vears old (Davis and Jason 1988);
this restriction nonetheless permits the marketing of
smokeless tobacco on college campuses.
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Table3. Domestic cigarette advertising and promotional expenditures,* 1986-1990
1986 1987
Expenditures (in thousands} % of total (in thousands? % of total
Newspapers 119,629 5.0 95,810 3.7
Magazines 340,160 14.3 317,748 12.3
Outdoor 301,822 12.7 269,778 10.5
Transit 34,725 1.5 35,822 14
Point-of-purchase 135,541 5.7 153,494 5.9
Promotional allowances 630,036 26.4 702,730 27.2
Sampling distribution 98,866 4.1 55,020 21
Speciality item 210,128 8.8 391,351 15.2
distribution
Public entertainment 71,439 3.0 71,389 2.8
Direct mail 187,057 79 187,931 7.3
Endorsements and 384 -- 376 -
testimonials
Coupons and retail - -- -- -
value-added
All others' 252,570 10.6 299,355 11.6
Total! 2,382,357 100.0 2,580,504 100.0

Source: Federal Trade Commission (1992).
*In U.S. dollars.

"Expenditures for audiovisuals are included in the “all others” category to avoid disclosure of individual company data.
!Because of rounding, sums of percentages mayv not equal 100.

e

A History of Cigarette Advertising to the Young

Ads Targeting Women

In the first quarter of the twentieth century, ciga-
rette finms demonstrated their ability to target and de-
velop specific market segments.  In the 1920s, cigarette
smokers were predominately males, but the industry
recognized females as a large and potentially lucrative
market segment open to development. Encouraging, the
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growth of smoking among women was an explicit goal
of industry leaders and the focus of both advertising and
major public relations efforts. The American Tob wcco
Company hired advertising expert A. D. Lasker of Lord
& Thomas to work on Lucky Strike advertising. Previ-
ously, Lasker had successtully handled the delicate prob-
lem of advertising sanitary products (i.c., the Kotex brand)
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1988 1989 1990

(in thousands) % of total (in thousands) % of total (in thousands) % of total
105,783 3.2 76,993 21 71,174 18
355,055 10.8 380,393 10.5 328,143 8.2
319,293 9.7 358,583 9.9 375,627 9.4
44,379 1.4 52,294 14 60,249 15
222,289 6.8 241,809 6.7 303,855 7.6
879,703 269 999,843 27.6 1,021,427 25.6
74,511 2.3 57,771 1.6 100,893 25
190,003 5.8 262,432 7.3 307,037 7.7
88,072 2.7. 92,120 25 125,094 3.1
42,545 13 45,498 13 51,875 1.3
781 - - - - -
874,127 26.7 959,965 265 1,183,798 29.6
78,366 24 89,290 25 62,917 1.6
3,274,853 100.0 3,616,993 100.0 3,992,008 100.0

to women. His cigarette campaign began in the 1920s
with an advertising budget of $400,000, which grew to
$19 million by 1931. This budget supported a print
advertising campaign that featured women and associ-
ated cigarettes with the attribute of bodily slinmess. The
principal selling idea was that smoking was anaid to diet
behavior and weight control—a notion explicitly com-
municated by the slogan, “Reach fora Lucky Instead of a
Sweet” (Gunther 1960).

The American Tobacco Company viewed the
prospect of reaching the potential female market as
“opening a new gold mine right in our front vard”
(Bernays 1965, p. 383). Through Edward Bernays,
perhaps the nation’s most famous public relations con-
sultant, the American Tobacco Company hired A. A.

BEST COPY AVAILARI

Brill, a psychoanalyst who advised the company to
promote cigarettes as “symbols of freedom” (Bernays
1965, p. 386). Bernays then organized women to smoke
in publicin the 1929 New York Easter Parade (Schudson
1984} and to carry placards identifying their cigarcttes
as “torches of liberty” (Bernays 1965, p. 197). Photos
and articles were distributed to small-town newspa-
pers across the nation (Schudson 1984). Bernays called
this public relations activity “the engineering of con-
sent” (Bernays 1965, p. 390).

Advertising for other firms and brands also in-
creasingly featured women and aimed advertising at
women. In 1926, the Chesterfield brand of Liggett &
Myers displayed a young woman saying, “Blow Some
My Way” (Howe 1984). This ad precipitated public
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Table 4. Smokeless tobacco sales and advertising expenditures, 1985 -1991

Sales
Advertising and
Revenues promotion expenditures

Year Total pounds sold (US. 9) (U.S. 9)

1985 121,449,115 730,618,970 80,068,229
1986 118,778,334 797,777,885 76,676,706
1987 116,540,281 852,717,347 67,777,044
1988 114,435,233 901,654,382 68,223,671
1989 116,437,890 981,637,304 81,200,611
1990 117,415,326 1,091,170,201 60,101,355
1991 120,110,686 1,237.961,670 104,004,042

Source: Federal Trade Commission (1993).

outrage at the attempt to encourage women to smoke,
yet prompted the envy and emulation of many other
cigarette marketers (Wood 1958). Later, various cigarette
campaigns targeted and featured women, including
Hollywood movie stars, winners of the Miss America
beauty pageant, women in heroic World War II roles,
mothers (for Mother's Day), and brides (Howe 1984;
Ernster 1985). Some of these campaigns explicitly por-
trayed cigarette smoking as appropriate for the young,.
Forexample, a Lorillard campaign that showed a woman
running on the beach encouraged viewers to “Light an
Old Gold for young ideas.”

Ads Targeting Young People

From the time of the earliest marketing campaigns,
parents, educators, and policy makers worried about the
exposure—intentional or not, it was inevitable—of young
people to cigarette advertising. These concerns were not
misplaced. For example, one variant of the American
Tobacco Company’s campaign for Lucky Strike in the
1920s depicted a young woman and a very young man
“breaking the chains of the past” to reach for opportunity
and an open pack of cigarettes (Anderson 1929). In 1929,
a Senate proponent of amendments to the Pure Food and
Drug Act declared, “Not since the days when the vendor
of harmful nostrums was swept from our streets, has this
country witnessed such an orgy of buncombe, quackery
and downright falsehood and fraud as now marks the
current campaign promoted by certain cigarette manu-
facturers to create a vast woman and child market”
(Schudson 1984, pp. 194-5).

Such protests had little effect on the tobacco
industry’s marketing plans. Despite the increased over-
all number of smokers in the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s,
the industry considered it strategically important to
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continue efforts to recruit more young consumers. In
1950, for example, a tobacco industry trade journal re-
ported the following industry perception: “A massive
potential market still exists among women and young
adults, cigarette industry leaders agreed, acknowledging
that recruitment of these millions of prospective smokers
comprises the major objective for the immediate future
and on a long term basis as well” (United States Tobacco
Journal [UST]11950b, p.1). And ata 1955 press conference
announcing redesigned brand packaging, the president
of the Philip Morris Companies made it clear that appeal-
ing to the young was a deliberate, straicgic focus for the
company: “We wanted a new, bright package that would
appeal to a younger market” (Tide 1955, p. 31). The
company’s ad director was even more explicit: “Our ads
are now aimed at young people and emphasize gentle-
ness” (i.e., case of smoking) (Tide 1955, p. 31). A few years
later, Philip Morris launched a comic strip campaign
featuring a “handsome, rough and ready” adventure
hero, “Duke Handy.” The comic strip was placed in the
Sunday color comic sections of 40 newspapers in a na-
tional network. Behind this comic strip was a “heavy
promotional campaign” that included “storiesand ads in
major newspapers on the schedule, Duke Handy cam-
paign buttons, truck posters, newspaper display cards,
newsboy competitionsand supporting publicity and pro-
motional activities” (UST] 1958a, p. 7).

These youth-oriented marketing strategies pre-
vailed even in the face of increasing reports from scien-
tists warning of the health risks of smoking. 1n 1963,
Fortune magazine observed that “several recent studics
show that teenagers have not been much impressed by
any anti-smoking campaigns” (Forfune 1963, p. 101). In
one of the studies discussed in this Fortune article,
Gilbert Research, a firm specializing in resecarch on the
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habits and interests of young people, reported that
estimates of smoking rates among adolescents aged 13
through 19 had increased from 25 percent in 1961 to 35
percent in 1963. That study also found that 44 percent
of graduating seniors smoked. The Fortune article
linked this reported increase to advertising: “Cigarette
ads often portray and seem to be pitched directly at
voung people” (p. 120).

Promotion Through Radio and Television

Cigarette sellers were among the most enthusiastic
pioneers in the use of radio network broadcasting for
coast-to-coast advertising. By 1930, the American To-
bacco Company, Brown & Williamson, Lorillard, and
RJ. Reynolds were all buying network radio time (Dunlap
1931). The American Tobacco Company’s Lucky Strike
brand sponsored many radio comedies and musical
shows, such as The Jack Benny Show, The Kay Kayser
Kollege of Musical Knotwledge, and the best-known and
longest running of the popular music shows, The Lucky
Strike Hit Parade. This radio show, which started in 1928
and ran into the 1950s on television, appealed to a young
audience; it featured, for example, teen idol Frank Sinatra
when he was launching his career (Cone 1969). So popu-
lar was this show in 1938 that when its producers intro-
duced a sweepstakes promotion offering free cartons of
“Luckies” for correctly guessing each week’s three most
popular tunes, the promotion drew nearly seven million
entries per week (Hettinger and Neff 1938).

By the early 1930s, R.]. Reynolds was sponsoring
radio programs that were popular with youth, such as
the Camel Pleasure Hour, The All Star Radio Revue, and the
enduring Camel Caravan, which featured the swing mu-
sic of Benny Goodman (Tilley 1985). In 1938, the Chester-
field brand of Liggett & Myers signed Glenn Miller and
the Andrew Sisters to replace Paul Whiteman (Marin
1980). Artie Shaw appeared for Lorillard’s Old Gold
cigarettes, and Tommy Dorsey appeared for Brown &
Williamson’s Kool and Raleigh brands (Lewine 1970).
The heavily commercial nature of these shows is hard to
imagine by today’s standard. A single hour of the Raleigh
Reviewe, for example, contained 70 promotional refer-
ences to Raleigh cigarettes (Fox 1984).

Market research studies guided the selection of
musical shows and styles that appealed to young people
of various ages. For example, the market research files of
the J. Walter Thompson Company, then advertising Old
Golds for Lorillard, included the following market re-
search studies for 1941 and 1942: Survey of Sales at
Colleges, Survey of Dealers in 32 Colleges, Remembra nce
Check on "Apple” Campaign Among College Students,
Report by Crossley on New York City Youth Interests in
Radio Programs, and Radio Preferences Among, Teenage
Boys and Girls (Pollay 1988).

The successful use of radio led the cigarette indus-
try to pioneer in television advertising. By 1950, more
than seven hours per week were being sponsored by
cigarette sellers. An editorial in that year’s United States
Tobacco Journal pronounced cigarette companies “the
dominant factor in television ad vertising sponsorship” —
evidence of the companies’ faith that “it is an historically
demonstrated certainty that the more people subjected to
intelligent advertising, the more people will buy the
product advertised” (UST] 1950a, p. 4). By the early
1960s, tobacco companies were spending the majority of
their total promotional budget on television advertising
(Advertising Age [AA] 1963m, n). Their trust in the
efficacy of advertising in this medium led to record-
setting promotional spending (AA 1963b, 1964f), corre-
sponding sales growth (AA 1963k), and increased profits
(AA 1963p; UST] 1963c).

Promotion Through Schools

Promotional activities sometimes advanced into
the nation’s schools. In 1948, Liggett & Myers Tobacco
Company provided high schools with free football pro-
grams; a scorecard at the center of the program was in
effect a two-page advertisement for Chesterfield ciga-
rettes. Public complaints apparently led to the cancella-
tion of this particular campaign, despite the fact that
cigarette advertisers had previously supplied such pro-
grams for football and other high school sports (Tide
1948). In 1953, plastic-coated book covers featuring school
logos on the front and cigarette ads on the back were
being used to promote Old Gold cigarettes to students in
most of the country’s 1,800 colleges and in more than a
third of its 25,000 high schools (AA 1953b).

College students in particular held great marketing
potential for the tobacco industry in the 1950s. As Philip
Morris Public Relations Director James Bowling ex-
plained: “Research and experience proved that the con-
sumer, at this age and experience level, is more susceptible
to change, has far-reaching influence value, and is apt to
retain brand habits for a longer period of time than the
average consumer reached in the general market. There-
fore, though the advertising cost per thousand in the
college market is relatively high, the actual expenditure
can be a great deal more efficient” (Gilbert 1957, p. 184).

In the 1950s, the American Tobacco Company tar-
geted college students with its largest ever Lucky Strike
campaign, which used college newspapers, campus ra-
dio stations, football programs, and extensive campus
sampling and tie-in promotions (AA 1953a). A research
firm specializing in young people reported that cigarette
firms were spending about $5 million per vear on college
promotions in the 1950s. 1t noted that most of these
college students had started smoking at earlier ages, and
that “continual exposure to ad vertising to adults through
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the different media has its eilects on voung people”
(Gilbert 1957, p. 183).

Promotional efforts targeting college students were
estimated by the President of the Student Marketing
Institute to have doubled in the five vears leading up to
1962. During those vears, promotional tactics for the 20
brands active on college campuses included free san ples
distributed by student “representatives” paid by specific
tobacco companies. Brown & Williamson, for example,
emploved 17 salesmen on college campuses (N 2uberger
1964). Philip Morris paid 166 campus representatives
$50 a month to distribute free cigarettes. Philip Morris
also ran a college contest offering record players in ex-
change for collected empty packages. In New York’s
Cortland State College, Alpha Delta Delta (a sorority for
physical education teachersin training) won several prizes
by collecting packages accounting for 1,520,000 ciga-
rettes (Neuberger 1964). College students wereawarded
cars as prizes in contests run by the Liggett & Mvers
Tobacco Company (UST] 1963a). Cigarettes ads ac-
counted for an estimated 40 percent of the national ad-
vertising incomes of the 850 college newspapers in the
National Advertising Service (Brecher et al. 1963).

Sponsorship of Sports

Sports sponsorships were another common means
to promote specific brands. Professional sports teams
were given financial support by tobacco companies.
Liggett & Myers had long been associated with baseball,
regularly sponsoring games and using athletes’ testimo-
nials (AA 1963s). In 1963, R.]. Reynolds sponsored eight
different baseball teams, and the American Tobacco Com-
pany sponsored six more. Football was also used to
reach large audiences and to associate cigarettes with
athleticism. Phillip Morris, which used athletes’ en-
dorsements of its Marlboro brand primarily to appeal to
blacks (Pollay, Lee, Carter-Whitnev 1992), sponsored
National Football League games on CBS (AA 1963]) and
the league championship games on NBC (AA 1963s).
Alsoin 1963, the American Tobacco Company used New
York Giants star Frank Gifford in advertisements for
Lucky Strikes (AA 1963g), Brown & Williamson spon-
sored football bowl games (AA 1963d), and Lorillard had
signed to sponsor the Olvmpic Games of 1964 and was
already broadcasting previews (AA 1963u).

Criticism of Advertising and Promotional
Activities

During these carly vears of the 1960s, there were
criticisms of these successful selling eftorts ot the
cigarette advertisers, just as there are currently. The
criticisms were a reaction to the continued increase in
cigarette sales among, teens despite the growing and still
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newsworthy concern among scientists that smoking,
caused cancer. Much of this criticism and concem, how-
ever, was muted in the public forum by the reluctance of
the media to jeopardize its lucrative cigarette sponsor-
ships (AA 1963a). On the other hand, some noncommer-
cial media, like Reader's Digest, which does not accept
income for advertising, questioned the propriety of me-
dia industrv behavior. Such questions were also raised
in the publlcatlon, T'1e Consumers Uniton Report on Simok-

ing and the Public Intcrest (AA 1963r; Brecher et al. 1963).
The Surgeon General's first report on smoking and health
was imminent at this time and was anticipated with
widespread discussion of the legislative responses it might
precipitate (AA 1963i; Cohen 1963). Much of this talk
focused on the industrv’s sponsorship of sports, on its
use of athletes” endorsements. and on advertising cojv
appeaiing to the voung.

Tobacco companies’ targeting of vouth was de-
bated both inside and outside the advertising commu-
nity. From within, a leading trade magazine for the
advertising industry, Advertising Age (AA 1963b), and a
leading advertising industry executive, John Orr Young
of Yo ng & Rubicam (AA 1964a), saw effective market-
ing to the voung as strategically important to maintain-
ing the mdustrv s size and fostering further grow?* .
Other industry spokespersons judged that the use of
athletes was problematic, not only because it implied a
healthfulness that was unwarranted, but also because it
was a means of focusing on the teenage market. One
critic asserted that television commercials focused on
teens “bv means of allusions to athletic prowess, popu-
larity, datability and sexual allure. ... 1t is basically a
narcotic dream with an inexcusable dosage of dishon-
estv” (AA 1963e, p. 12)

An editorial in Advertising Age counseled the in-
dustry to put less emphasis on youth and athletes in their
ads (AA 1963h). The National Association of Broadcast-
ers, working on the development of a self-regulatory
process, declared that “tobacco advertising having an
especial appeal to minors, expressed or implied, should
be avoided” (AA 19630, p. 83). At the same time, Reader’s
Digest (1963) condensed an article from Changing Tines
magazine that cited the American Tob.:«cco Company,
R.J. Revnolds, and Lorillard as companies whose adver-
tising and promotional activities were aimed explicitly at
voung people. The article noted the on-campus efforts
targeted at college students, the hiring of students to
distribute cigarette samples, and the dominant presence
of cigarette advertising in campus publications. "No-
where in that bright wonderful world depicted in the
ads,” the article observed, “is there any hint to voung-
sters that cigaretlie]s might be harmtul” (C lmn\m\ Tomes
1962, p. 35). The National Congress of Parents and
Teachers (also known as the National Parent Tracher
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Association) coined the expression “smokewashing” to
imply that children were being brainwashed by cigarette
advertising (AA 1963q).

The campaign that drew the most specific criti-
cism for its advertising copy was the American Tobacco
Company's 1963 Lucky Strike slogan: “Luckies sepa-
rate the men from the boys, but not from the girls” (AA
1963¢). The television schedule stipulated use of all
three networks and spot commercials on 500 stations in
90 markets (LUST] 1963b). A typical print ad showed a
young man looking longingly at an accomplished, ma-
ture man (such as a race car driver) who was enjoying a
cigarette while receiving recognition for a feat (such as a
trophy for winning a race) and being admired by ar
attractive woman. The President of the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters called the campaign a “brazen,
cynical flouting of the concern of miliinns of American
parents about their children starting the smoking
habit. . .. They well know that every boy wants to be
regarded as a man”’ (AA 1963g, p. 1). Advertising Age
joined in editorial condemnation of the campaign by
stating: "It is a too-clever, too-cynical attempt. . .. This
is advertising we can do without” (AA 1963t, p. 20).

In the face of this criticism, the six major firmsin the
industry dropped virtually all advertising in college me-
dia, football programs, magazines, and newspapers, all
of which they had been supporting with up to $1 million
annually (AA 1963b). This action left in place, however,
other teen-targeting practices, such as RJ. Reynolds's
expenditure of nearly $2.5 million (about half of its spot
radio commitment) on teen radio stations during after-
school hours, a practice the company claimed it discon-
tinued in 1964 (AA 1964b). Advertising Age noted the
political and public relations dilemma that cigarette firms
faced, since the companies were interested “in picking
up new business from new, young smokers” yet did not
want “to be seen reaching to the young market” (AA
1963, p. 108).

Industry executives met in the summer of 1963 to
discuss restrictions on television advertising, using the
Tobacco Institute as a framework to avoid collusion
charges (AA 1963v). One of the Tobacco Institute’s sug-
gestions was that programs “whose content is directed
particularly at youthful audiences shovld not be spon-
sored or used. Thus, good judgment in program con-
tent, rather than arbitrary restriction of sponsorship to
certain hours of the listening or viewing day, should be
the determining factor” (AA 1963j, p. 1). Although the
Tobacco Institute took pains to note that it did not monitor
or regulate the ad vertising of its members, the chief execu-
tives of all of the major firms, save Brown & Williamson,
instantly endorsed the suggestions, indicating that they
would display the necessary judgment and self-regula-
tory restraint.
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The suggestions of the Tobacco Institute drew scorn
from Senator Maureen Neuberger, a lcading Congres-
sional critic of tobacco-marketing practices. The Senator
felt that the suggestions and the entire self-regulatory
process would prove to be an “exercise in futility” that
was “motivated by a desire to head off government
regulation” (AA 1963j, p. 8). Senator Warren Magnuson
complained about sponsorship (for the Kent brand of
cigarettes) of The Ed Sullivan Show for the Beatles” Ameri-
can debut, which exposed millions of teens to cigarette
advertising (AA 1965).

In 1964, the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) noted
that both the messages and the media placement seemed
destined to attract the young;:

Whether through design or otherwise, cigarette
advertising is so placed that its audience issubstan-
tially and not merely incidentally or insignificantly,
composed of nonadults. . .. Whetheror not the ciga-
rette industry has deliberately attempted to exploit
the large and vulnerable youth market, its advertis-
ing, in emphatically reiterating the pleasures and
attractions of smoking without disclosing the dan-
gers to health, has exercised an undue influence
over the large class of youthful, immature consum-
ers or potential consumers of cigarettes (FTC 1964,
pp. 110-2).

An analysis of the television schedule sponsored
by cigarette firms in 1963 indicated that almost all firms
bought air time during a large number of shows that had
audiences consisting of 30 percent or more youth (i.c .
persons under 21 years old). The sponsors, the shows
sponsored, and the percentages of youthful audiences
for the shows included the American Tobacco Com-
pany—Combat 45 percent), The Jimmy Dean Show (32
percent), Monday Night Movie (30 perceat), Saturday Night
Movie (30 percent), and The Twilight Zone (30 percent);
Liggett & Myers—The Outer Limits (46 percent), The Price
Is Right (32 percent); Lorillard—Tle Jocy Bishop Show (44
percent), Wide World of Sports (38 percent), Winter Olym-
pics Previewe (35 percent), The Dick Van Dyke Show (33
percent); Philip Morris—Tle Jackie Gleason Shote (08 per-
cent), Tlie Red Skeltonn Show (37 percent), Ronte 66 (31
percent);and R J. Reynolds —Glyitis (44 percent), McHale's
Navy (40 percent), The Beverly Hillbillies (38 percent), 77
Sunset Strip (32 percent), and Saturday Night at the Movies
(32 percent) (Pollay and Compton 1992).

Altogether, cigarette companies sponsored 55 shows
for a total of 125 hours a week. On the assumption that
the average half-hour television show involved two
commercials, teenagers were exposed to more than
1,350 cigarette commercials during 1963, and younger
children were exposed to over 845 commercials during
that year. Analysis of the time slots most frequently
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bought found that they were significantly correlated with
the proportion of teenagers each time slot afforded (Pollay
and Compton 1992).

A similar analysis in the FTC’s annual report to
Congress about cigarette advertising counted 73 televi-
sion programs sponsored by cigarette companies; these
programs appeared collectively 296 times during Janu-
ary 1968 and contained 501 advertisements. Not count-
ing other sponsor identifications, this schedule likely
exposed the average teenage viewer to over 60 full-
length cigarette commercials per month (FTC 1968).

Self-Regulatory Cigarette Advertising Codes

In 1965, the tobacco industry began creating self-
-regulatory cigarette advertising and promotional codes
(U.S. Congress 1965). The standards related primarily to
four areas: advertising appealing to the young, ad vertis-
ing containing health representations, the provision of
samples, and the distribution of promotional items to the
young. The code prohibited cigarette advertising in
school and college publications, testimonials from ath-
letes or other celebrities perceived to appeal to the young,
the use of advertising through ¢omic books or newspa-
per comics, and the distribution of samples at schools.
Also prohibited were representations that smoking was
essential to social success, representations that the healthi-
ness of models was due to cigarette smoking, the use of
models who were participating in physical activity, or
the use of models who were younger (or appeared
younger) than 25 years of age.

As one observer (Baker 1968) noted, the tobacco

industry did not seem to find its code particularly restric-
tive: .
Four months after the code was formulated, Vice-
roy ads featured young tennis players lighting up
after a hot game. Salem showed a young couple
playing giggly games alongside a waterfall. ... A
TV commercial producer admitted that it didn't
matter how young the models looked, or how youth-
ful were their actions, as long as they possessed
‘over twenty-five’ birth certificates. In fact, his
quest was for older models who ‘looked young'
(p. 116; italics in original).

The code also prohibited cigarette advertising on
shows whose audience was “primarily” underage—that
is, 45 percent or more of a show’s viewers were under 21
years old (AA 1966). This decision rule allowed consider-
able room for interpretation. For example, R.J. Revnolds
continued to sponsor The Beverly Hillbillies even though
the audiences for twoselected individual shows exceeded
the code requirement; a later interpretation by the to-
bacco industry held that the code would be applied to
two successive months of audience analyses, rather than
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to selected specific shows (AA 1967b). Later that year,
after monthly data showed high levels of minors, R].
Reynolds ceased sponsoring the show.(AA 1967¢).

The National Association of Broadcasters Code
Authority, which reviewed all advertisements under the
self-regulatory process, noted that the volume and char-
acter of cigarette advertising were likely to influence the
young and were therefore still problematic. In a confi-
dential report, the association expressed its concern:

Despite changes which have been brought about in
cigarette advertising on radio and television, the
cumulative impression created by virtually all of
the individual campaigns supports a finding that
smoking is made to appear universally acceptable,
attractive and desirable. . .. The difficulty in ciga-
rette advertising is that commercials which have an
impact upon an adult cannot be assumed to leave
unaffected a yvoung viewer, smoker or otherwise.
The adult world depicted in cigarette advertising
very often is a world to which the adolescent as-
pires. The cowboy and the steelworker are symbols
of a mature masculinity toward which he strives.
Popularity, romantic attachment and success are
also particularly desirable achievements for the
young. To the young, smoking indeed may seem to
be an important step towards, and a help in growth
from adolescence to, maturity (National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters 1966, pp. 30-1).

Candy Cigarettes

In 1967, the FTC complained to the tobacco indus-
try that the industry’s self-regulatory code permitting
the sale of candy and bubble gum in packages that re-
sembled those of actual cigarette brands amounted to
“an indirect form of advertising aimed at children” (AA
1967a, p. 191). At least five U.S. candy manufacturers
distributed candy cigarettes that imitated existing ciga-
rette brands. The brands imitated (some by more than
one candy company) were Camel, Lucky Strike, L&M,
Marlboro, Pall Mall, Salem, Winston, Chesterfield, Oa-
sis, Lark, and Viceroy. One tvpe of candy cigarette came
from a European source and appeared in packages stat-
ing, “Made under license of Philip Morris Inc., New
York, NY, USA.” Thedon stic candy cigarettes bore no
such overt evidence of links to the tobacco industry, but
one US. candy maker interviewed in Advertising Age
stated that “no [tobacco] company had ever suggested
that it might take action” for unauthorized use of trade-
marks (AA 1967d, p.97). Another said, “The companies
don’t object. That's the point. We've been doing it for
many years. They don’t care” (p. 97).

The tobac o companies disclaimed any intent to
lure children with candy cigarettes, but would not say
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what action, if any, would be taken. Candy cigarettes
imitating Camel, Lucky Strike, L&M, Marlboro, Pall Mall,
Salem, Winston, and Viceroy were still available in the
United States into the late 1970s (Bium 1980). Such candy
has since become less widely available, but it has not
been banned by law.

A recent study of the role candy cigarettes play in
thedevelopment of smoking behaviors used focus groups,
student surveys, and a distributional analysis to find that
most children knew where to obtain candy cigarettes,
even though they were available at only some conve-
nience stores. The study also observed that repeated
candy cigarette purchases were significantly correlated
with experimentil tobacco use, even when the analysis
controlled for parents’ smoking status (Klein et al. 1992).

Changes in the Style of Cigarette
Advertising

Before reports in the early 1950s began linking
cancer and smoking, cigarette advertising characteristi-
cally had used explicit health claims, assertions, and
reassurances, such as “Not a Cough in a Carload,” “"No
Throat Irritation,” “More Doctors Smoke Camels Than
Any Other Cigarette,” "Smoking’s More Fun When
You're Not Worried by Throat Irritation or ‘Smoker’s
Cough’” (Calfee 1985). With greater public concernabout
cancer, however, these continuing health claims, although
intended to reascure consumers, were likely increasing
consumer awareness of the suspected health risks of
smoking. Ad slogans like Philip Morris’s “The cigarette
that takes the fear out of smoking” were thus judged by
a Business Week article (1953b) to be “strange somer-
saults. . . . The company comes as close as is possible to
the word ‘cancer’ without actually using it” (p. 54).

Similarly, an article in Forfiine called industry atten-
tion to the fact that many campaigns were so “riddled with
warnings and appeals to fear” that "the present cigarette
turmoil could be considered an inside job. . .. [The] indus-
trv may be promoting itself toward a dead end” (Fortune
1953, p. 164). A Business Week article pointed out that the
manufacturers’ explicit health claims were exacerbating
consumer concern. Although the industry could attribute
its impressive growth to advertising, ""the cigarette compa-
nies achieved much of this remarkable result by screaming
at the top of their lungs about nicotine, cigarette hangovers,
smoker’s cough, mildness and kindred subjects. . . . From
the carly 1930s on, this meant almost solely one thing—seli
health” (Business Week 1953a, pp. 66, €8). The leading trade
journal for the tobacco industry, the United States Tobaceo
Jeurnal, pointed out that the industry had been “wamed
editorially on many occasions that the ‘health’ theme was a

risky one” and counseled selling “pleasure” instead of lealth
(UST] 1958b, p. 4).

Motivation Research and the Image Era

Market motivation researchers were likewise ad-
vising the industry to create positive images of cigarettes.
The researchers pointed out that "the differences be-
tween the taste of different cigarette brands are much
more imagined than real” (Dichter 1964, p. 345} and that
“logic does not play a major role in marketing cigarettes”
(Cheskin 1967, p. 135). Leo Burnett, the advertising
expert wholed the agency that repositioned the Marlboro
campaign from a distinctly feminine to a distinctly
masculine image, noted that “those who do smoke do so
for various conscious or unconscious reasons” (Burnett
1958, p. 43).

Social Research Inc. did motivation research on the
psychology of smokers (Day 1955) and concluded that
"advertising makes cigarettes respectable, and is thus
reassuring” (Neuberger 1964, p. 38). Young & Rubicam
alsodid a series of deep motivational interviews of smok-
ers to extract social meanings, conflicted feelings, atti-
tudes, perceptions, and beliefs about health aspects (Smith
1954). The results showed the importance of the themes
of freedom and escape to smokers. Motivation research-
ers concluded that people were "really interested in the
properties from a psychological point of view. . . . Isitan
exotic cigarette? . . . [Is it] masculine? . .. [Does it] allevi-
ate my health worries?” (Martineau 1957, p. 61). They
pointed out that health appeals may capture momentary
competitive advantages, and they may offer some reas-
surance to the inveterate smoker. But they do nothing to
widen the market, to tap the driving force of the real
psychological satisfactions of smoking,

According to these researchers, “the psychological
satisfactionsare. . . the best material for advertising themes
and appeals, because they carry their own reassurance.
They are emotional supports which have developed in
American society to make smoking seem reasonable,
justifiable, and highly desirable. They obvivusly cannot
be thrown in people’s faces in their bare essence; but
when they are implied, when they are communicated,
they are understandable and satisfying” (Martineau 1957,
p. 65).

Putsimply, the recommendations were to usereas-
suring pictures, not words; images, not information. This
tactic of employing visual imagery, lifestyle portrayals,
and drama to create mood and attitude, rather than
words, facts, and data to create knowledge and compre-
hension, is now known as “transformational” or “im-
age” advertising, which stands in contrast with
“informational” advertising (Puto and Wells 1983).

A leading text on advertising (Wells, Burnett,
Moriarty 1989) uses the Marlboro repositioning cam-
paign (discussed in detail later in this chapter) as the
prototype example of this strategy. Martineau (1957)
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described a typical Marlboro ad and noted that “the
significant meanings are coming from the illustration.
The copy logic is strictly after-the-fact” (p. 19). He
disputed the conventional wisdom that the illustrations
are merely attention-getting devices: "This is nonsense.
The other meanings [from the visuals] can be totally
unrelated to copy logic—and far more important” (p. 19).

Consequences of Image Advertising

As an article in the trade journal Printers’ Ink ob-
served, the “grim messages . . . fromthe health-scare days
[of the early 1950s] gave way to pleasant, almost
'Pollyanna’ prose. . . . The 1955 comeback . . . [taught ad-
vertising to] stick to cajoling the smoker with soft, ‘gentle’
phrases and oh-so-gay jingles” (Day 1955, p. 15). A few
years later, the same journal noted that “once more the
industry is back to its traditional and usually successful
cour-e — advertising flavor, taste and pleasure againsta
backdrop of beaches, ski slopes and languid lakes. It isa
formula that works, as all-time high sales show” (Print-
ers’ Ink 1960, p. 37). As Fortune (1963) summarized,
“Nowadays, all allusions to the health question are mod-
els Lf indirection” (p. 125).

In 1981, the FTC reviewed the changes that had
occurred in cigarette advertising since the 1964 Surgeon
General's report and noted the continuing glamorization:
of cigarette smoking. The FTC noted that in the last
sixteen years:

There has been little change. . .. Ads have contin-
ued to attempt to allay anxieties about the hazards
of smoking and to associate smoking with good
health, youthful vigor, social and professional suc-
cess . .. Thus, the cigarette is portrayed as an inte-
gral part of youth, happiness, attractiveness,
personal success and an active, vigorous, strenu-
ous lifestyle.... [The ads are] rich in thematic
imagery associating smnking with, among other
things, outdoor activities, athletics, individualism
and achievement. Thev are frequently filled with
rugged, vigorous, attractive, healthy-looking
people living energetic lives full of success and
athletic achievement, free from any health haz-
ards” (FTC 1981, pp. 2-2, 2-8).

Conveying Male and Female Images

One of the early consequences of motivation re-
search was to help the industry give brands of cigarettes
distinctly male or female identities (Burnett 1958; Cheskin
1967). Probably no brand more dramatically demon-
strated this strategy than Marlboro, which in 1956 was
converted, tarough an enormously successful advertis-
ing campaign, from a previous, stereotypically “female”
advertising imagge to a stereotypically “male” image that
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culminated in the Marlboro cowboy. (The particulars of
this marketing transformation are discussed later in this
chapter.) Leo Burnett (1961), the man who created the
Marlboro cowboy, described how the campaign touched
a motivational chord in consumers: “"We have been able
to get under [the consumers’] skins a bit and find out
what they really think about a product or the presenta-
tion of it and can’t or won't express in words” (p. 63).
Research for the campaign was done, in part, by the
Home Testing Institute and the Color Research Institute
for association testing (Cheskin 1967). Intensive field
interviews were used to pretest the selling promotion
and advertising techniques (Weissman 19553).

Large advertising spending in all media brought
the campaign to a vast audience. Leo Burnett (1961)
described outdoor advertising as a vital factor in the
success of Marlboro; the medium’s low cost per expo-
sure allowed for the use of enough signs to achieve what
Burnett called "the No. 1 factor in building
confidence.. . . the plain old fashioned matter of fricndly
familiarity” (p. 217; italics in original). This success with
advertising the Marlboro brand led Philip Morris to
launch another brand, Virginia Slims, with stereotyped
female characteristics (Weinstein 1970). The success and
durability of both these campaigns evidence the power
of nonverbal imagery to communicate subjective values
such as independence, masculinity, and femininity and
to attract and retain consumers.

Historical Perspectives on the Effectiveness
of Cigarette Advertising

The role of cigarette advertising in attracting new
smokers was easier to recognize in the days when the
rate of recruitment exceeded the rate of death and quit-
ting so that total cigarette sales grew. Comments from
diverse sources credited cigarette advertising forexpand-
ing sales and accelerating market-broadening social
trends, such as smoking among women. This acknowl]-
edument of cigarette advertising’s effects on demand
and onset was commented on in articles by academic
analysts, advertising agents and journals, the tobacco
trade press, and tobacco executives themselves.

Academic and Industry Analyses

“In the 1920s,” a recent analyst noted, “advertising
sold the cigarette habit to the American Public—surely
the industry’s most regrettable achievement of the de-
cade” (Fox 1984, p. 114). Conunenting during the 1940s
on the diminution of the medical, moral, and religious
reservations about smoking previously held by consum-
ers, a Harvard Business School professor wrote, “The
campaigns of testimonials featuring well-known person-
ages and the picturing of the right’ kind of people
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smoking have undoubtedly had an influence in breaking
down such prejudices. . . . Advertising undoubtedly has
played a part in speeding up social acceptance of women’s
smoking” (Borden 1942, pp. 223, 227).

One analyst who annually evaluated the cigarette
industry noted that the industry is a “glowing testimo-
nial to the power of advertising. . . . These particular com-
panies have not only out-spent but also have out-earned
any otherls} . . . . [Tthe tobacco tycoons . . . are loudest in
their praise for the part that advertising has played.”
(Wootten 1941, p. 5). Business Weck (1953a) commented
that “cigarettes offer the classic case . .. of how a mass-
production industry is built on advertising” (p. 66).

Advertising Professionals

Printers’ Ink, the leading advertising trade journal
of its dav, noted in 1930 that sales success already dem-
onstrated “the one feature which has contributed more
than any other single factor to the enormous growth of
the cigarette industry—advertising” (Tennant 1971, p.
137). This opinion was upheld by the sales performance
of cigarettes during the Great Depression: “The growth
of cigarette consumption has, itself, been due largely to
heavy advertising expenditure. .. . It would be hard to
find an industry that better illustrates the economic value
of advertising in increasing consumption of a commod-
ity. ... Therecanbenodoubtbut that steady advertising
pressure has been a dominating force in increasing ciga-
rette consumption among both men and women” (Weld
1937, pp. 70-2).

John Orr Young's agency, Young & Rubicam, who
had previously done work for the tobacco industry, ob-
served in 1964 that cigarette makers had continued to use
“attractive bovsand girls” to serveas “decoys in cigarette
advertisements. Advertising agencies are retained by
cigarette nanufacturers to create demand for cigarettes
among b th adults and eager youngsters. The earlier the
teenage boy or girl gets the habit, the bigger the national
sales volume” (AA 1964c, p. 3). Another leading adver-
tising executive, the President of McManus, johns &
Adams, stated, “There is no doubt that all forms of
acvertising plaved a part in popularizing the cigarette”
(AA 1964e, p. 107).

One of the agency executives who had worked on
the Marlboro account with Leo Burnett later wrote: “1
don’t think cigarettes ought to be advertised. .. . [W]hen
all the garbage is stripped away, successful cigarette
advertising involves showing the kind of people most
people would like to be, doing the things most people
would like to do, and smoking up a storm. 1 don’t know
any way ot doing this that doesn’t tempt young people to
smoke, and, in view of my present knowledge, this is
something 1 prefer not to do” (Daniels 1974, p. 245).

More recently, the late Emerson Foote, a founder of
Foote, Cone and Belding and more recently a member of
McCann~Erikson, ridiculed the industry claims that its
advertising only affects brand switching and has no ef-
fect whatsoever on recruitment: “I don’t think anyone
really believes this. . . . [ suspect that creating a positive
climate of sucial acceptability for smoking, which en-
courages new smokers to join the market, is of greater
importance to the industry. . .. In recent years, the ciga-
rette industv has been artfully maintaining that ciga-
rette advertising has nothing to do with total sales. Take
my word for it, this is complete and utter nonsense”
(Foote 1981, pp. 1667-8).

Because of their conviction that cigarette advertis-
ing played a role in recruiting the young, many advertis-
ing professionals refused to work with the cigarette
companies. Just before the first Surgeon General’s report
was published in 1964, Advertising Age (1963i) stated
emphatically, “It seems safe enough to say that noadver-
tiser, no agency man, and no media man would want to
continue advertising cigaret{tels if it were clear that they
pose a serious and positive danger to the health of the
ordinary smoker . .. .[L]et’s not have any more sidestep-
ping” (p. 22). When the Surgeon General’s report was
issued, several advertising industry leaders publicly
avowed that their ad agencies would cease or refuse
cigarette advertising accounts on moral grounds—a po-
sition that clearly acknowledged advertising’s role in
building and sustaining demand. Those who refused
included several who were highly visible and promi-
nent—Bill Bernbach of Doyle, Dane, Bernbach (AA 1964b);
David Ogilvy of Ogilvy and Mather (AA 1964d); Nelson
Foote of Foote, Cone and Belding (O’Gara 1964); and
John Orr Young of Young & Rubicam (AA 1964a).

The United States Tobacco Journal

The United States Tobacco Journal’s frequent and
unabashed comments on the power of advertising be-
came something of an editorial litany during the 1950s
and early 1960s. in {953 the journal observed that “ad-
vertising, in the hauds of manufacturers of tobacco prod-
ucts, has become a powerful tool for the constiuction of
the massive edifice of this industry” (LUST] 1953, p. 4).
After the industry rebounded from the reports during
the early 1950s of a tobacco—cancer link, the journal stated,
“There is no obstacle to large-scale sales of tobacco prod-
ucts that cannot be surmounted by aggressive selling”
(LIST] 1955a, p. 4) and elsewhere noted “the pivotal
importance of advertising” (LIST] 1955b, p. 4). A year
later, the journal could claim that “the effectlvoness of
current advertising by tobacco products manufacturers
has been demonstrated repeatedly by the upward trend
in sales volume that results there from” (LIST] 1956, p. 4).
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In 1959, the journal anticipated the launch of multiple
new brands and the associated intense ad vertising drives
to “increase sharply the trend toward greater volume in
the whole tobacco industry” (UST] 1959, p. 3). “The
purpose of advertising . .. has a simple answer: to sell
goods,” the journal declared in 1960 (LUST] 19604a, p. 4),
later pointing out that “steady increases in sales of
cigarettes offer the classic example of what advertising
can do...advertising pays off” (UST] 1960b, p. 4). By
1963, the ever-increasing spending on cigarette adver-
tising and promotion led the journal to declare: “The
money invested by the tobacco industry in various
forms of advertising and promotion essentiaily reflects
the industry’s faith in the effectiveness of advertising as
a vital sales-building tool. This faith appears justified
by the continued annual rise in sales of cigarettes in this
country” (UST] 1963c, p. 4). These observations from
the tobacco industry’s chief trade journal testify to the
industry’s view of advertising as an increasingly neces-
sary and proven means of selling cigarettes. From a
perspective two decades after the 1964 Surgeon General’s
report, the official history of the RJ. Reynolds Com-
pany comments that “the company’s advertising ex-
penditures and those of its major rivals were
extraordinary, reflecting the apparent agreement on the
necessity of large-scale advertising to fuel expansion”
(Tilley 1985, p. 330). The view was shared throughout
the industry, which embraced increasingly sophisti-
cated advertising strategies in an almost concerted ef-
fort. George Washingtc.. Hill, proud of his role in
building the modern tobacco industry, said, “The impe-
tus of those great advertising campaigns not only built
this for ourselves, but built the cigarette business as
well, because . .. you help the whole industry if you do
a good job” (Tennant 1971, p. 137).

The “Maturity” of the Cigarette Market

As a spokesperson for the cigarette industry has
argued in a congressional hearing (Ward 1989), the in-
dustry considers itself to be operating in a “mature”
market—mature because the growth in this market has
slowed over the past two decades and because the prod-
uct being marketed is well known to consumers. This
theoretical concept of a mature market is drawn from the
“product life cycle,” an analogy to the stages of biological
development from birth to death. The application of this
theory to the cigarette industry hinges on the belief that
markets develop in predictable stages and that these
stages govern the intent of corporate behaviors, such as
advertising and promotion. It has been asserted before
congressional hearings, for example, that “in ‘mature’
markets such as the one for tobacco products, awareness
of the product is universal. The function of advertising in
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a ‘mature’ market is to promote brand loyalty or brand
switching” (Ward 1989, p. 304). The argument contin-
ues that the tobacco industry has no strategic interest in
youthful nonsmokers because “advertising cannot in-
fluence a nonuser to begin using the product category”
(Ward 1989, p. 306).

Few studies have specifically examined how the
product life cycle applies to the cigarette industry. One
early study written in support of the concept defined
three substages of market maturity. Of 33 cigarette brands
examined, only 36 percent of them were classified into
any of the three mature stages, in contrast with 56 per-
cent of health care and personal care products and 60
percent of food products (Polli and Cook 1969). A few
years later, two research directors from the J. Walter
Thompson advertising agency reviewed this study and
others and counseled readers of the Harvard Business
Review: "Most writers present the [product life cycle]
concept in qualitative terms, in the form of idealization
without empirical backing. Also, they fail todraw aclear
distinction between product class (e.g., cigarettes), prod-
uct form (e.g., filter cigarettes), and brand (e.g., Winston).
But, for our purposes, this does not matter. We shall see
that it is not possible to validate the model at any of these
levels of aggregation” (Dhalla and Yuspeh 1976, p. 103).

Advertising textbooks counsel that even when faced
with so-called mature markets, advertising firms canand
oftenshould attempt both to increase usage among exist-
ing customers and to address potential new users. For
example, one leading textbook makes it clear that prod-
uct maturity by no means rules out the capacity—or the
need—to attract new users:

Product class maturity is ty pified by a slowdown of
growth and a fairly constant level of sales. This
means that competition may become very intense
because any brand can only increase its sales by
taking them from a competitor or by developing
new uses, users, or changing the product. ... The
brand’s objectives during maturity are to defend its
position, take share from the competition, promote
new uses and users, and support the retailer. ... In
addition, the advertising should stress new uses,
new users, and new usage occasions in an attempt
to increase overall sales of the product class
(Rothschild 1987, p. 105).

It appears that no matter what the appropriate
classification of the product, different classes of potential
consumers will still exist as market segments with differ-
ent and particular circumstances. Marketing will thus
have to address these individual segments—including
that of young people for whom the product and brands
are less well known, and for whom appeal must be
created, since cigarettes are not a necessity of life.
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Perhaps the strongest indicator that cigarette manu-
facturers, despite their assertions about encouraging
brand switching and fostering brand loyalty, must seek
out large numbers of new consumers stems from a strik-
ing feature of this mature market. The noted “slow-
down” over the past two decades reflects the substantial
attrition that has occurred among the industry’s consum-
ers: since 1964, about 44 million Americans have quit
smoking (CDC 1993), and approximately 9 million more
have died of tobacco-related disease (Tye, Warner, Glantz
1987). For the cigarette industry to preserve its mature—
that is, slowing in growth but not yet declining—U.S.
market status, it must attract some two million new
smokers each year to replace these lost consumers. To
reach this market of potential new smokers, the industry
must earmark a large proportion of the $4 billion annu-
ally spent on advertising and promotional activities. As
is shown through epidemiologic data in Chapters 3 (see
“Age or Grade When Smoking Begins”) and 4 (see
“Sociodemographic Factors in the Initiation of Smok-
ing”) of this report, these new smokers will primarily be
adolescents. These potential young consumers have been
shown to become aware of cigarettes, in part, through
cigarette advertising (Chapman and Fitzgerald 1982;
Aitken, Leathar, O'Hagan 1985); moreover, young people
appear to develop brand loyalty early on (O’Connell et
al. 1981), and because of the addictive properties of nico-
tine (discussed in Chapter 2), these young smokers are
likely to continue into adulthood as cigarette consumers.

Contemporary Strategies of the Tobacco
Industry

Tobacco companies have used multiple research
resources and perspectives even for a single brand. Most
of this research is not accessible. However, recent disclo-
sures of corporate documents examined during a trial
contesting Canada'’s cigarette ad vertising ban, which be-
came effective on January 1, 1989, provice evidence that
at least some tobacco companies (in this instance, both
plaintiffs) have explicitly targeted youth as recently as
the 1980s. These documents, which have been cited and
discussed in Pollay and Lavack (1992}, were disclosed in
proceedings assessing the constitutionality of Canada’s
Tobacco Products Control Act (Imperial Tobacco Lim-
ited & R.]. Reynolds-MacDonald Inc. v. LeProcurer Gen-
eral du Canada, Quebec Superior Court, 1990). This
litigation provided ¢ unique opportunity to examine
contemporary internal industry documents regarding
the industry’s strategic interest in youth.

Researching the Young

Documents »roduced during the Canadian trial
revealed information about projects that support the

interest of the tobacco industry in the youth market.
Imperial Tobacco Limited’s Project Huron, for example,
evaluated the feasibility of a flavored cigarette targeted
primarily at males aged 15 through 25 years old. The
project was the subject of at least 33 different market
research reports supplied by at least six external research
sources over the space of just four years. Research docu-
ments discussed the behavior of 11-, 12-, and 13-year-
olds and the nature of the process of beginning to smoke
(Pollay and Lavack 1992). Both Imperial Tobacco Lim-
ited and R.J. Reynolds-MacDonald generated several
research studies focused on beginning smokers; some of
these studies identified the perceived risks and rational-
izations of preteens and teens at smoking onset.
Imperial Tobacco Limited’s Project 16 (AG-216)!
revealed that “the adolescent seeks to display his new
urge for independence with a symbol, and cigarettes are
such asymbol. . . . Serious efforts to learn to smoke occur
betwezr ages 12 and 13 in most cases. . .. However in-
triguing smioking wasat 11,12 or 13, by the age of 16 or 17
many regretted their use of cigarettes for health reasons
and because they feel unable to stop smoking when they
want to” (p. i-vi). The follow-up Project Plus/Minus
(AG-217) revealed to Imperial Tobacco Limited that
“starters no longer disrzlieve the dangers of smcking,
but they almost universally assume these risks will not
apply to themselves because they will not become ad-
dicted. Once addiction does take place, it becomes neces-
sary for the smoker to make peace with the accepted
hazards. This is done by a wide range of rationaliza-
tions. . .. The desire to quit seems to come earlier now
than before, even prior to the end of high school” (p. vi).
The other plaintiff in the trial, R.J. Reynolds-
MacDonald, had also rescarched the young, studying in
great depth 1,022 subjects from ages 15 through 24 in
YouthTarget Study ‘87 (RJR-M-6). Todetermine whether
young people who had never smoked came from particu-
lar family and social environments, the study considered
the possible factors of adult smoking, family pressures
about starting, and smoking by teenage peers. Personal-
ity and attitude were assessed through 15 character di-
mensions, such as “laissez-faire,” “workaholic,”
“wimpishness,” or “dropout.” Attitudes and knowledge
about the association between smoking and health risk
wereclosely studied. Theimages of smokers, ex-smokers,
and never smokers were measured along 17 dimensions.
Data on the image of tobacco products were gathered on
25 scales. Advocacy issues were inferred by measuring

To cite documents entered into evidence, this discussion
uses the trial numbers indicating who entered the
documents—e.g., Attorney General (AGH##) R ).
Reynolds, Inc. (RIR-M—###), or Imperial Tobacco Ltd.
(ITL—##).
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awareness of antismoking campaigns and the relative
credibility of various sources of information, such as
doctors, teachers, government employees, and manufac-
turers. Perhaps the most striking component of this
massive research effort, however, was the measurement
of personality traits using a clinical psychometric instru-
ment, Cattell’s 16 Personality Factors. Scales of this
instrument measure ¢lements of personality defined as
ranging from tough-minded to tender-minded, trusting,
to suspicious, or shy to adventuresome, among, others.

Youth Target Study ‘87 used cluster analysis to
dividethe youth market into seven psychographic groups:
“Big City Independents,” “Tomorrow’s Leaders,” “Tran-
sitional Adults,” “"Quiet Conformers,” “T.G.L.E.’s,” “In-
secure Moralists,” and “Small Town Traditionalists,”
(RJR-M-6, pp. 8-10). The T.G.LF. (Thank God It's Fri-
day) segment was the largest, containing about 30 per-
cent of this population of 15- through 24-year-olds. Since
62 percent of the T.G.LF. group were reported to be
smokers, they were considered an important segment.
The T.G.LF. group primarily comprised underachievers
who were “rooted in the present. They live for the
moment and tend to be self-indulgent. . . . Achievement
and leadership is not a goal for this group compared to
others. Sccietal issues are relative nonissues. . . .They are
the most prominent supporters of smoking . . . . They do
read newspapers and some magazines, including Play-
boy and Penthonse. Heavy metal and hard rock are com-
mon music choices” (RJR-M-6, pp. 8, 21).

Portraying Youthful Behavior

As a matter of policy, “positive lifestyle images”
were used by Imperial Tobacco Limited to suggest the
continued social acceptability of smoking. The company
chose models and activities to facilitate young people’s
identification with the company’s products. Creative
guidelines for the Player’s brand, for example, specified
that the target market would “empbhasize the under-20-
year-old group in its imagery reflection of lifestyle
(activity) tastes” (AG-35, p. 42). The models used in
Player’s advertising were to be “25 years or older, but
should appear to be between 18 and 25 years of age”
(AG-35, p. 52).

RJ. Reynolds-MacDonald, however, learned that
models can be too yvoung appearing for the young
consumer’s taste. When the Tempo brand cigarette was
test-marketed in selected cities, most of its media budget
was allotted to out-of-home media, targeting key youth
locations and meeting places close to youth-frequented
sites, such as theaters, record stores, and video arcades. To
target the voung, who were perecived to be “extremely
influenced by their peer group,” the J. Walter Thompson
advertising recommendations called for “imagery which
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portrays the social appeal of peer group acceptance—
where acceptance by the group provides a sense of be-
longing and security” (AG-16, p. 4). The media featured
voung-looking modelsarm-in-arm, wearing casual clothes
perceived as trendy by the young. The brand me. with
mixed results in the test market, however, in part because
it was too explicitly young in character. Few teenagers, it
scems, wanted an explicitly teen product, instead prefer-
ring to use products associated with adulthood.

Conveying Pictures of Health

The images used in many of Canada’s cigarette
ads were carefully crafted to feature attainable activities
that appealed to youth but were not so intense as to be
unbelievable in the context of smoking. The Player’s
Filter ‘81, Creativ : Guideline (AG-222) required that ads
feature activities that “should not require undue physical
exertion. They should not be representative of an elitist’s
sport nor should they be seen as a physical conditioner.
The activity shown should be one which is practiced
by young people 16 to 20 years old or one that these
people can reasonably aspire to in the near future”
(AG-222, pp. 1-2).

These images were tested to ensure that they elic-
ited minimal counterargument from viewers. For ex-
ample, in the Project Stereo Advertising Evaluation
(AG-220), a windsurfing ad for the Player’s brand re-
ceived the following evaluation:

The reaction to windsurfing as anactivity is neutral
with regard to whether or not the people who
engage in it are likely to be smokers or not. How-
ever, the more physically fit and healthy-looking
the protagonists, the stronger the no-smoking clas-
sification elicited. The same person sitting on the
beach—perceived by most as resting after surfing—
or showr. carrying a surfboard—whether getting
out of the water or walking toward the ocean—
evokes difierent reactions regarding smoking. Re-
spondents are willing to accept the man smoking
while resting but are reluctant o think of him as a
smoker while his well-built kody is in full view
(AG-220, p. 6).

Projecting Images of Independence

The brands most successful with teenagers seem
to be those that offer adult imagery rich with connota-
tions of independence, freedom from authority, and/or
self-reliance.  Imperial Tobacco Limited’s Project Sting
tested “overtly masculine imagery, targeted at young
males” (Pollay 1989b, p. 24). Young males were seen as
“going through a stage where they are secking to express
their independence and individuality under constant
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pressure of being accepted by their peers” (Pollay 1989,
p- 24). R.J. Reynolds’ Export A brand had a special
appeal for young Canadian teens and preteens, as the
conmpany recognized in its Export Family Strategy Docu-
ment of 1982 (AG-222): “Very young starter smokers
choose Export A because it provides them with an in-
stant badge of masculinity, appeals to their rebellious
nature and establishes their positionamongst their peers”
(AG-222, p. 7299).

Imperial Tobacco Limited’s Project Stereo (1985)
provided creative guidelines for the effective display of
freedom and independence in advertising imagery de-
signed to appeal to a young market. Its Final Report
(AG-27) made recommendations for designing adver-
tisements for the Player’s brand that showed someone
“free to choose friends, music, clothes, own activities, to
be alone if he wishes”; who “can manage alone” and be
“close to nature” with “nobody to interfere, no
boss/parents”; someone self-reliant enough to experi-
ence solitude without loneliness (AG-27, p. 60).

Project Stereo also described how Player’s and its
closest rival for young males, Export A, both used im-
ages, not words, to convey the critical concepts of inde-
pendence, self-reliance, autonomy, and freedom from
authority. Both brands used advertisements that fea-
tured strong, masculine, hardy men whc were typically
alone in the fresh air of the outdoors. Butas is shown in
the chart below, the two competitors conveyed their

respective images with relatively small yet important
differences.

Player's Smoker’s Image Export A Smoker’s Image
Chooses to be alone. Is a loner.

Conveys masculinity
but also gentleness.

Conveys machismo

ruggedness.
Can show feelings. Does not show feelings.

Can include women. Excludes women.

Has a good job, isa Is working-class.
good worker.

Is adventurous. Is a daredevil.

Is independent and Isn’t concernied about
strong willed. society.

(AG-27,p. 18).

The more subtle, less excluding Player’s image
proved tar more successful than the un ompromising,
Export A image.

Images of the American Ideal

United States advertisers, too, have long, lhou ght that
individualism and the stimulating notions © ~ indepen-
dence, self-reliance, and autonomy are important strategic

concepts in ad development. The Marlboro cowboy (also
known as the Marlboro man) epitomizes this stereotype
of American independence. Usually depicted alone, he
interacts with no one; he is strikingly free of interference
from authority figures such as parents, older brothers,
bosses, and bullies. Indeed, the Marlboro man is bur-
dened by no one whose authority he must respect or
even consider (see Figure 1).

One account (Meyers 1984) describes the success of
Philip Morris’s George Weissman and Jack Landry, who
were instrumental in making Marlboro the best-selling
cigarette brand in the United States. Marlboro had long
been sold as a woman'’s cigarette, with lipstick-colored
filters and a “Mild as May” slogan (see Figure 1). The
first attempt to reposition the brand as “male” featured
the breathy, sensual singing of Julie London and male
models with tattooed hands. But when Weissman, then
head of marketing for Philip Morris, assumed responsi-
bility for the campaign in the late 1950s, his research
informed him that postadolescents in search of an iden-
tity were beginning to smoke as a way of declaring
independence from their parents. Jack Landry, the ad-
vertising executive for Philip Morris, coordinated with
the Leo Burnett agency and came up with “commercials
that would turn rookie smokers on to Marlboro. . . .[that
would convey] the right image to capture the youth
market'sfancy . . . [and project] a perfect symbol of inde-
pendence and individualistic rebellion”—in other words,
the Marlboro cowboy (Meyers 1984, p. 70). The power of
the associative psychological style of advertising was
demonstrated by the Marlboro brand’s capture of a sig-
nificant market share of starters ev~ry year, until it socn
became the best-selling brand.

This success has proved long-lived. In 1993,
Marlboro commanded 21 percent of the domestic market
share--by far the largest share (Maxwell 1993). As Philip
Morris’s presidentand CEQ, R. W. Murray observed, the
Marlboro man still has a powerful attraction: “The cow-
boy has appeal to people as a personality. There are
elements of adventure, freedom, being in charge of your
destiny” (Trachtenberg 1987, p. 109).

larlboro’s success led to much imitation and com-
petition in the industry. The FTC reported that one of the
popular advertising strategies of the late 1960s was the
use of associative themes, where an image portrayed
“one or more personality characteristics which the ad-
vertiser hopes will appeal to the audience of existing and
potential cigarette smokers. ... The classic example of
this approach is the Marlboro cowboy—ruggedly mas-
culine, self-sufficient. . .. The theme of masculine inde-
pendence has been used by several other advertisers”
(FTC 1970, p. 8). Advertisements for Camel, Newport,
and Old Gold were named as examples.
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Fi~ure 1. Selected Marlboro cigarette advertisements, 1937-1992
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In a parallel manner, advertisements for brands
such as Virginia Slims appealed to feminine indepen-
dence. An ad executive who headed the account for a
leading female brand, and who requested anonymity,
was quoted by the Wall Street Journal as stating, "We try
to tap the emerging independence and self-fulfillment of
women, to make smoking a badge to express that”
(Waldman 1989, p. B1).

Over the past few decades, many advertising cam-
paigns have featured race car drivers, and many brands
(such as Camel, Marlboro, and Winston) continue to
sponsor racing cvents and teams. A commercial study
of three different executions of a 1976 Viceroy adver-
tisement with close-ups of “a voung man in auto racing
garb” found that subtle visual differences caused by
the model’s appearance, positioning, or other visual
staging devices could greatly affect consumer reactions.
Despite identical verbal copy and lavout in all three
advertisements, one of them more strongly suggested
that smokers of Viceroy had the desirable “positive
personality characteristics including courageousness,

BEST COPY AVAJL..
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independence, adventurousness and aggressiveness”
(Schwartz 1976, p. 75).

The sponsorship of racing car events by Marlboro
(see Figure 1) may seem inconsistent with the cowboyv
character, but it is not. The company’s Vice President of
Marketing Services, Ellen Merlo, explained: “We perceive

Formula One and Indy car racing as adding, if you will, a
modern-day dimension to the Marlboro Man. The image
of Marlboro is verv rugged, individualistic, heroic. And so
is this stvle of auto racing. From an image standpoint, the
fit is good” (Business of Racing 1989, p. 5A).

Historical Content Analyses of Cigarette Advertising

Introduction

The social sciences afford a variety of approaches
for describing and analyzing the content of communica-
tions of all kinds, whether in the form of speeches, con-
versations, newspaper articles, signs, or advertisements.
Specific communications, such as a single ad or the co-
herent set of ads that constitutes a campaign, can be
examined in detail. Typically, in-depth approaches, such
as semiotics, are discursive descriptions that deconstruct
the message and its meaning through detailed consider-
ation of the elements of the ad (e.g., words, symbols,
images), their structure (e.g., lavout and prominence of
visuals, rhetorical devices, and emphasis), and the cul-
tural context in which these appear (e.g., the meanings
traditionally attached to the ad elements, alone or in
combination). These methods describe in sophisticated,
analvtical terms the probable meaning of the message to
the average audience member.

The term “content analysis” is also used to describe
a formal set of sampling and coding technigues, whose
intent is to produce objeciive numerical data descriptive
of a set of communications, such as a collection of ads.
These systematic methods code and count both the overt
and latent content of ads by observing the verbal and
visual elements within a set of predetermined defini-
tions. The definitions can be coded for events at various
levels of observation, from broad themes to specific mi-
nutiae. These definitions are emploved by trained cod-
ers, who apply them to a systematically drawn sample
of ads. The reliability of this coding task is usually
measured and reported and depends upon how ¢learare
the communications under studv, how complex the defi-
nitions of interest, how difficult the coding task, how
attentive the coders, and other factors. The sample can
be cither cross-sectional (representing many brands’
advertising), longitudinal {tracing evolution of advertis-
ing over time), or both. Like other sampling, the repre-
sentativeness of the sample studied and the resulting
potential to generalize from the results are a function of
the sampling strategy (e.g., drawn from certain sources,
seasonally or randomly determined, a complete census).

The simultaneous pursuit of objectivity in content-
analysis coding and meaningful observation often in-
volves methodological judgment to weigh the various
trade-offs and compromises. Some analysts (e.g., Ringold
and Calfee 1989) deliberately limit their efforts primarily
to the verbal content of the ads, analyzing the words in
painstaking detail. The limitations of this careful but
restricted focus and the inferences that can be appropri-
ately drawn from it have been the subject of a sustained
debate (Cohen 1989, 1992; Pollay 1989a; Ringold and
Calfee 1930).

The next sections of this chapter discuss the more
formal content analyses of historical samples of cigarette
ads and focus on the more fundamental results, general
tendencies, and broader conclusions. Within the limits of
the noted sampling for each study, these analyses de-
scribe the universe of cigarette advertising for multiple
brands, or of cigarette advertising in general, rather than
for specific brands and their campaigns. Insomestudies,
the content-analysis data descriptive of cigarette adver-
tising are related to other information, such as product
features, market shares, audience characteristics, or his-
torical events.

Increase in Visual and Vivid Advertising

The first published report analvzing the content
of cigarette advertising (Weinberger, Campbell,
DuGrenier 1981) studied 251 cigarette ads found in
the issues of Newsweek, Sports Hlustrated, and the La-
dics Home  Journal during the vears 1957, 1967, and
1977. The report noted an cightfold increase in the
volume of cigarette magazine ads between 1957 and
1977, as the industry left broadcast media. The inves-
tigators found significant increases, as well, in the
proportion of ads in color, at premium locations {e.g.,
on the back or inside covers of magazines), and with
multiple pages. Both explicit and implied health
claims were also found to have increased signifi-
cantly; almost all ads for lower-tar products adver-
tised in 1977 were “tombstore” ads (i.e., consisting of
text and package display onlv—no models, nature
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scenes, sports paraphernalia, etc.). Using market data
from leading national advertisers and the index of ad-
vertising listed by manufacturer, the analysis revealed
thata firm’s “share of voice” was almost perfectly corre-
lated with its market shares; that is, all tobacco compa-
nies included in this study sample of print media were
advertising their products in near-exact proportion to
their market share.

Becoming Pictures of Health

Verbally explicit health claims, a prominent feature
of early cigarette advertising, have been replaced by
claims about filter effectiveness, mildness, and the
mandatory warnings and disclosures. As scientific evi-
dence of the health risks of smoking became increasingly
known to the general public in the 1950s and 1960s, the
pseudoscientific claims made by cigarette advertising in
earlier decades (claims that using a given brand, for
instance, would protect against “smoker’s cough”) were
replaced by unadorned statements of filter effectiveness
against tar and nicotine. These later health claims tacitly
allowed thatsmoking was harmful, but they also strongly
suggested that smoking a particulaxr brand was signifi-
cantly less harmful. Such health claims thus have the
primary purpose of promoting sales for a separate prod-
uct category: that of "low-tar, low-nicotine” cigarettes.
Verbal health claims in advertising have otherwise beer
replaced by visual, connotative imagerv—what can be
called pictures of health.

Ringold (1987) reported on the verbal content of
211 cigarette ads drawn primarily from Tine magazine
from 1926 to 1985, partially supplementing the sample,
as needed, with ads drawn from the New Yorker, the
Saturday Evening Post, and Life, in that order. Although
inexplicably omitting any Philip Morris brands, this
sample sought one ad each for six brands: Camel, Ches-
terfield, Kent, Lucky Strike, Old Gold, and Viceroy. De-
tailed coding was done on the verbal content in headlines,
subheads, and body copy. Even though all “mildness”
assertions were treated as taste claims only, health claims
were the most frequently made type of claim for the
period before 1954. For the overall 1926-1985 study
period, health claims were the third most frequent type
of claim, representing 18 percent of all claims. This
finding was true for five out of the six brands studied,
and there was “little to distinguish the various brands in
terms of the health claims frequently used” (Ringoid
1987).

A study of the words and images of all 567 ads
from 108 issues of Life (1938-1983) and Look (1962-1971)
included the ads for 57 brands (Pollay 1991); 14 major
brands accounted for 75 percent of the total sample.
Multipic judges coded these ads for 12 major and
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independent thematic dimensions. Three of these di-
mensions were postulated to communicate healthiness:
(1) “health/safety” made verbal claims about positive
physical effects, medical use or endorsemeuts, or re-
duced symptoms and risks, including filter-effectiveness
claims (unless the text linked effectiveness to product
taste); (2) "bold/lively behavior” provided images of
active, athletic, or risk-taking behavior; and (3) “pure
scenes” provided images of nature associated with whole-
someness, cleanliness, and purity, such as glaciers, moun-
tain streams, or new-fallen snow. Other themes measured
included “well made” (product quality), “good deal”
(value for money), “enjoy” (pleasure and satisfaction),
“female, male, glamour/luxury” (celebrities, status,
wealth), “relax” (peace of mind), and “official” (tested or
endorsed by authorities).

Judges found one or more of the healthiness themes
in 60 percent of the studied ads, images of bold and lively
behavior in 20 percent, and pure scenes in 30 percent.
Some stereotypical differentiation of men and women
was evident: ads featuring men were significantly more
likely to use images of bold and lively behavior, whereas
the ads featuring women were significantly more likely
to use images of glamour and luxury.

Warner (1985b) studied 716 cigarette ads t, »m Time
forselected years from 1929 through 1984. Various visual,
verbal, and thematic elements of the ads were coded: the
presence or absence of smoke, the manner in which
cigarettes were held, the nature of models employed, the
degree of prominencz given to health messages, and the
types of themes not focused on health, such as humor,
rugged individualism, and romance. Data were not
reported forindividualism, emancipation, orother themes
of independence. Data were grouped according to their
proximity to periods of intense public considerationof the
health consequences of smoking—such as the health
concerns raised in the early 1950s (particularly since
increased promotion and supply of cigarettes during
World War 1l had contributed to a larger population of
young adult smokers [Blake 1985]), the first (1964) Sur-
geon General’s report on smoking and health, and the
Fairness Doctrine that required broadcast cigarette ads
to carry health-risk messages during the period
1967-1970. Results show evidence of thedramatic growth
in magazine advertising over the 56-year study period:
theaverage numberof cigarette ads perissuerose steadily
from less than one per issue for the 1929-1952 period to
over eight per issue for 1974-1981 (after the ban on radio
and television had gone into effect). During the last two
decades studied, the images in these ads had the notable
characteristic of showing virtually no smoke. Although
visible smokeappeared in half of theads before 1964, after
1964 only 5 percent of lit cigarettes appeared to emit
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visible smoke, and after 1976 not a single instance of
smoke was found in thissample. Theimagery inthose ads
was increasingly, and apparently deliberately, becoming
more pristine by eliminating smoke from ads.

The balance between the verbal and visual
elements of the ads was measured in this study, as was the
degree of health focus. Ads that relied more heavily on
words than on pictorial images were judged as trying to
convey a health message. Both the health focus aind the
balance between verbal and visual elements were found
to be episodic; ads tended to verbally emphasize health
themes during the years of major smoking and health
events. Such ads often emphasized a health-related prod-
uct innovation, such as scientifically designed filters. This
general pattein seemed to end in 1964, the year of the first
Surgeon General’s report, during and after which ads
became more visual. Warner (1985b) notes, “Industry
advertising directors may have concluded that the most
effective contemporary response to health concemns is an
indirect one: conveying visual images of vibrant, physi-
cally fit, successful, sociable, and sexy people in physically
active or glamorous settings, in other words, associating
smoking with people who are the proverbial “picture of
health’” (p. 125). Similar observations were made by
Rogers and Gopal (1987), who studied an unspecified
number of ads from three issues of Tine and Life maga-
zines each vear, at five-year intervals from 1938 to 1986.
They noted that over time, positive health appeals were
displaced by claims of having “less harmful” products,
and that these in turn were dispiaced by “more and more
lifestyle advertising . .. brand imaging ... using more
poster style layouts and color spreads . . . with very little
body copv” (pp. 262, 266).

Other researchers have noted the episodic nature
of cigarette advertising history but attribute the changes
not to industry strategy or sophistication, but to the
effects of regulation and self-regulation, such as FTC
activity or industry self-regulatory codes. Ringold and
Calfec {1989) report on the verbal content of 568 ads
drawn primarily from Time magazine from 1926 through
1986. This sample is both longitudinal (N = 348), expand-
ing on the sample of one ad per year for various brands
reported earlier (Ringold 1987), and cross-sectional, us-
ing a sample of 25 ads each for the seven mid-decade
years 1926, 1936, 1946, 1956, 1966, 1976, and 1986. The
ads were coded along 27 general ad characteristics and
51 claim categories. The coding, described by the authors
as conservative, treated all mildness claims as claims
about taste that were irrelevant to health and treated all
claims about filter innovations as claims about product
quality, not about health. Nonetheless, results of the
longitudinal sample show that 27 percent of all claims
were health claims, making it the most conumon category,

prirnarily because ads since 1965 were required to carry
tar and nicotine disclosures (See “Warning Labels on
Tobacco Products” in Chapter 6). Voluntary health claims
were anywhere from 17 percent to 29 percent of total
claims before 1954 but had nearly disappeared after that
year.

In the longitudinal analysis, action-oriented ads—
those depicting competitive sports, adventurous pur-
suits, or leisure behaviors—were more than twice as
common (42 percent of all ads) as those showing all other
types of activity, such as working, eating, or shopping
(17 percent of all ads). Almost identical results were
found for the cross-sectional sample of 220 ads. No data
were reported for how the frequencies of these images of
activities changed over time.

Advertising That Targets Youthful
Audiences

Albrightet al. (1988) studied cigaretteads in maga-
zines that reach young readers (Rolling Stone, Cycle
World), female readers (Ladics Home Journal, Mademoi-
selle), or general adult readers (Time, TV Guide, Ebony,
Popular Science). All cigarette ads in one issue for every
year from the 1960s through 1985 were coded, yielding
778 ads for analysis. Like other analysts, Albright =t al.
found that the volume of magazine advertising increased
dramatically during this period, stabilizing after 1977 at
six to seven ads per issue. Within this study sample, the
proportion of total ads appearing in the magazines
reaching younger audiences grew significantly over
time to become 36 percent of the total. The analysts
concluded that although these d.ata may not fully repre-
sent the overall market trends, "“+-omen and adnlescent
magazine readers are exposed (0 a large quantity of
cigarette ads, regardless of the advertisers’ intent”
(Albright et al. 1988, p. 232).

Altman et al. (1987) analyzed the themes and im-
ages employed in this same sampie of magazines. The
study focused on the ads (78 percent of the total sample)
that showed a setting or had a model present. These
were coded for clements of the act of smoking, the pres-
ence of a low-tar or low-nicotine theme, and suggestions
of the “vitality of smoking.” The latter concept was
measured with subcategories of adventure/risk (e.g.,
rock climbing, sailing, racing cars), recreation (e.g., play-
ing tennis, surfing), and romantic/erotic appeal (e.g.,
scantily dressed models, moonlit settings).

Images of risk and adventure, recreation, and erotic
or romantic display in vouth magazines increased sig-
nificantly over this period (1960s to 1985). Ads in vouth
magazines were significantly more likely than ads in
other magazines to depict images of adventure or risk,
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were more likely to display recreation, and were some-
what less likely to depict erotic imagery. Tombstone ads
were less likely to appear in youth magazines, or con-
verselv, vouth magazines were more likely to feature
image hased ads.* Like Warner (1985a), Altman et al.
found a decline in the evidence of visible smoke and the
act of smoking,.

The database of Altman et al. (1987) was extended
by Basil et al. (1991), who examined differential target-
ing, or how cigarette advertising strategies varied de-
pending on the characteristics of the primary readership.
These researchers added two magazines with a prima-
rily black readership (fet and Essence) and updated the
sample to include magazines from the 1960s through
July 1989 for an enlarged sample of 1,171 ads. These
investigators also delineated three subcategories of ro-
mantic/erotic themes: (1) horseplay—males and females
cavorting; (2) erotic content—romantic or sexy situa-
tions, innuendo; and (3) seductive poses—wanton looks
or suggestive glances or poses.

From 1984 through July 1989, the number of ads
per magazine issue declined in general in men’s and
women’s magazines but was relatively stable in those
magazines reaching black and youth audiences. The
most common type of ads in men’s and youth maga-
zines showed models engaged in lower-intensity sports,
such as water skiing or volleyball. Analysis of variance
between magazine types found that ads depicting inci-
dents of horseplay and romantic contact were most preva-
lent in black- and youth-oriented publications. A separate
analysis found that incidents of horseplay had grown
significantly more frequent over time and were signifi-
cantly related to the average age of a magazine’s readers;
magazines with a younger readership were more likely
to run ads featuring horseplay. Comparing results for all
consumer segments, the researchers concluded that these
ad strategies appear

to depend on the segment’s current rate of smok-
ing. ... Readers with high smoking rates are often
pitched tochoose certain brands withappeals based
on some aspect of the brand rather than on the
models depicted in the ad. However, readers with
low smoking rates appear to be given appeals that
focus on models, suggesting that smoking is fun,
helps vou make friends, and will make vou desir-
able. Groups with lower smoking rates are more
frequently given appeals that appear to be attempt-
ing to recruit new smokers (Basil et al. 1991, p. 88).

"Rescarchi (such as Fischer et al. 1989) that has examined
the etfect that health warning labels in cigarette
advertising have on voung people is discussed in
Chapter 6.
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The work of King et al. (1991) partially contradicts
and partially replicates findings from the previously de-
scribed studies. King et al. followed a similar sampling,
strategy, drawing ads from one issue for each available
vear, between 1954 and 1986, for each of eight magazines
representing five distinct audience orientations: general
interest (Time), older women (Ladics Home Journal and
Redbook), younger women (Vogue), older men (Popuidar
Mechanics and Esquire) and younger men (Sports Hlustrated
and Playboy). Thissampling yielded 1,100 cigarette ads for
an analysis that focused on visually oriented content.

Like other studies, King et al. noted a large increase
in magazine advertising: the number of ads per issue
was more than ten times greater for the period 1971-1983
than for the period 1954-1970. Playboy had both the
largest number of cigarette ads per average issue and the
lowest median audience age. Unlike earlier studies,
however, King et al. found no systematic relationship
between the median age of a magazine’s audience and
the average number of ads published.

As was found in previous multivear studies, ciga-
rette ads in general relied more and more on visual
imagery and became increasingly larger (e.g., more ads
were multipaged), more photographic, more colorful,
and more visual than verbal. The volume of cigarette ads
varied significantly over time; the greatest changes were
adecline in the proportional importance of gencral-inter-
est magazines, a relative stability for both older and
younger men’s magazines, and a growth in both older
and younger women’s magazines. The ads in the younger
men'’s and women’s magazines together constituted 39
percent of the total cigarette ad volume in this sample of
magazines during 1954 through 1970, 33 percent during,
1971 through 1983, and 45 percent during 1984 through
1986. Similarly, Warner and Goldenhar’s (1992) analysis
of the use of 92 magazines as cigarette advertising ve-
hicles from 1959 through 1986 found the largest increase
in women’s magazines and in magazines reaching pre-
dominately blue-collar readers.

Imaging Individualism, Independence, and
Self-Reliance

In King and colleagues’ (1491) analysis, the activi-
ties of the models fall into six categories: adventure (op-
erating aspeedboat), recreation (playing ball), erotic (being
romantic with another), sociability (talking with peers),
working, (ranching), and individualistic /solitary (read-
ing a book, watching a sunset). The study defined indi-
vidualism solely in terms of restful behaviors; this decision
and the resulting classification of the Marlboro cowbov
as “working” rather than “individualistic solitarv” are
debatable clements of this study, but the results nonethe-
less indicate the importance of the independence theme.

1
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For example, the most frequently cited categories
of ads that reached younger women were individualism
(29 percent), recreation (26 percent), and sociability (20
percent). The most frequently pictured activities in ads
that reached younger men were individualism (21 per-
cent), work (21 percent), recreation (20 percent), and
adventure (14 percent). The authors noted that “portray-
als of individualism were more likely to appear in ciga-
rette ads placed in younger men’s and younger women'’s
magazines.” Despite this and other noted differences
between ads in various types of media, “this study found
a striking universality of theme, regardless of audience
orientation. [ndividualistic/solitary and recreational
themes were most frequently portrayed in virtually all
magazine types” (King et al. 1991, p. 77).

Schooler and Basil ( 1990) studied all types of bill-
board ads in San Francisco neighborhoods. Billboard
advertising is held to be important because it allows
neighborhood-level targeting and ethnic segmentation.
Like point-of-sale store signage, billboard advertising
has more permanence than magazine ads, allowing mul-
tiple incidental exposures for all ages of percons who are
on the neighborhood street regularly, going to work,
stores, or schools. Of the 901 billboards photographed
between May 1985 and September 1987 in 210 commer-
cial districts, tobacco ads were the most frequent (19
percent), closely followed by alcohol (17 percent). Black
and Hispanic neighborhoods had significantly more to-
bacco and alcohol ads than white or Asian neighbor-
hoods. Billboards of any type were 1.7 times more
common in black neighborhoods (2.2 per 1,000 people)
than in a citywide sampling (1.3 per 1,000). Tobacco
billboard ads were even more common in black neigh-
borhoods, appearing at 2.4 times the citywide rate.

The content of these ads was coded for several
social cues: sex, ethnicity, apparent social “class” of the
models, reward cues (e.g., romance, sociability, recre-
ation, sportiness and active lifestyle, and adventure/
risk), and attractiveness cues (e.g,, rugged individualism,
machismo, fashionableness, sex appeal, fame/expertise,
and friendliness). The most prevalent reward cue im-
ages associated with smoking were sportiness and active
lifestyle, recreati n,and adventure/risk. The most preva-
lent attractivene. » onie on tobacco billboards was rugged
individualism or inachismo. The statistically significant
results indicated how important social cues are to these
tobacco products. The study suggests that people ave
more likely te be portrayed in cigarette and alcohol ads
(59 percent) :han in advertising generally (16 percent),
and cigarette and alcohol ads were more likely than
others to use models that matched the ethnicity of the
neighborhoods.

When advertising for smoking and for alcohol were
compared, the study concluded that alcohol ads use

modeling cues that suggest that product consumption
will enhance one’s social life, whereas tobacco billboards
emphasize rewards that are more individualistically ori-
ented. “Rugged individualism,” the study observed,
“was the most prevalent attractiveness cue on tobacco
billboards. The epitome of these ads is the Marlboro
man”’ (Schooler and Basil 1990, p. 15). T'.eve research
results are reported in brief elsewhere (Altman, Schooler,
Basil 1991), and additional statistical analyses of the same
database reach the same conclusions (Schooler, Basil,
Altman 1991).

Altman and colleagues’ (1987) analysis of 778
magazine ads (from the 1960s through 1985) also found
that images of adventure and risk had become more
prevalent across all magazine types. Youth magazines
were even more likely than other types to depict images
of adventure /risk and recreation.

Other Related Research

Perceptions of Models’ Ages

Mazis et al. (1992) studied the perceived age of the
models used in cigarette ads appearing in 97 magazines
inOctober 1987. I[nthe 101 issues (some magazines were
published more often than once a month) that contained
cigarette ads, 393 cigarette ads for 22 brands were found,
of which 119 were unique (i.e., did not appear in another
of the 97 magazines that month). Narrowing the sample
to ads with models whose faces were “clearly visible”
(i.c.. their faces were at least two-thirds exposed and
were depicted close enough to discern approximate age)
yielded 50 unique ads with 65 models. Two samples of
280 and 281 judges were recruited from a racially and
economically diverse shopping mall, with quotas that
guaranteed a cross-section of gender and age (13 years
old and older).

Each participant was asked to estimate the age and
assess the aftractiveness of the modelsina random sample
of 25 ads. These data were compared to data on the
median age of the audiences of the magazines used as
sources. A positive and statistically significant correla-
tion was found between perceived model age and
median audience age. For example, young-looking mod-
¢ls tended to appear in media read by young audi-
ences—a correlation advantageous to the advertisers,
since young viewers proved more likely than older view-
ers to perceive that attractiveness declined with advane-
ing perceived age.

Fourteen (22 percent) of the 65 models were judged,
on average, to be less than 25 vears old, and eleven (17
percent) were attributed a mean perceived age farenough
below 25 years old to be statistically significant. Nine
of these young-looking models were women, four of
them in varions Virginia Slims ads.  “Some cigarette
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ads,” the authors concluded, “are clearly violating the
industry’s voluntary code that requires models not to
‘appear to be less than twenty-five years of age’” (Mazis
et al. 1992, p. 35).

Ads That Target Women

The history of campaigns that target women has
been reviewed by discussing specific campaigns and
generating data for advertising intensities (i.e., the num-
bers of ads appearing ir: each magazine) for 1971 through
1984 (Ernster 1985). Tabulation of the number of ads in
Better Homes and Gardens, Ladies Home Journal, and McCall's
revealed that ad intensity grew steadily during the 1970s,
peaked ir. 1979, and declined thereafter. Nonetheless, in
1984, an average of more than 10 cigarette ads appeared
in each issue of these magazines and of Cosmopolitan,
Family Circle, Glamour, Harper's Bazaar, Mademoiselle,
Redbook, Vogne, and Woman's Dy,

A similar report (Howe 1984) on the history of
women and cigarette advertising included graphs of the
frequency of cigarette ads showing women smoking that
appeared in Life {for the period 1936~1572) and Ebory (for
1945-1980). These ads peaked in the mid-1960s, and
again in the early 1970s. The report observed that in
these peak years, the ads generally focused on “women
jogging, biking, backpacking and plaving tennis, all while
smoking a cigarette, too. It would be difficult to argue
that these positive iniages are not influential on young,
image-conscious teenagers” (p. 8).

Ads That Target Blacks

The «igarette ads targeting blacks in Ebony from
1950 th.ough 1965 were studied by Pollay, Lee, and
Carter-Whitney (1992). When the full census of cigarette
ads from Ebony (N = 540) were compared with cigar-
ette ads from a matching sample of Life issues, the inves-
tigators found that the ads targeting blacks were
significantly more likely to use athletes and were two to
three years tardy in announcing to black consumers new
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products with tar- and nicotine-reducing filters. Further-
more, cigarette ad vertising was initially more prevalent
in Life than in Elcny, but after 1960, Ebony issues carried
more cigarette ads.

The cigarette industry’s greater intensity 1n target-
ing blacks through advertising has also been observed in
more contemporary studies. In 1985, a comparison of
advertising in selected magazines directed at white and
black audiences (Cummings, Giovino, Mendicino 1987)
found that the magazines targeting blacks had signifi-
cantly more cigarette ad vertising and more ads for men-
thol brands, which are preferred by a much higher
proportion of blacks than whites (see “Cigarette Brand
Preference” in Chapter 3). This racial disparity may
mark the cigarette industry’s reaction to the notable de-
cline in black adolescent smokers during the past decade
(see “Trends in Cigarette Smoking” in Chapter 3). A
review of cigarette promotional practices in 1985 noted
the diversity of methods for reaching black audiences,
including the growing use of sponsorships of athletic,
cultural, civic, fashion, and entertainment events. Espe-
cially noteworthy was the intensive use of smaller bill-
boards in black communities; these ads accounted for 37
percent of all billboards, and most featured menthol
brands. In contrast to the larger highway billboards,
smaller billboards are usually placed low and close to the
street—and thus visible to passersby of all ages.

Recently, R.J. Reynolds attempted to introduce a
new brand of cigarettes, Uptown, tothe black community
in Philadelphia (Robinsonetal. 1992). Throughthe efforts
of black leaders, who mobilized their communities, the
Uptown Coalition emerged. The Philadelphia commu-
nity created the agenda rather than allowing the tobacco
industry to dictate it. Media messages were carefully
framed, and Uptown Coalitionspokespersons were given
clearly prescribed roles. In 1990, R.]. Reynolds abruptly
canceled the launch of Uptown. The Uptown Coalition
was historic because it represented the first community-
based initiative that succeeded in getting the tobacco
industry to take a cigarette out of production.
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Promotional Efforts of the Tobacco Industry

Introduction

Whereas the role of advertising is primarily cogni-
tive and affective (affecting consumers’ knowledge, be-
liefs, and attitudes), the role of promotional efforts includes
asubstantial conative (action-affecting) component (Kotler
1991). A cigarette advertisement, regardless of how
compelling, is unable to put a cigarette into a consumer’s
hands. At best it can create desire or an interest in
smoking. Cigarette promotion, however, can use sam-
pling to put a cigarette into a consumer’s hand—along
with, in some instances, the lighter to ignite it. Promotion
can also target a product to those specific consumers
most likely to respond to a manufacturer’s appeals
(Rossiter and Percy 1987).

Cigarette marketers use several of the major cat-
egories of promotion to facilitate both the entrance of
new smokers to the market and their development of
brand lovalty. Because of the rapid growth in cigarett2
promotional expenditures (FTC 1992) and the impor-
tance of these expenditures in potentially recruiting new
smokers, the following discussion will analyze each of
these major categories of cigarette promotion. The recency
of this growth, however, limits the amount of research
this report can draw upon.

Public Entertainn. ent

The cigarette industry uses the sponsorship of pub-
lic entertainment events to bypass broadcast advertising
bans and self-regulatory constraints. Sponsorship is an
efficient way for an advertiser to have its brand name
and logo achieve the equivalent effect of broadcast ad-
vertising without having to include any government-
mandated warnings. Thus, cigarette manufacturers
sponsor a wide array of sporting events (e.g., the Virginia
Slims Tennis Tournament, the Winston Cup series, and
autoracingin general thror thsponsoring particularcars
and drivers) and other forms of public entertainment
(e.g., the Kool Jazz Concert). The association of the brand
name with the event is an advertising association for the
brand. Forexampie, through racing events and race cars
bearing the Winston and Camel brand names, RJ.
Revnolds has become the leading sponsor of automobile
and motorcycle racing in the United States (Blum 1991).
The association between events and cigarettes is so clear
that in some markets, when ads selling tickels for a
sponsored event (such as the Virginia Slims Tennis Tour-
nament in Newport, Rhode Island) are run in local

newspapers, tt >ads carry the mandated cigarette health
warings. Sponsorship can also preempt opposition to
cigarettes among those who view sponsorship as neces-
sary for the funding of an event. Despite the stated
health threat, the association of the cigarette brand name
with the event continues unabated on broadcast media,
and event programming continues to feature cigarette
brand logos. In the 1989 Marlboro Grand Prix telecast,
for example, the Marlboro logo could be seen for over 46
of the 94 total minutes of broadcast time (Blum 1991).
Such sponsorship is clearly viewed as delivering a brand
message by the marketer.

Event sponsorship also provides access to youth
markets of potential smokers (Buchanan and Lev 1990).
Because vouth do not predominantly compose the atten-
dance or viewership of such sponsored events, however,
cigarette advertisers can argue that they are not actively
targeting youth. Yet given the heavy concentrations of
young people in these audiences, and given the limited
venues available to cigarette advertisers to present their
images to children, sponsored events may be among, the
most cost-effective promotional mechanisms.

Two studies conducted with children and adoles-
cents support the observations that cigarette industry
sponsorship reaches young people. Aitken, Leathar, and
Squair (1986) conducted a study to determine children’s
awareness of cigarette brand sponsorship of sports and
games in the United Kingdom. Young people from ages
10 through 17 years old were asked what thev under-
stood by the term "“sponsorship” and whether they could
recall any cigarette brands that sponsored sports. The
authors found that 13 percent of 10- and 11-year-old
children and 43 percent of 16- and 17-vear-olds men-
tioned that sports sponsorship entailed botha company’s
financial sponsorship of sporting events and its opportu-
nity to advertise its products; 80 percent of 16- and 17-
year-olds mentioned at least one of these two components
of sponsorship. More than half of those 12 years old and
older correctly associated at least one sponsored sport
and the brand of the sponsoring cigarette company. Even
children younger than age 11 identified the sponsored
sports as activities linked with excitement. These find-
ings supported those of Ledwith (1984), who also found
that many 12- through 17-vear-old schoolchildren were
able to correctly identifv sponsored sports and the spon-
soring cigarette brand.

A secondary effect of sponsoring sports events is
that the brand names become closely associated with the
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sports they sponsor. Ledwith (1984), for example, found
that the likelihood of linking a sport with a brand of
cigarette was directly related to the time spent watching
that sport. The study also found that brand awareness
increased substantially following the televised broadcast
of a major sporting event sponsored by that brand. Thus,
Marlboro and Winston have become associated with
auto and sports car racing, and Virginia Slims has be-
come associated with tennis; both brands also have be-
come associated with the self-image messages these sports
convey. Cigarette smoking may thus appear to receive
an implied endorsement from race car drivers, whose
expertise is associated with their ability to thoughtfully
assess risks, and from tennis players, whose success partly
depends on their physical endurance—a trait medically
proven to be undermined by cigarette smoking.

Tobacco company sponsorship has not been lim-
ited to cigarettes. Connolly, Orleans, and Blum (1992)
reported that in 1991, Skoal and Copenhagen, the two
smokeless tobacco brands preferred by adolescents, were
promoted on national television through their sponsor-
ship of professional rodeo, hunting, formula car racing,
“monster” truck racing, drag racing, sprint car racing,
and stock car racing. The investigators concluded that
“the harmful effects of tobacco are camouflaged against
the backdrop and thrill of athletic victory” (p. 353).

Sponsored athletic and entertainment events also
provide a venue for product sampling. In areas in which
cigarette sampling is legal, free cigarettes and other spe-
cialty items can be distributed at these events.

Sampling and Specialty Items

Distribution of free samples is one of the most
powerful devices available to marketers. 1t allows a
company to put its product into the hands of possible
consumers in circumstances where consumers are more
likely to try it (e.g., outside of work orschool). In the case
of cigarettes, the power of sampling may be especially
great (Popper 1986), because these are free samples of an
addictive product. Although the sigarette manufactur-
ers argue that samples are not intended for nonusers or
minors, there is little evidence of distribution control
(U.S. Congress 1986; Davis and Jason 1988).

The power of sampling in the cigarette market-
place is reflected by industry growth. Expenses for dis-
tributing samples increasced from just under $25 million
in 1975 to over $100 million in 1990 (FTC 1992). The
tobacco industry agrees, howeva, that samples should
not be given to anyone under age 21 or onschool, college,
or university campuses (Tobacco Institute 1986). Even
more notable is the growth (from $10 million in 1975 to
over $300 million in 1990) in the distribution of specialty
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or premium items (FTC 1992). These items are not sim-
ply related to tobacco products by bearing a brand name.
Cigarette lighters, for example, are frequently provided
with a sample cigarette. The lighter both facilitates trial
of the cigarette sample and provides a brand-name re-
minder once the sample has been consumed.

Premium items also convey an advertising mes-
sage without an appropriate associated warning. Figure
2 displays two pages of a 1993 Camel Cash Catalog. Pre-
mium and specialty items from this catalog can be ob-
tained by sending in the listed number of “C-notes,”
which can be collected from packs of Camel cigarettes.
Although a promotional package will often include a
health warning along with a specialty item (such asa T-
shirt or thong sandal), the warning does not appear on
theitem (Slade 1992). Since many specialty items include
the imaginative content of the cigarette brand’s advertis-
ing campaign, they provide ongoing advertising without
any required health warnings. In a recent George H.
Gallup International Institute survey of 1,125adolescents
nationwide, about half of the adolescent smokers re-
ported that they had received promotional items from
tobacco companies, as had one in four nonsmoking ado-
lescents (Gallup 1992).

Other Promotional Expenditures

In 1990, three out of every four advertising and
promotional dollars spent by the cigarette industry were
devoted to promotional allowances, amounting to a total
of over $3 billion. Though this amount includes coopera-
tive advertising and payments to wholesalers, its pri-
mary function is to pay retailers to continue to display
and vend cigarettes from prominent locations in their
store,

The over $300 million spent by the tobacco indus-
try on point-of-sale advertising in 1990 (only 10 percent
less than the $328 million spent on cigarette advertising
in magazines that year) is intended to bring the images of
cigarette enjoyment to consumers at the store. For a
brand-loyal smoker, the reminder value of a point-of-
sale display is low. Therefore, to the extent that these
displays focus on brand image, they may not only en-
courage experienced smokers to switch brands but also
encourage new smokers to experiment with a particular
brand (and with its associated brand image). The $1.3
billion spent on promotional allowances and point-of-
sale displays combined are thus funds potentially di-
rected at new, vouthful smokers.

Retail value-added promotion consists of those ac-
tivitics (coupons, special price offers, 25-cigarette packs,
etc.) that effectively reduce the cost of cigarettes. The
industry argues that this promotion is clearly interbrand
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Figure 2. 1'ages from The Camel Cash Catalog, Volume Three
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Source: R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. (1992).

competition. Although this is undoubtedly the case for
some price offers, value-added promotion has two other
effects. The first is to reduce the cost of entering the
market—a notable effect, since some research studies
indicate that the cigarette market is price sensitive (see
"Effects of Excise Taxes on Tobacco Use” in Chapter 6).
Any money-saving action that facilitates market trial and
adoption may disproportionately affect youth, who usu-
allvy have slim financial reserves and low earning power.
Recently, Philip Morris began aggressive price-cutting
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promotions using coupons for Marlboro (Levin 1993),
the predominant brand used by teenagers (CDC 1992).
The second effect of coupons and other retail value-
added devices is to encourage repeat purchases. Often
coupons are enclosed with sample or trial packs and are
included with other brand-trial devices. In using these
coupons, the smoker moves toward habitually purchas-
ing and using a particular brand and identifving with
that brand’s image. Moreover, coupons can encourage
new users to progress from a trial stage of smoking to
regular, addicted use of cigarettes.
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Research on the Effects of Cigarette Advertising and Promotional

Activities on Young People

Introduction
A substantial and growing body of scientific litera-

ture has reported on young people’s awareness of, and

attitudes about, cigarette advertising and promotional
activities.” Research has also focused on the effects of
these activities on psychosocial risk factors for beginning
to smoke. Considered together, these studies offer a
compelling argument for the mediated relationship of
cigareve advertising and adolescent smoking. To date,
however, no longitudinal study of the direct relationship
of cigarette advertising to smoking initiation has been
reported in the literature. This lack of definitive litera-
ture does not imply that a causal relationship does not
exist; rather, better quantification of exposure, effect, and
etiology is needed. Important data from research con-
ducted for the tobacco industry are not available; such
information would add considerably to our knowledge.
A definitive study, such as a randomized control trial
with young people exposed and not exposed to cigarette
advertising, is both practically and ethically impussible.
What is possible and needed is research that is longitudi-
nal and muitivariate, that takes advantage of recent
statistical modeling methods, and that uses large samples
of children and young adolescents who have not tried
smoking and who have had relatively little exposure to
cigarette ad vertising.

The issue of causality is addressed in this section by
examining the effect of cigarette advertising and promo-
tional activities on the known psychosocial risk factors
(discussed in detail in Chapter 4) for the initiation of
smoking. If advertising and promotional activities con-
sistently affect these factors—factors such as self-image,
the furctional meanings of smoking, normative expecta-
tions, and intentions to smoke—then these activities may
also affect smoking onset. This mechanism is especially
plausible in the United States, where cigarette ad vertis-
ing and promotional activities are pervasive.

During an unusual historical period, July 1, 1967,
through December 31, 1970, antismoking messages were
widely aired on television and radio as part of the FTC's
Faimess Doctrine. These messages were aired until a

‘Recent evidence of the effects of lobacco advertising on
adult tobacco consumption can be found in the United
Kingdom Department of Health document, Effect of
Tobacco Advertising on Tobacco Consumption: A Discussion
Doerument Revieweing the Evidence (UK Department of
Health 1992).
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complete ban on prosmoking advertising on radio and
television took effect on January 1, 1971. For those threc
and one-half vears, the American public was exposed to
both prosmoking and antismoking messages on radio
and television. A carefully designed study of neary
7,000 adolescents (Lewit, Coate, Grossman 1981) found
that having both sets of messages on radio and televisi »n
had the effect of reducing adolescent smoking rates; the
impact was strongest during the first year of the anti-
smoking messages. These study findings suggest that a
nationwide, well-funded antismoking campaign could
effectively counter the effects of cigarette advertising in
its currently permitted media forms.

Young People’s Exposure to Cigarette
Advertising

Several research studies show that young people
are aware of, and respond to, cigarette advertising. Ina
recent Gallup (1992) study, 87 percent of the 1,125 adoles-
cents surveyed nationwide could recall recently seeing
one or more tobacco company advertisements. Simi-
larly, Pierce et al. (1993) found iz their study of nearly
7,000 California adolescents that over 90 percent of the
12- and 13-vear-olds could name a brand they had seen
advertised. Halif of the adolescents in the Gallup survey
could identify the cigarette brand name associated ~/ith
at least one of four cigarette slogans (Gallup 1992).

Chapman and Fitzgerald (1982) tried to determine
thelevel of awareness of cigarette ad vertisements among
11- through 14-year-olds in Australia and the possibility
of a relationship between awareness of advertisements
and smoking behavior. Data were collected on smoking
prevalenceand preferred brands. Participants were asked
to identity the cigarette brands ad vertised in photographs
of eight print-media cigarette advertisements that had
been edited to remove any identifying writing. The
children were also asked to complete edited advertising
slogans. Children who reported smoking in the last
four weeks were almost two times more likely to
correctly identify the advertisements and complete
the slogans than were children who reported that thev
had not smoked during that period. Smokers’ pre-
ferred brands generally corresponded with the adver-
tisements and slogans most often correctly recognized.
Of the 130 brands of cigarettes available on the market at
the time of the study (1981), just four brands accounted
for cigarettes smoked by nearly 80 percent of these ado-
lescent smokers.
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In the United Kingdom, Aitken, Leathar, and
O’Hagan (1985) followed a procedure similar to that
used by Chapman and Fitzgerald. They showed ciga-
rette advertisements, interspersed among advertisements
for other products, to groups of male and female school-
children (aged 6 through 16 years) from Glasgow’s in-
ner-city areas (most of whose residents were of lower
socioeconomic status) and suburbanareas (mostof whose
residents were of higher socioeconomic status). Chapman
and Fitzgerald's findings that large proportions of chil-
dren vvere aware of cigarette advertisements were sup-
ported in this study and wereextended to include younger
children. Among some of the 12-year-olds and most of
the 14- and 16-year-olds in the Glasgow study, the adver-
tising images elicited comments that indicated the young
people’s perceiving implicit, supposedly adult themes,
such as independence, sex appeal, and success.

In a separate study, Aitken et al. (1987) showed
nine color photographs of different cigarette advertise-
ments to 12- through 17-year-olds. When the young
people were asked if they had seen any of the advertise-
ments before, 83 percent of the 6- and 7-year-olds and 91
percent of the 16- and 17-year-olds recalled seeing the
same ad. When asked to match the various ads to brief
verbal descriptions of the ads, the study subjects in the
three oldest age groups (those 12 through 17 years oid)
succeeded at a level greater than chance.

Together, the results from these studies show that
even relatively young children are aware of cigarette
advertising and are able to recall particular advertise-
ments. Older adolescents are moreover capable of inter-
preting the advertisements in imagistic terms relatedl to
attractive features of adult life.

Opinions on Cigarette Advertising and
Smoking Behaviors

O’Connell et al. (1981) surveyed more than 6,000
students aged 10 through 12 who were drawn from a
sample of 88 primary schools in New South Wales,
Australia. Logistic regression was used to determine
the relative impertance of various personal and social
environmental factors in relation to the proportion of
children who reported smoking one or more times per
week. The factors included friends’ smoking, approval
of tobacco advertising, siblings’ smoking, the amount of
money available to s pend weekly, gender, age, and par-
ents’ smoking. As part of the same study, Alexander et
al. (1983) identified factors associated with change in
smoking status (both beginning and ceasing to smoke)
over the 12 months between the baseline and follow-up
surveys. Of the children who reported not smoking
during the month preceding the baseline survey,
significantly more of those who at baseline approved of

cigarette advertising reported smoking during the
month preceding the follow-up survey than did those
who disapproved of cigarette advertising. Similar re-
sults were found for the children who reported smok-
ing during the month preceding the baseline survey.
The study thus found a positive relationship between
approving of advertising and subsequently talking up
smoking, and between disapproving of advertising and
quitting smoking.

Armstrong et al. (1990) conducted a large random-
ized trial among seventh-grade students (13 yearsold) in
Western Australia in which peer-led and teacher-led
programs concerning social influences were evaluated.
When the students were resurveyed one year and two
years after the intervention, the results identified factors
associated with beginning to smoke. Both boys and girls
who at baseline reported that cigarette advertisements
made them think they would like to smoke a cigarette
were significantly more like'y to have adopted smoking
at the one-year and two-year follow-up surveys than
those who did not report feeling this way.

Aitken and Eadie (1990) examined whether the
awareness and appreciation of cigarette advertisements
were independent of other predictors of adolescent smok-
ing. In this study, 868 Glasgow adolescents between the
ages of 11 and 14 years were selected at random and
interviewed privately in their homes. Older adolescents,
boys, and current smokers in the sample tended to ap-
prove of cigarette advertisements and were also more
likely to correctly identify cigarette advertisements that
carried nobrand identification. In general, smokers were
more successful than nonsmokers at identifying cigarette
advertisements, were more likely to have siblings who
smoked, tended to be more approving of cigaretteadver-
tisements, and were less likely to perceive that their
parents strongly opposed smoking. These findings sug-
gest that advertising may reinforce the habit of smoking,
even among new, young smokers.

Young People’s Responses to Different
Types of Cigarette Advertisements

Huang et al. (1992) reported on the preferences of
seventh-and eighth-grade children (average age 14) con-
cerning three categories of cigarette advertisement: ads
with cartoons, those picturing human models, and those
with only the cigarette package and words (tombstone
ads). The study was a cross-sectional survey conducted
in April 1991 among 243 students in two junior high
schools in Chicago. Seventy percent of the students
were black, 22 percent white, 3 percent Hispanic, 2 per-
cent Native Anerican, 1 percent Asian, and 2 percent
from other races. Analvses were limited to responses of
the black and white subjects. The subjects first were
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asked to usc five-point scales to rate how much they
would like to embody the following 19 characteristics:
athletic, good-looking, kind, slim, macho, smart, sexy,
average, fun, special, independent, cool, afraid, over-
weight, underweight, tough, important, mature, and im-
mature. They were then shown slides of 13 current
cigarette ads representing nine brands taken from nine
magazines obtained at a local supermarket newsstand.
The students were asked to indicate how much. they
liked each ad and how likely they would be to buy the
brand of cigarettes advertised. For each ad with either
cartoon or human models, students were asked to rate
the models on the same 19 characteristics used to de-
scribe their ideal self-image.

Students preferred advertisements with cartoons;
ads with human models were the next most popular,and
tombstone ads were liked least. Specifically, both black
and white students ranked the two advertisements fea-
turing Camel cigarettes’ cartoon camel mascot Old Joe
firstand second; this preference was more marked among
white students. Advertisements with black models were
more appealing to black students than to whites, and ads
featuring the Marlboro cowboy (who is white) were
moreappealing to white students than to blacks. Among
students who smoked, the buying preferences for all
brands closely paralleled the reported ad appeal.

A factor analysis based on the 19 rated attributes
identified five groupings of the advertisements. Female
models were seen as predominantly “slim” and “good-
looking.” Joe Camel was “cool” and “fun,” as were the
two black models in a Salem ad. The Marl.. oroman was
perceived as “tough” and “macho.” On the other hand,
a Montclair model was ascribed no positive attributes,
but was predominantly rated as “not sexy” and “not
good-looking.” All of the positive attributes reported for
the cigarette ad images also were described as positive
attributes for the students’ ideal self-images.

Uutela et al. (unpublished data) compared how chil-
dren in Los Angeles and Helsinki perccived
advertisements for cigarettes, beer, liquor, and cars. Al-
though Finland does not permit advertising for either to-
bacco or liquor, the authors noted that Camel boot ads were
allowed in the country, as were ads for the Philip Morris
Company depicting the Marlboro cowboy. A total of 592
Los Angeles students and 660 Helsinki students between
the ages of 8 and 17 years were asked the open-ended
question, “What kinds of pictures come to your mind when
you think of how a cigarette/beer/liquor/car ad might
look?” Their responses were coded into 11 categorics.

In Los Angeles, the dominant ad images reported
for cigarettes, beer, and liquorall were images of “happy/
fun/partying,” whereas the ad images for cars were
more likely to be in the “outdoors/sports” category. In
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Helsinki, however, the dominant ad images reported for
cigarettes and for beer were “tough/macho,” for liquor,
“rich/status/success,” and for cars, “glamorous/sexy/
attractive.” The authors concluded that young people in
Helsinki perceived cigarette advertising as portraying
themes that represent the “traditional man’s role,”
whereas the perceived themes in Los Angeles were less
gender specific. Finland is one of the few western coun-
tries where smoking continues to be significantly higher
among boys than among girls.

Humor in Advertising

Nelson and While (1952) provided evidence for the
role of humor in advertisements that appealed to youth
in a study of 7,047 students aged 11 through 16 years old
from 10 schools in the north, south, and midlands of
England. Students first were asked two open-ended
questions: “What is your favorite advertisement?” and
"Why do you like it?” Ninety-one percent of the stu-
dents reportea a favorite ad; 53 percent of these students
reported that humor was their main reason for liking
their favorite advertisements. Boys (especially those 13
through 16 years old) were significantly more likely than
girls to choose an ad because of its humor. Girls (espe-
cially those 15 and 16 years old) were more likely than
boys to say they liked the personality appearing in their
favorite ad. Children who chose ads for alcohol and
tohacco products as their favorites were more likely than
other respondents to cite humor as their reason for pre-
ferring these ads. Several research studies have demon-
strated that adults, as well as children, prefer
advertisements with humor (Gelb and Pickett 1983).
Nonetheless, cartoons with talking animals are generally
considered toappeal more to children than to adults; joe
Camel and Willy Penguin (the cartoon mascot for Kool)
would be highly atypical examples of advertising humor
if the ads that feature them were meant only for an adult
audience.

Responses to Advertisements for the Camel and
Marlboro Brands

A few recent studies (DiFranza et al. 1991; Pierce et
al. 1991; McCan 1992) have compared the responses of
children and adults to Camel cigarettes” Old joe cam-
paign. The subjects in the DiFranza et al. (1991) study
were 1,055 high school students in grades 9 through 12
from five regions of the United States and 345 subjects 21
years of age and older from Massachusetts. The adult
subjects were recruited from drivers renewing their
licenses at the department of motor vehicles office. Seven
differentadvertisements from Camel’s Old Joe campaign
were used as stimuli. In the first ad, clues to the product
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and brand were masked, and subjects were asked whether
they had ever seen the ad and what product and brand
were being advertised. They were then shown six other
Old Joe ads, one at a time, and asked to rate the appeal of
these ads.

The high school students were more likely than
adults to recognize and correctly identify Old Joe (98 vs.
73 percent), to think the ads looked “cool” (58 vs. 40
nercent), to think the ads were interesting (74 vs. 55
percent), to think that Old Joe is cool (43 vs. 26 percent),
and to report that they would like to Lave Old Joe as a
friend (35 vs. 14 percent). Data on brand preference
collected from the high school students who smoked
were compared with corresponding data from seven
surveys completed before the kick-off of the Old Joe
campaign early in 1988. The authors reported that in the
three-year duration ct the Old Joe campazign, the pro-
portion of smokers under 18 years old who preferred
Camel cigarettes over other brands rose from 0.5 percent
to 33 percent.

Pierce et al. (1991) analvzed data from the Califor-
nia Tobacco Survey, a 1990 random-digit-dialed tele-
phone survey of 24,296 adults aged 18 and over and 5,040
adolescents aged 12 through 17. Respondents were asked
to “think back to the cigarette ad vertisements . . . recently
seen on billboards or in magazines. What brand of
cigarette was advertised the most?”” Thirty-four percent
of the adults named Marlboro as the most-advertised
brand; 14 percent of the adults named Camel cigarettes.
Among the adolescents, 42 percent 1dentified Marlboro
and 30 percent identified Camel as the most advertised
brand. No more than 3 percent of either the adult or
teenage respondents named any other single brand.

The percentage of respondents who named
Marlboro increased with age among the adolescents,
peaking at 48 percent among 16- and 17-year-olds before
declining among adults. The percentage of respondents
who named Camel was inversely related to age, ranging
from 23 percent for 16-and 17-year-olds, to 20 percent for
18- through 24-year-olds, to 10 percent for respondents
aged 45 vears and older. Similar results were found by
Pierce et al. (1993) and by a Gallup (1992) survey, al-
though Camel advertisements were identified as the most
pervasive ads according to McCan'’s (1992) analysis of
the 1992 California Tobacco Survey. It is not surprising,
given these results, that Marlboro and Camel cigarettes
are used by up to 70 percent of adolescent smokers
(Gallup 1992; CDC 1992).

A study conducted by Fischer et al. (1991) sug-
gested that even very young children were aware of the
Joe Camel campaign. In this study, three- through six-
year-old children were asked to match each of 22 brand
logos on cards to one of 12 products pictured on a game
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board. Ten of the logos were from children’s products,
seven fromadult products, and five from cigarettebrands.
The recognition rate for Old Joe ranged from 30 percent
for three- vear-olds to 91 percent for six-year-olds. By the
age of six, the face of Old Joe and the silhouctte of Mickey
Mouse (the logo for the Disney Channel on cable televi-
sion} were equally well recognized.

Young People’s Self-Image and Implications
for Tobacco Use

Intention to smoke is one of the strongest predic-
tors of trving cigarettes and of becoming a smoker
(Conrad, Fiay, Hill 1992). Chassin et al. (1981) found that
9th- and 10th-grade students whose reported image of
smokers correlated with their reported self-image, ideal-
date image, and certain attributes of ideal self-image
were likely to report that they intended to smoke. The
attributes of ideal self-image that correlated with at-
tributes of smokers’ image were “tough,” “foolish,” “a
big,” “disobedient,” and “interested in the opposite sex.”
A positive relationship of self-image and ideal-date im-
age with smokers’ image was also found to differentiate
students who were already smokers from nonsmokers.
Bowen et al. (1991) found that even among preadoles-
cent, fifth-grade boys, reported images of smokers were
more likely to match advertising images of smokers
among those who had tried a cigarette than among those
who had never tried cigarettes.

Barton et al. (1982) asked 6th- and 10th-grade stu-
dents to evaluate slides of peer models posed with and
without cigarettes. Children in both age groups rated
smoking models as being less healthy, more foolish,
tougher, poorer at schoolwork, more sociable, more os-
tentatious, and more disobedient than nonsmoking mod-
¢ls. Grube et al. (1984) subsequently reported that both
smokers and youth who intended to smoke were more
likely than nonsmokers to have self-images like the im-
ages they attributed to smokers. McCarthy and Gritz
(1984) found that among éth-, 9th-, and 12th-grade boys
and among 12th-grade girls, a correlation of ideal self-
image to advertising images of smckers was associated
with intentions to smoke.

Students in 11 seventh-grade classes in a working-
class area of Pasadena participated in a study (Burton et
al. 1989) that investigated attributes of four categories of
images: self, ideal self, smoker, and cigarette ad. A
random sample of 122 students wcre asked to use a six-
point scale to rate four attributes (healthy, wise, tough,
and interested in the opposite sex) in responding, to four
questions: (1) “What sort of person are you?”; (2) "What
sort of person would vou like to be?”; (3) “What sort of
person is a smoker?”; and (4) “In billboards, magazines
and other advertisements, smokers are made out to be
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what?” Intention to smoke was assessed by the question,
“Do you think you will ever smoke cigarettes in the
future?” to which there were six possible responses.

Subjects who had small differences between their
self-image and their image of smokers, and those who
had large differences between their self-image and their
ideal self-image, were found to have greater intentions to
smoke. These findings can bear closer scrutiny. Smok-
ers’ images received relatively low scores from all stu-
dents, but to a lesser extent among students who had
greater intentions to smoke. Since these students had
also assigned themselves lower self-images than their
peers, they were that much closer to the image scores
they assigned to smokers. Also worth elaborating is the
observed relationship between greater intention to
smoke and greater disparity between self-image and
ideal self-image: students intending to smoke assigned
themselves lower scores for both images than did their
peers. The authors conclude that youth with relatively
low self-concepts who do not perceive themselves as
being particularly healthy, wise, tough, or interested in
the opposite sex may be drawn to smoking as a way of
enhancing their low self-image, especially since smoking
has been consistently asso:iated with these attributes
in advertising.

Inastudy conducted i1: 1991 (Burton, Moinuddin,
Grenier, unpublished data), 239 black and white sev-
enth- and cighth-grade students in Chicago were asked
to rate on a five-point scale their self-image and their
ideal sclf-image according to 13 attributes. Some at-
tributes (such as “special” and “important”) were promi-
nent in both scales; other attributes that were highly
rated in one image scale were much lower in the other.
The attributes that revealed the largest discrepancies
between ideal self-image and self-image were “good-
looking,” “sexy,” “tough,” and “athletic.” The same
students were also asked to indicate on a three-point
scale how much they would want to buy a given prod-
uct. When responses to the two sets of questions were
compared, having “sexy” as an ideal self-image at-
tribute was associated with expressing an intention to
purchase Camel cigarettes, and having “tough’” as an
ideal self-image attribute was associated with express-
ing an intention to purchase Marlboro cigarettes.

The imagge attributions of adolescents described in
this set of studies suggests a mechanism of smoking
initiation (Figure 3). The visual images in advertise-
ments may thus serve to shape the ideal self-image of this
impressionable audience, since the ads may portray at-
tributes that children and adolescents would like to have.
The greater the discrepancy between their self-imagoes
and their ideal self-images, the more likely these young
people are to try to make their self-images more like their

"o
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ideal self-images (e.g., by “buying into” an improved
self-image through responding with the purchase in-
vited by the ads).

In commercial advertising theory, this notion in-
forms imagery-advertising conceptualization, which pre-
sumes that the need for consistency or balance will
motivate an individual to try to close the gap between
self-image and ideal self-image (McGuire 1989). This
con-ceptualization entails an active striving to make the
self-image more like the ideal self-image, and not the
other way around. Imagery-advertising conceptualization
is most compatible with identification theories (e.g., role
theories, reference-group theories, and self-presentation
theories) that stress the need to expand identity by adopt-
ing distinctive thoughts, feelings, or actions (McGuire
1989). Thus, the teenaged girl who responds toa Virginia
Slims advertisement that portrays independence is moti-
vated to buy and use the product in order to enhance her
sense of independence.

Young People’s Misperceptions of Smoking
Prevalence and Implications for Tobacco Use

In contrast to the image-advertising model de-
scribed above, the model in Figure 4 is not concerned
with the content of cigarette advertisements, but instead
with the pervasiveness of the ads. According to this
conceptualization, the pervasiveness of cigaretteads leads
youth to overestimate the prevalence of smoking and to
consider smoking as normative. Studies have consis-
tently reported that adolescents overestimate the preva-
lence of cigarette smoking (Johnson 1982; Chassin et al.
1984); moreover, those who smoke overestimate smok-
ing prevalence to a greater extent than do nonsmokers
(Sherman et al. 1983; McCarthy and Gritz 1984). Over-
estimating smoking prevalence has been found. to be
among the strongest predictors of smoking initiation and
acquisition (Chassin etal. 1984; Collins et al. 1987; Sussman
et al. 1988; see “Perceived Environmental Factors” for
smoking in Chapter 4).

Burton et al. (unpublished data) examined the rela-
tionships among cigaretteadvertising, estimates of smok-
ing prevalence, and intentions to smoke. Children in
Helsinki, Finland, where there has been a total tobacco
advertising ban since 1978, were compared with children
in Los Angeles, where tobacco is advertised in various
print media and through promotional activities. Because
the Finnish children may have been exposed to tobacco
advertising through foreign magazines or through trav-
eling to other countries, the study is characterized as
comparing pervasive vs. occasional exposure to adver-
tising. Classroom samples of 477 Helsinki students and
453 Los Angeles students—aged 8 through 14 years in
both samples—whose lifetime cigarette use consisted of
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Figure 3. A model of smoking initiation: cigarette advertising as a shaping force of an adolescent’s ideal

self-image

Cigarette advertising

#

Images of smokers
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ldeal self-image

If ideal = self-image

'

No change in behavior

v

Less risk of initiation
of smoking

Source: Burton, Moinuddin, Grenier (unpublished data).

no more than a puff of a cigarette were asked how many
of their peers and how many adults smoked. Respon-
dents were also asked whether they had ever seen a
cigarette ad and when an ad was last seen.

Los Angeles youth were more likely than Helsinki
youth to overestimate the prevalence of peer smoking
(a 417 percent overestimate vs. a 150 percent one) and of
adult smoking (319 percent vs. 173 percent). Both be-
tween countries and within the Los Angeles respon-
dents, reported cigarette advertising exposure was
pesitively related to the amount of overestimation of

If ideal # self-image

'

Alter behavior to be more like
ideal self-image

¥

Greater risk of initiation
of smoking

both adult and peer smoking prevalence. Overestimates
of smoking prevalence were found to be positively re-
lated to intentions to smoke. Interestingly, self-reported
exposure to cigarette ad vertising and intentions to smoke
had a direct relationship beyond that mediated by
misperceptions of smoking prevalence.

Inarecently published study of seventh- and eighth-
graders, Botvin et al. (1993) found that exposure to ciga-
rette advertising in periodicals and newspapers was
predictive of current smoking status. Adolescents with
high exposure to cigarette advertising were significantly
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Figure 4. A model of smoking initiation: effect of cigarette advertising on perceptions of smoking

prevalence among adults and peers

Perceived
percentage of
adult smokers

Exposure to cigarette

advertising

—-— Intentions to
smoke

Perceived
percentage of
peer smokers

Source: Burton et al. (unpublished data).

more likely to be current, past-day, past-week, or past-
month smokers than were those with low exposure to
cigarette advertising. Significant associations were also
found between exposure to cigarette advertising and
students’ estimates of smoking prevalence among their
peers and among adults.

Studies have been equivocal concerning the rela-
tive importance of overestimates of peer smoking com-
pared with overestimates of adult smoking. The general
interpretation is that normative influences are operative
in both cases; that is, smoking is more or less misperceived
to be a usual and appropriate behavior. It also has been
suggested that overestimates of adult smoking s e to
increase the symbolism of smoking as a desired, adult
behavior; smoking therefore acquires greater meaning to
an adolescent in transition to adulthood.

Discussion

Even though the tobacco industry asserts that the
sole purpose of advertising and promotional activities
is to maintain and potentially increase market shares of
adult consumers, it appears that some young people
are recruited to smoking by brand advertising. Two
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sources of epidemiologic data support this assertion.
Adoilescents consistently smoke the most advertised
brands of cigarettes, both in the United States and else-
where (McCarthy and Gritz 1984; Baker et al. 1987;
DiFranza et al. 1991). Moreover, following the intro-
duction of advertisements that appeal to young people,
the prevalence of use of those brands—or even the
prevalence of smoking altogether—increases. This as-
sociation was seen among adolescent females after the
1968 introduction of the Virginia Slims brand; smoking
prevalence among adaolescent females nearly doubled
between 1968 (8 percent) and 1974 (15 percent)
(USDHFHIS 1980). A similar associated increase was seen
for smokeless tobacco use among adolescent males
after a major advertising and promotional campaign in
the 1970s focused on “beginners” (Tye, Warner, Glantz
1987). More recently, Camel’s Old Joe advertising cam-
paign appears to have substantially increased the
brand’s market share among persons less than 18 years
old (DiFranza et al. 1991).

Advertising and promotional activities also appear
to influence risk factors for adolescent tobacco use, even
if this is not the intention of the tobacco industry. These
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psychosocial risk factors—having a low self-image,
attributing positive meanings or bonefits to smoking,
and perceiving smoking as prevalent and norma-
tive—strongly predict smoking intentions and smok-
ing onset.

In several countries, concern about the health con-
sequences of smoking and the potential influence of
advertising on consumption has prompted a nationwide
ban on tobacco advertising (UK Department of Health
1992). Ir 1975, Norway banned all tobacco ad vertising,
sponsorship, and indirect tobacco advertising. In 1977,
Finland banned all forms of tobacco advertising. Canada
introduced a ban in 1989 on all tobacco advertising,
sponsorship, and indirect advertising of Canadian ori-
gin. New Zealand introduced a ban in December 1990 on

Conclusions

advertising in print media originating in New Zealand,
on advertising in posters, and on sponsorship of sports.
Although the bans in Canada and New Zealand have
been relatively recent, the current evidence indicates that
these actions have had a significant effect on consump-
tion in each of the four countries (UK Department of
Health 1992). In each case, the banning of advertising
was followed by a decrease in smoking rates that per-
sisted even when controlled by changes in other factors,
such as price. These studies focused on total cigarette
consumption; although the bans appear to have influ-
enced smoking rates among young people in Canada
and Norway, more specific data concerning young people
are forthcoming.

1. Young people continue to be a strategically impor-
tant market for the tobacco industry.

1o

Young, people are currently exposed to cigarette
messages through print media (including outdoor
billboards) and through promotional activities, such
as sponsorship of sporting events and public enter-
tainment, point-of-sale displays, and distribution
of specialty items.

3. Cigarette advertising uses in: . 7es rather than infor-
mation to portray the attractiveness and function of
smoking. Human models and cartoon characters in
cigarette advertising convey independence, health-
fulness, adventure-seeking, and youthful activities—
themes correlated with psychosocial factors that
appeal to voung people.

4. Cigarette advertisements capitalize on the disparity
between an ideal and actual self-image and imply
that smoking may close the gap.

5. Cigarette advertising appears to affect young people’s
perceptions of the pervasiveness, image, and func-
tion of smoking. Since misperceptions in these areas
constitute psychosocial risk factors for the initiation
of smoking, cigarette advertising appears to increase
young people’s risk of smoking.

2 O 5 Advertising and Promotion 195
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Preventing Tobacce Use Among Young People

Introduction

This chapter examines the range and effectiveness
of efforts to prevent tobacco use among voung people.
The first section provides data on recent public opinion
of strategies to reduce tobacco use among young peuple.
The second set of sections focuses on educational efforts
to reduce cigarette smoking and smokeless tobacco use
among young people, including school-based, clinic,

and communitywide programs. The third set of sections
examines the impact of social conditions and | 1blic poli-
cies, including the effects of mass media programming,
legal restrictions, warning labels, and tobacco taxation.
Together, these efforts can inoculate against the
psychosocial risk factors discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, as
shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Efforts to prevent tobacco use among young people, by stage of initiation
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Source: Adapted from US. Department of Health and Human Services (1991),
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Public Opinion About Preventing Tobacco Use Among Young People

Introduction

The information in this section is derived from
several different sources, including national surveys .on-
ducted by the federal government and by private organi-
zations (e.g., the Gallup Organization, Louis Harris and
Associates), statewide surveys conducted by government
agencies or private organizations (e.g., the American
Cancer Society [ACS]), and community-based surveys.
Aremarkably consistent pattern emerges regarding public
opinion of tobacco-control policies. First, both smokers
and nonsmokers express much greater support for poli-
cies to prevent youth from smoking than for policies to
discourage adult smoking. A second finding is that
nonsmokers are consistently more supportive of govern-
ment efforts to regulate tobacco than are smokers.

Public Opinion About Tobacco Education
Historically, public support for efforts to keep chil-
dren from smoking has been stronger than support for
efforts to reduce smoking among adults. During the first
half of this century, most states instituted laws that prohib-
ited the sale or gift of cigarettes to minors (Hawkins 1964),
since tobacco use was viewed as an adult behavior and
children were seen as a group to be protected from poten-
tially harmful substances, However, as the health dangers
of smoking became known, the publiclooked to schoolsto
do more to educate children about the hazards of tobacco
use. For example, a 1957 national survey of adults (N =
1,541) conducted by the Gallup Organization (1957) found
that 68 percent of respondents believed that the danger
from smoking was great enough to warrant literature
being distributed to schoolchildren to warn them of these
dangers. Fifty-three percent of the respondents also felt
that the danger was sufficient to warrant an announce-
ment from the federal government (presumably, to adult
smokers) regarding the danger of smoking.
Traditionally, public and private efforts to reduce
the initiation of smoking by children have involved
schools (U.S. Department of 1ealth and Human Services
JUSDHHS] 1989). A number of states have enacted laws
that mandate education about smoking and health in
schools, In part, the emphasis on school-based education
reflects a belief that education is the most effective wav to
discourage children rom smoking. A 1984 national
survey of adults sponsored by the American Board of
Family Practice (Research and Forecasts, Inc. 1985) asked
respondents to indicate what approaches they believed
were effective in discouraging simoking. The highest-
rated approach, mentioned by 81 percent of those
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surveved (N = 1,007), was providing smoking-related
education to children in grade school. The use of public
service campaigns, television shows, and oth-r media to
motivate teenagers not to smoke was mentioned by 66
percent of respondents.  Twenty-one percent felt that
legally banning the use of tobacco would be effective.

There is strong public support for tobacco educa-
tion efforts in the schools. The 1989 Simoking Activity
Volunteer-Executed Survey (SAVES), which was admin-
istered to adults in four states (Arizona, Michigan, Penn-
sylvania, and Texas), collected information on a wide
range of issues relevant to policies concerning smoking
(Marcus et al., in press). Trained and supervised ACS
volunteers used standardized questionnaires to conduct
telephone interviews of the sampled adults. Data col-
lected in this survey found that a high proportion of the
respondents (87 to 91 percent) agreed with the statement,
“There should be a strong tobacco education program in
the school system” (Marcus et al., in press). Only a
minority of these respondents (13 to 33 percent) agreed
with the statement, “Currently, schools are doing enough
to prevent children from starting to use tobacco.” This
finding is consistent with the results of a 1990 telephone
survey of California adults, in which 74 percent of re-
spondents felt that antitobacco education in schools
should be increased (California Department of Health
Services 1991).

Restrictions on Smoking in Schools

Traditionally, even secondary schools that prohibit
smoking by students have allowed teachers and staff to
smoke indesignated areas away from students (USDHHS
1989). This double standard reflects public opinion about
restricting smoking in school settings. A 1987 telephone
survey of adults in Minnesota (Forster et al. 1991) found
strong support (93 percent) for a policy prohibiting stu-
dents from smoking in school, and a smaller percentage
(77 percent) favored a ban on smoking among teachers
and staff. School smoking policies, like those for other
workplaces, have become more restrictive in recent years.
Several states and many communities have enacted laws
that completely ban orseverely restrict smoking inschools
and on school property (Coalition onSmokin, ; OR Health
1992). These laws are discussed later in this chapter.

The 1989 Surgeon General’s report on smoking and
health (USDHHS 1989) clearly documented the trend of
Americans to increasingly support restrictions on smok-
ing in a wide range of public locations, such as restau-
rants, worksites, and schools. In general, surveys that
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ask about limiting smoking in various settings have found
that support for such restrictions in schools is usually
stronger than for other locations. For example, findings
from a telephone survey for the 1989 National Cancer
Institute (NC1) Community Intervention Trial for Smok-
ing Cessation (COMMIT) (Centers for Discase Control
[CDCI 1991a) revealed that fewer than one-quarter of
adult respondents in 10 US. intervention communities
supported a complete ban onsmoking in private worksites
and restaurants, whereas over half endorsed a ban on
smoking on school grounds. Support for banning smok-
ing in secondary schools possibly reflects the broad soci-
ctal belief that schools have an important role to play in
discouraging tobacco use by children.

Restrictions on Tobacco Advertising
and Promotion

Numerous national, state, and local surveys have
tried to assess public opinion about restrictions on to-
bacco product advertising. Ina series of national Gallup
survevs Gallup Organization 1978, 1987, 1988, 1991,
1993) conducted between 1977 and 1993, support for a
complete ban on cigarette advertising increased from 36
to 53 pereent. The 1989 COMMIT survey (CDC 1991a)
of a representative sample of 300 to 400 adults 25 to 64
vears old in each of 10 intervention communities in 9
states found that between one-half and three-quarters
agreed with the statement, “All tobacco advertising
should be eliminated.”

Sonme surveys have asked about limiting specific
tvpes of tobacco advertising (e.g., billboards, newspa-
pers, magazines) and promotional practices (e.g., distri-
bution of free tebaceo samples, tobacco company
sponsorship of sporting and cultural events) (Table 1). A

" 1987 telephone survey (Forster et al. 1991) of 821 adults

from seven Minnesota communities asked respondents
to indicate their support for restrictions on various forms
of advertising. Seventy-three percent of respondents
favored a banon tobacco signs and billboards; 70 percent
supported o ban on tobacco advertising in newspapers
and magazines. The ACS-sponsored 1989 SAVES
survey of four states found that support for a ban on
cigarette advertising in newspapers, in magazines, and
on billboards ranged from 61 to 69 percent (Marcus etal.,
in press). Over three-quarters of respondents in this
sury ev agreed with the statement, “Tobacco companies
should be prohibited from distributing free tobacco
samples on public property or through the mail.” Com-
parable results were obtained ina 1990 telephone survey
of adults in Califorria (California Department of Health
Services 1991). Fittv-four percent of respondents in this
survev supported a ban on tobacco ads on outdoor bill-
boards; 49 percent supported a ban on tobacco ads in

newspapers and magazines; 67 percent supported a ban
on the distribution of free tobacco samples or coupons
to obtain free samples by mail; and 75 percent supported
a ban on the distribution of free tobacco samples on
public property.

Three surveys (California Department of Health
Services 1991; CDC 1991a; Marcus et al., in press) have
measured public opinion about tobacco company spon-
sorship of sporting and cultural events (Table 1). In the
1989 COMMIT survey (CDC 1991a) of 10 communities,
from one-third to more than one-half of respondents
suppotted a ban on such sponsorship. The 1989 SAVES
survey (Marcus ctal,, in press) found that about one-half
of respondents agreed with the statement, “Tobaccocom-
panies should be prohibited from sponsoring sports
events or advertising their products at these events.”
Fifty-two percent of respondents in the aforementioned
1990 California survey (California Department of Health
Services 1991) believed that sponsorship of sporting or
cultural events by tobacco companies should be banned.
In all three surveys, support for a ban on tobacco com-
pany sponsorship of sporting and cultural events was
about twice as strong among nonsmokers as it was
among smokers.

The function and effect of tobacco advertising have
been the subject of much controversy and debate among
scientists and within the tobacco industry. The tobacco
industry has argued that advertising targets adults only
and encourages regular smokers to switch brands or to
maintain brand loyalty (Tobacco Institute 1964; see “The
‘Maturity” of the Cigarctte Market” in Chapter 5). Manv
health experts assert that tobacco ad vertising targets chil-
dren to encourage them to start using tobacco (Tye 1987;
DiFranza ctal. 1991; Fischer et al. 1991; Pierce et al. 1991;
CDC 1992a). In fact, a major newspaper, the Seattle Times,
voluntarily discontinued tobacco ad vertising in June 1993,
citing “growing medical evidence on the dangers of smok-
ing, as well as tobacco advertisers’ recent targeting of
youth and racial minorities” (Nogaki and Gupta 1993,
p. ED. Legislative proposals to restrici or prohibit to-
bacco advertising are often presented as a means of
protecting children (Myers and Hollar 1989). In 1986,
about half of the respondents to the Adult Use of Tobacco
Survey (AUTS) (USDHHS 1990¢) agreed with the state-
ment, “If cigarettes were notadvertised anywhere, fewer
voung people would start smoking.” In July 1990, a
national Gallup survey (Gallup Organization 1990c) of
adults found that more respondents (49 percent) thought
that advertising and promotion paid for by the tobacco
companics represented an active attempt to get teenag-
ers and young people to start smoking than believed that
such efforts were to encourage brand switching among,
people who alreadyv simoke (38 percent).



Surgeon Ceneral’s Report

Table 1. Public opinion about restricting or banning different types of tobacco advertising and promotions,
United States, 19871991
Source and
year of survey Description of survey Questions or statements Responses

University of
Minnesota 1987
(Forster et al. 1991)

American Cancer
Society 1989
(Marcus et al., in
press)

National Cancer
Institute 1989
(Centers for Disease
Control 1991b)

California
Department
of Health
Services 1990
(California
Department
of Health
Services 1991)

Telephone survey of a
random sample of adults

(aged 18-74 years) in seven

communities in Minnesota
(N =821)

Telephone survey of a
random sample of adults
(aged =18 years) in four
states: Arizona (N = 294),
Pennsylvania (N = 291),
Texas (N = 303), and
Michigan (N = 98)

Telephone survey of a
random sample of 300 to
400 adults (aged 25-64
years) in each of 10 U.S.
COMMIT* intervention
communities

Telephone survey of a
random sample of adults
(aged 218 years) in
California (N = 6,600)

Do you favor or oppose prohibiting
tobacco signs and billboards?

Do you favor or oppose prohibiting
tobacco advertising in magazines
and newspapers?

Advertising of cigarettes should be
banned in newspapers, magazines,
and outdoor posters or billboards.

Tobacco companies should be
prohibited from distributing free
tobacco samples on public property
or through the mail.

Tobacco companies should be
prohibited from sponsoring sports
events or advertising their products
at these events.

Tobacco companies should not be
allowed to sponsor sporting and
cultural events.

Do vou think advertising of tobacco
products on outdoor billboards
should be allowed or banned?

Do you think advertising of tobacco
products through newspapers and
magazines should be allowed or
banned?

Do vou think sponsorship of sporting

or cultural events by tobacco companies

should be allowed or banned?

Do you think that distribution of free
cigarettes and tobacco products on
public property should be allowed
or banned?

Do you think that distribution of free
tobacco samples or coupons to obtain
free samples by mail should be
allowed or banned?

73% favored a
prohibition

70% favored a
prohibition

Agreement across the
four states sampled:
61% —69%

73%-81%

49%-59%

Agreement across the
10 communities
sampled: 31%-56%

54% favored a ban
(42% smokers; 62%
nonsmokers)

49% favored a ban
(38% smokers; 57%
nonsmokers)

524 favored a ban
(39% smokers; 61%
nonsmokers)

75% favored a ban
(62% smokers; 84%
nonsmokers)

67% favored a ban
(52% smokers; 78%
nonsmokers)

*COMMIT = Community Intervention Trial for Smoking Cessation,
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Data collected in a 1992 national telephone poll
(N =1,200) of adults (Louis Harris and Associates 1792)
suggest that a predominant belief in the individual’s
right to smoke coexists with a less predominant concern
about the persuasive power of tobacco advertising. An
overwhelming majority (87 percent) of respondents
agreed with the proposition that “to smoke or not to
smoke is a personal decision that adults should be free to
make for themselves.” On the other hand, 68 percent
favored a ban on tobacco ads in newspapers, in maga-
zines, and on biilboards; 73 percent said they would
support an initiative to require stronger warning labels
on cigarette packages; and 83 percent would favor legis-
lation banning tobacco ads targeted at teenagers. Three-
quarters of smokers themselves supported a ban on
tobacco ads targeted at teenagers. The survey repori
concludes that “even smokers see smoking as something
to be discouraged, especially where teenagers are
concerned” (p. 39).

Restrictions on the Sale of Tobacco Products
to Minors

Public opinion strongly favors measures to discour-
age tobacco sales to minors (persons under the age of 18).
A 1962 national Gallup personal interview survey (Gallup
Organization 1962) found that 79 percent of adults sup-
ported the idea that there should be a law against selling
cigarettes to people under 16 years old. According to the
1964 AUTS (U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare [USDHEW|1969), only9 percent of adults thought
that sales of cigarettes to young people under a certain age
should not be against the law. Today, all states have laws
prohibiting the sale of cigarettes to persons under 18 years
old (CDC, OSH, unpublished data).

On July 10, 1992, Congress passed Public Law
102-321, the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health
Administration (ADAMHA) Reorganization Act, which
contained Section 1926, providing for the enforcement of
minors’ access legislation in all states receiving funding
for the prevention and treatment of substance abuse.
These provisions required funded states to enforce legis-
lation prohibiting the sale or distribution of tobacco prod-
ucts to individuals under the age of 18. Enforcement
included yearly random, unannounced inspections as
well as annual reports to the Secretary of Health and
Human Services describing the state’s enforcement ac-
tivities for that year, the extent of success in reducing the
availability of tobacco to children under 18, and enforce-
ment strategics to be used in the next year for which
funding was being sought. By June 1993, 49 states and
the District of Columbia had passed legislation in com-
pliance with Section 1926, prohibiting the sales and
distribution of tobacco products to children under the

age of 18. (Virginia restrictions applied only to sales of
tobacco products.)

Most people do not believe that laws prohibiting
the sale of tobacco to minors are adequately enforced,
and the overwhelming majority of both smokers and
nonsmokers support stronger measures to limit minors’
access to tobacco. The 1989 SAVES (Marcus et al., in
press) found that 8 out of 10 adults felt it was “very easy”
or “somewhat easy” for teenagers to buy cigarettes near
where they live (see “Factors That Influence Tobacco
Acceptability and Availability” in Chapter 4). The over-
whelming majority of respondents to this survey (86 to
92 percent) felt that there should be better enforcement of
existing laws banning the sale of tobacco to minors, and
most (83 to 88 percent) endorsed the idea that the laws
should be strengthened. Results of a 1990 survey of
California adults (California Department of Health Ser-
vices 1991) provide a similar picture; 76 percent responded
negatively when asked, “Do you think the laws banning
the sale of tobacco products to minors have been ad-
equately enforced?”

Several different surveys have tried to assess
public opinion regarding specific types of legislative
actions (v.g., licensing retailers and banning cigarette
vending machines) to prevent minors’ access to tobacco
(Table 2). A 1987 survey of adults in Minnesota (Forster
etal. 1991) found that 75 percent favored a policy whereby
retailers would lose their tobacco licenses if they sold
cigarettes to minors. Two-thirds of adult participants in
the 1989 COMMIT surver (CDC 1991a) agreed with the
statement, “Tobacco products should be as strictly con-
trolled as alcohol products.” The majority of respon-
dents in this survey (from 77 to 93 percent) also agreed
with the statement, “Merchants who sell tobacco to mi-
nors should be fined.”

The 1989 SAVES (Marcus et al., in press) asked
respondents in four states if they thought the sale of
cigarettes through vending machines should be banned.
Overall, between 60 and 68 percent of respondents fa-
vored a ban on cigarctte vending machines; smokers
were much less likely than nonsmokers to support a ban
(42 to 58 percent vs. 66 to 72 percent). The 1987 Minne-
sota survey (Forster et al. 1991) found that 57 percent of
adults supported a policy eliminating all cigarette vend-
ing machines; 80 percent favored a policy banning vend-
ing machinesin locations where teenagers gather. In the
1990 California survey (California Department of Health
Services 1991), a majority of both smokers (74 percent)
and nonsmokers (87 percent) favored the idea of ban-
ning cigarette vending machines that are accessible to
minors. Asimilar result was found in the 1989 COMMIT
survey (CDC 1991a), where between 76 and 89 percent of
adults agreed with the statement, “Cigarette vending
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Table2. Public opinion about different legislative actions to prevent minors' access to tobacco, United
States, 1987-1991
Source and

year of survey

Description of survey

Questions or statements

Responses

University of
Minnesota 1987
(Forster et al. 1991)

American Cancer
Society 1989
(Marcus et al., in press)

National Cancer
Institute 1989
(Centers for Disease
Control 1991b)

California
Department of 1Health
Services (California
Department of Health
Services 1991)

Telephone survey of a
random sample of adults
(aged 18-74 years) in seven
communities in Minnesota
(N =821)

Telephone survey of a
random sample of adults
(aged 218 vears) in four
states: Arizona (N = 294),
Pennsylvania (N = 291),
Texas (N = 303), and
Michigan (N = 98)

Telephone survey of a
random sample of 300 to
400 adults (aged 25-64
years) in each of 10 U.S.
COMMIT* intervention
communities

Telephone survev of a
random sample of adults
(aged 2 18 vears) in
California (N = 6,600)

Do yon favor or oppose
suspending a retailer’s
tobacco license for sale to
minors?

Do you favor or oppose
eliminating all cigarette
vending machines?

Do you favor or oppose
eliminating cigarette
vending machines where
teenagers gather?

Do vou think there should
be laws to ban the sale of
cigarettes through vending
machines?

Tobacco products should be
as strictly controlled as
alcohol products.

Merchants who sell tobacco
to minors should be fined.

Cigarette vending machines
should be eliminated in
places where teens gather.

Do vou think cigarette
vending machines that are
accessible to minors should
be allowed or banned?

75% favored suspending
the license

57% favored eliminating the
machines

80% favored eliminating the
machines

Support for a ban across
the four states sampled:
60% ~68%

Agreement across the 10
communities sampled:
51%~75%

77%~95%

76% -89%

824 favored a ban (74
smokers, 87% nonsmokers)

*COMMIT = Community Intervention Trial for Smoking Cessation.

machines should be climinated in places shere teens
gather.”

Taxes on Tobacco Products

Public opinion surveys consistently show that most
people would support an increase in tobacco taxes over
other taxes (such as income tax, sales tax, or gasoline tax)
(Gallup Organization 1989, 1990a, 1993; 11art Research
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Associates and Robert Teeter 1990a, b, ¢; Yankelovich,
Clancy, Shulman 1990a, b; ACS 1992; Kleine 1993). Sur-
veys conducted between 1989 and 1992 show strong
support for raising taxes on tobacco and alcohol as a way
of reducing the federal budget deficit or to pay for health
care reform (Toner 1993) (Table 3).

Support for raising tobacco taxes tends to increase
when tax revenue is carmarked for specific purposes,
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especially for health and educational programs (Gallup
Organization 1993), such as those aimed at preventing
children from smoking or from using drugs. A 1989
national survey sponsored by the Associated Press (As so-
ciated Press/Media General 1989) found that 75 percen. of
adults supported increasing, the federal excise tax on

Tabi. 3.

cigarcttes to payv for an expanded federal antidrug, pro-
gram. The same questions asked in 1990 found that 77
percent supported raising cigarette taxes (Associated
Press/Media General 1990). The 1989 SAVES (Marcus ot
al., in press) found that about two-thirds of adults favored
using an extra tax on tobacco to cover the cost of

Public opinion about increasing tobacco taxes, United States, 1989-1990

Source and

year of survey Description of survey

Questions Responses

Gallup Organization National personal

1989 interview survey with
2,048 adults (aged = 18
vears)

Gallup Organization National telephone

1990b survey of 1,255 adults

(aged > 18 years)

Hart Research
Associates and
Robert Teeter
1990a, b, ¢

National telephone
survey of a random
sample of registered
voters (January survey
N = 1,510; May survey
N = 1,007: July survey
N =1,555)

Taking into account
the amount cach (tax)
would raise, and your
opinion about these
taxes, which, if any,
would vou favor as a
means of reducing the
federal budget deficit?

64% favored raising ciga-
rette taxes by 16 cents per
pack; the only other tax
measure mentioned more
frequently was raising the
tax on alcohol (69%)

If taxes were raised to
reduce the deficit,
which one of the
following would be
your first choice to
help reduce the
deficit?

First choice of largest
proportion of respondents
(42%) was raising taxes on
cigarettes and alcohol

Let us suppose the
government needed to
raisc taxes. Do you
favor or oppose
raising alcohol and
tobacco taxes?

January 1990: 78% favor
May 1990: 83% favor
July 1990: 78% favor

Yankelovich, Clancy,
Shulman
1990a, b

Associated Press/
Media General
1989, 1990

National telephone
survey of adults (aged
> 18 years) (May
survey N =1,000;
October survey

N = 500)

Nationa' telephone
survey of adults (aged
> 18 years) (September
1989 survey N = 1,071;
May 1990 survey

N =1,143)

Do you favor or
oppose raising taxes
on cigarettes to reduce
the federal budget
deficit?

To pay for a bigger
federal antidrug
program, would vou
support or oppose
higher federal taxes on
cigarettes?

May 1990: 72% favor
October 1990: 71% favor

September 1989: 75% favor

May 1990: 77 favor

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Do
Do
(oW

Prevention



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

campaigns to reduce smoking. A 1987 national survey
sponsored by the American Medical Association (Harvey
and Shubat 1987) found that 79 percent of adults favored
an increase in the tax on tobacco products if the money
from the increase went to Medicare. A 1992 survey of
Michigan adults (ACS 1992) found that 72 percent would
support raising the state’s cigarette excise tax if the addi-
tional revenue would be targeted for health care and
education. Interestingly, 58 percent of responderts to
this survey claimed that they would vote for a caz-iidate
who supported the tobacco tax increase, whereas 27
percent would vote for a candidate who opposec the tax
increase.

Some relevant information on public opinion re-
garding tobacco taxes comes from a survey conducted in
Canada, where tobacco taxes have increased sharply in
the pastdecade. A December 1990 poll conducted fcr the

Surgeon General’s Report

Council for Tobacco-Free Ontario (Council for a Tobacco-
Free Ontario/Non-Smokers” Rights Association 1992)
questioned Ontarians about their support for a substan-
tial increase in the tobacco tax. Overall, 58 percent of
Ontarians supported a 50-cent per pack increase in the
cigarette tax; this support did not change when respon-
dents were informed that taxes currently accounted for
60 percent of the retail price of cigarettes. However,
when respondents were told that higher tobacco prices
could prevent children from starting to smoke, support
for the tax increase climbed to 67 percent. Support was
even higher when respondents were told of different
ways to use revenues raised by the new tax, such as
reducing the budget deficit (70 percent support), helping
people quit smoking (78 percent support), and establish-
ing a fund to help prevent smoking among young people
(84 percent support; 77 percent among smokers).

Educational Efforts to Prevent Tobacco Use Among Young People

School-Based Smoking-Prevention Programs
Introduction

Since the 1964 publication of the first Surgeon
General’s report on smoking and health (Public Health
Service [PHS] 1964), smoking prevention has been recog-
nized asa primary strategy for controlling smoking in the
general population. The first report identified the diffi-
culty that long-term adult smokers typically experience
in their attempts to quit. The report thus advocated
programs directed at educating high school and college
students about the health hazards of smoking; in theory,
school-based programs would interfere with the devel-
opment of smoking behavior before smoking became
firmly established.

When the term “prevention” was applied to health-
related issues in the 1960s, however, the concept referred
not exclusively to school curricula but also to efforts to
disseminate warnings about products and practices that
public health professionals considered potential health
hazards (Schwartz 1969). The approach to prevention
research at that time consisted of biomedical research to
establish physiological mechanisms of smoking-related
diseases, coupled with epidemiologic research to iden-
tify etiologic characteristics of smokers. This research
led, when appropriate, to the dissemination of findings
and recommendations to the public. A proclamationand
direct warning from the U.S. Surgeon General about the
life-threatening characteristics of cigarette smoking was
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expected to convince smokers to quitand riensmokers to
avoid taking up the practice. Had this effect been the
case, the concept of smoking prevention might never
have amounted to more than “spreading the word” to
those segments of the population who had not yet re-
ceived it. Unfortunately, nearly three decades later and
despite monumental efforts to disseminate waimings,
cigarette smoking remains the single most preventable
cause of death and disease in our society (USDHHS
1989).

This section reviews the evolution of the concept of
smoking prevention since the 1960s and identifies av-
enues for future progress in this area.

Early Approaches to Smoking Education and
Prevention

In the 1960s and carly 1970s, strategies to prevent
the onset of cigarette smoking were often based on the
premise that adolescents who engaged in smoking be-
havior had failed to comprehend the Surgeon General's
warnings on the health hazards of smoking (Thompson
1978). The assumption was that these young people had
a deficit of information that could be addressed by pre-
senting them with health messages in a manner that
caught their attention and provided them with sufficient
justification not to smoke. Improvements in knowledge
levels, or cognitive factors, would thus lead directly to
changes in behavior.
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Information Deficit Model

Early prevention programs based on this informa-
tion deficit model tried to heighten young people’s aware-
ness and comprehension of the negative consequences of
smoking. Programs based on this model used various
educational methods to convey information, including
books, pamphlets, posters, films, and lectures (Thomp-
son 1978). Through images and messages often intended
to arouse fear, these programs were designed to con-
vince the adolescent audience that persons who smoke
risk a variety of serious physical consequences through-
out their lives, including an increased likelihood of pre-
mature death in adulthoed from cardiovascular disease
Or cancer.

The underlying assumption of these information-
focused programs proved to have limited grounding.
Although expanded educational efforts in schools
throughout the 1970s provided adolescents with various
kinds of smoking-related information, this information
alone did not deter them from beginning to smoke. Com-
prehensive reviews published at that time concluded
that smoking-prevention programs based on the infor-
mation deficit approach were not effective (Thompson
1978; Goodstadt 1978). Providing knowledge of the health
consequences of smoking is still an important task for
public health, but this single strategy is not sufficient to
change most young people’s behavior.

Affective Education Model

The information deficit model did not take into
account the complex relationship between knowledge
acquisition and subsequent behavior (nor, as will be
discussed later, did it consider the addictive nature of
tobacco use). For example, cognitive factors are medi-
ated by different personal variables, including changes
in attitudes, beliefs, intentions, and perceived norins
(McGauire 1964; Fishbein 1967). To rectify the shortcom-
ings of information-focused interventions, alternative
smoking-prevention approaches that evolved during the
1970s tried various forms of motivational or affective
education. These approaches, which came to be referred
to collectively as the affective education model, were
based on the assurption that adolescents smoke ciga-
rettes because their self-perceptions are somehow con-
patible with a health-compromising behavior like
smoking (Durell and Bukoski 1984). Interventions based
on the affective model sought to incicase adolescents’
perceptions of self-worth and to establish or clarify a
health-related value system that would support a young
person’s decision not to smoke.

Another assumption typically made by prevention
programs based on the affective education approach
was that information specific to tobacco was neither

necessary nor sufficient for reducing the onset of ciga-
rette smoking among adolescents (Goodstadt 1978). These
affective approaches evolved out of the direct experi-
ences of educators and counselors who had begun to
associate cigarette smoking among adolescents with vari-
ous problem behaviors, including school absenteeism,
low achievement motivation, and antisocial behavior.
The intervention programs suggested that adolescents
who experienced such problems could rectify them
through changes in their attitudes toward school, family,
or community, if sufficiently motivated to do so.

Reviews based on more than a decade of research
have concluded that interventions based on the affective
education model were no more effective in reducing
adolescent smoking than those based on the information
deficit model. Some studies have even suggested (that is,
without conclusive findings) that these programs may
have had the untoward effect of eliciting interest in the
behaviors they attempted 1 discourage (Kinder, Pape,
Walfish 1980; Schaps et al. 1981; Hansen et al. 1988).
Nonetheless, affective education programs marked the
beginning of an era during which enormous effort was
expended to design smoking-prevention interventions
that were more directly related to the factors believed to
cause smoking among adolescents.

Correlates of Adolescent Smoking Behavior

Evaluations of interventions before the mid-1970s
suggested that these approaches were insufficient for
several reasons. For example, although high school and
college students were the intended targets of smoking-
prevention programs in the 1960s and 1970s, the devel-
opment of smoking behavior follows a series of stages
that typically begin earlier in life, when students are in
the sixth or seventh grade (Leventhal and Cleary 1980).
Such findings suggest that smoking-prevention inter-
ventions need to be initiated earlier than high school and
that attention should be given to the various stages that
adolescent smokers moved through as they developed
irom nonsmokers into regularsmokers (Chassin, Presson,
Sherman 1985).

Asopposed to the narrow focus of prevention mod-
cls based solely on information or affective factors, a
broader focus and a more diverse set of correlates or
antecedents began to emerge as important determinants
of adolescent cigarette smoking. As reviewed by Evans
(1984), these factors have been studied categorically as
sociodemographic, environmental, behavioral, and per-
sonal variables. Throughout the 1980s, using data from
both longitudinal (McAlister, Krosnick, Miiburn 1984)
and cross-sectional (Chassin, Presson, Sherman 1984)
surveys, researchers developed a clearer understanding
of the etiology of smoking behavior.
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This research showed that prevention strategies in
the 1960s and 1970s had greatly underestimated the ex-
tent to which adolescent smoking was determined by
social environmental variables. An exception was the
early work of the proactive physicians group Doctors
Ought to Care (DOC), which argued that tobacco adver-
tising and promotional activitics strongly influence the
social environment of adolescents (Blum 1980). A de-
tailed overview of the relationships of social environ-
mental variables to the acquisition of smoking behavior
is found in Chapter 4 of this report (see “Environmental
Factors in the Initiation of Smoking”).

As the major risk factors associated with smoking
onset were identified, thev were translated into new
interventior: methods, and the programs that resulted
were substantially different from the approaches that
had preceded them. :

Instilling Skills for Resisting Social Influences
to Smoke

Prevention research grants from the National Insti-
tute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) and the National [nstitutes
of Health (Bell and Levy 1984; USDHHS 1984; Stone
1985; Glynn 1989) were largely responsible for creating a
wave of prevention program development from the late
1970s throughout the 1980s. These efforts fundamen-
tally redefined the concept of primary prevention in
several ways.

First, programs began to make better use of social,
psvchological, and behavioral theories as a basis for un-
derstanding what approaches might work to modify
patterns of smoking onset among adolescents. Program
design became far more data driven, as researchers be-
gan to design intervention components based directly on
findings from theory-based etiologic research on adoles-
cent smoking. This orientation led to an improved un-
derstanding and targeting of the determinants and
correlates of smoking behavior among adolescents. Much
information was published about the characteristics and
components of successful smoking-prevention programs.
Much of what has been learned focuses particularly on
social influences, norms, and skills training and has the
objective of attaining behavioral abilities, methods, skills,
and techniques (rather than knowledge, beliefs, or moti-
vation) that make it casier to adopt and maintain health-
enhancing behavior patterns, such as notsmoking,. Lastly,
the research methodology used to evaluate the cfficacy
of preventive interventions became far more sophisti-
cated and considerably more rigorous.

Intervention Objectives

This prevention intervention approach recog-
nizes the social environment as the most important
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determinant of smoking onset and focuses on the devel-
opment of norms and skills to identify and resist social
influences to smoke. Underlying this approach is the
assumiption that adolescents who smoke may lack spe-
cific skills to deal successfully with various social influ-

“ences that support smoking. Such influences include the

misperception that most people smoke, the perceived
desirable social image of smoking, the appeal of cigarette
advertising and promotional activities, and the persua-
sive effects of sibling and peer smoking. Although con-
siderable variation can be found across curricula,
programs that instill the skills needed to resist such social
influences have included a fairly consistent group of
components that include training in resisting social pres-
sures (e.g., marketing) and peer pressures to smoke and
training that fosters general assertiveness, decision mak-
ing, and communication skills (Botvin and Wills 1985).
These programs also promote healthful normative ex-
pectationsand particularly correct the misperception that
most adolescents smoke.

Earlier programs for adolescents designed their
messages to generate fear and anxiety about long-term
disease risk. Approaches that teach skills to guard against
social influences have assumed that scare tactics based
on long-term health risk are not pertinent to the short-
term perspective of many adolescents. The principal
messages of skills-based intervention have thus focused
on the negative, short-term social consequences of smok-
ing, on the techniques of tobacco ad vertising that may be
falsely appealing to adolescents, and on the socially sa-
lient advantages of being a nonsmoker.

Overall Program Structure

In 1987, the NCI1 convened a panel of experts to
establish consensus regarding the essential structural
elements of effective smoking-prevention programs
(USDHHS 1991). The panel agreed that eight features
could be considered both necessary and sufficient for
effective school-based smoking-prevention programs
(Glynn 1989) (Table4). Ina recent meta-analysis (Rooney
1992) of outcomes of research studies conducted from
1974 through 1989 on school-based smoking prevention,
the essential elements of the NCI expert panel were
examined and mostly supported. This meta-analysis
will be discussed later in this chapter.

Most of the successful programs that provide skills
for resisting social influences share several major cur-
riculum components. One of these is to convey the short-
term negative consequences of cigarette smoking,
including social undesirability and physiological impair-
ment. Another component is to have students explore
inaccurate normative expectations; students thus learn
that cigarette smoking is not a normative behavior for
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adolescents their age and that the majority of persons in
any age group are nonsmokers, Students examine the
reasons that adolescents say they smoke, including to be
accepted by peers, to appear mature, or to help cope with
difficult situations. The factors that affect adolescent
smoking can also be explored, including the influence of
parents, peers, and mass media; for example, students
can learn how role modeling and advertising can falsely
establish positive cultural meanings for smoking (see
"Research on the Effects of Cigarette Advertising and
Promotional Activities on Young People” in Chapter 5).
A related component is to engage students in training,
modeling, rehearsing, and reinforcing methods_that
counter these influences and to coach students to com-
municate these techniques to others. Some approaches
also include generic personal and social skills training to
promote overall competence and reduce motivations to
smoke (Botvin and Wills 1985).

Curriculum Format

Among the numerous approaches to teaching skills
to resist social influences to smoke, the format variations
are in most cases minor (Best et al. 1988). For example, a
number of these approaches rely on classroom teachers
to deliver the smoking-prevention program. The six-
session program designed by Colquhoun and Cullen
(1981) focused on refusal skills training provided by
classroom teachers with the help of local physicians.

Table 4.

Biglan, Glasgow, et al. (1987), on the other hand, trained
health and science teachers to deliver intervention ses-
sions on four consecutive days, followed by a booster
session two wecks later. '

Other intervention variations have used a combina-
tion of trained staff or teachers plus student peer leaders.
Perry, Klepp, and Sillers (1989), for example, used same-age
peers in a smoking-prevention program that promoted
cardiovascular health. Ellickson and Bell (1990), on the
other hand, employed trained health educators to deliver
their intervention to seventh graders and contrasted this
approach by delivering the intervention through students’
regular teachers assisted by teen leaders. Similarly, Arkin et
al. (1981) organized seventh-grade student nominations of
classmates who students felt would be effective peer lead-
ers. Those selected then served as discussion leaders and
helped students rehearse and role-play appropriate re-
sponses to situations that simulated social pressure.

In Project SHOUT (Students Helping Others Un-
derstand Tobacco), college undergraduate students in
psychology, health sciences, and other majors worked
for college credit toward their degrees by serving as peer
leaders to young adolescents. The college students were
mature and reliable enough to deliver interventions (both
in the classroom and over the telephone, in booster calls)
yet sufficiently youthful to be acceptable to an adult-
wary audience (Young et al. 1988; Young et al. 1990;
Elder et al. 1993).

Essential elements of school-based smoking-prevention programs

1. Classroom sessions should be delivercd at least five times per year in each of two years in the sixth

through eighth grades.

2. The program should emphasize the social factors that influence smoking onset, short-term

consequences, and refusal skills.

3. The program should be incorporated into the existing school curricula.

4. The program should be introduced during the transition from elementary school to junior high or

middle school (sixth or seventh grades).

S

6. Parental involvement should be encouraged.

7. Teachers should be adequately trained.

Students should be involved in the presentation and delivery of the program.

8. The program should be socially and culturally acceptable to each community.

Source: Glynn (1989).
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Uther variations in intervention approaches have
used media supplements and involved students’ par-
ents. Flay et al. (1987), for example, used a five-day
smoking-prevention curriculum in janior high school
classrooms and coordinated it with five Jifferent five-
minute video seginents aired on a local television station.
The focus of these television segments was smoking pre-
vention, and they were followed the next week by five
more segments dealing with smoking cessation (Flay et
al. 1987).

Pentz et al. have trained health, science, and social
studies teachers to deliver a social influences program
that was reinforced by 10 homework activity sessi. ns
involving parents and other family members in role play-
ing and other forms of behavioral rehearsal (Pentz, Dwyer,
et al. 1989). Ina related project, this group has developed
a component that asks parents to attend organizational
meetings, support school activities, and participate in an
educational workshop (Pentz, MacKinnon, Flay, et al.
1989). The results of these studies are discussed later in
this chapter, along with other community programs.

Biglan, Glasgow, et al. (1987), have also designed a
component that tries to enlist direct parental support of
their standard classroom curriculum. The component
relies on a set of four mailed messages for parents of
participating students. These messages reinforce class-
room activities, encourage family discussions of smoking
in gencral, and urge parents to establish family policies
regarding smoking,

Walter, Vaughan, and Wynder (1989) embedded
smoking education in a comprehensive school health
education program, the Know Your Body Program, with
fourth-through eighth-grade studentsin New York. This
more comprehensive program had a significant impact
on multiple risk-related behaviors, including cigarette
smoking.

Finally, Cain, Dudley, and Wilkerson’s (1992)
“Tar Wars” program has used health professionals
to deliver antitobacco messages with the help of
fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade children. The students
participate in a poster contest to counter the messages of
tobacco advertising, and a communitywide media cam-
paign complements the school program. Originating in
1977, this program is based on the DOC program
Superhealth 2000, which similarly emphasized
counteradvertising skills among 7th- through 10th-grade
students (Blum 1980).

A number of recent reviews have closely ex~.nined
issues related to program design and content (Botvin and
Wills 1985; Flay 1985; Glasgow and McCaul 1985; I lansen
1992). Rather than replicate these efforts here, the next
section will provide examples of the range of programs
that can teach adolescents the skills needed to resist social
influences to smoke.
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Exemplary Programs for Resisting Social
Influences

Social Inoculation

In the mid-1970s, Evans et al. developed the first
preventicn program that instilled adolescent skills to
resist social influences to smoke. The program, described
as “social inoculation,” taught students methods for rec-
ognizing and coping with pressures to smoke from peers,
family, and the media (McGuire 1964). The program’s
hypothesis was that if young adolescents received class-
room “inoculations” of “peer pressure,” for example,
and learned how to deal with it, they would be more
prepared to resist actual social pressure from peers.
Additionalemphasis was placed on the immediate physi-
ological impairments that smoking produces, rather than
on long-term consequences (Evans et al. 1979). The
program used videotapes of nonsmoking peers to im-
part information and to teach skills needed to resist social
influences. In the pilot study involving 750 seventh-
grade students, the proportion of nonsmokers in the
experimental group who 10 weeks earlier had reported
smoking at least one cigarette was approximately half
that of those in the control group.

This research group introduced a notable proce-
dure for enhancing the validity of self-reported smoking
behavior among study subjects. Students were shown a
film indicating that their smoking status could be veri-
fied biochemically by analyzing a sample of their saliva.
The perception that the samples could be examined led
to more truthful reporting by students and thereby de-
creased misclassification bias due to inaccurate self-re-
ports (see “Validity of Measures of Smoking,” Appendix
2, in Chapter 3).

Although interpretations of results from this early
work were complicated by a variety of methodological
flaws (Flay 1985), Evans’ work provided the foundation
for much of the smoking-prevention research that fol-
lowed over the next decade.

Project CLASP

Later in the 1970s, McAlister et al. (1980) developed
anintervention called Counseling Leadership AboutSmok-
ing Pressure (CLASP), during which peer leaders from
high school were trained to help junior high school stu-
dents develop the skills needed to resist social pressures to
smoke. The students learned to identify social pressures
and then rehearsed and modeled strategies for coping
with them (McAlister et al. 1980).

Besides this use of older students as peer leaders,
the use of behavioral rehearsal methods and strategies to
enhance commitment to nonsmoking was an innovation
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that has been incorporated into many of the prevention
programs developed later. The intervention consisted of
three sessions delivered on consecutive days, followed
by four booster sessions delivered over the remainder of
the seventh-grade school year. Nine months after pre-
test, 5.6 percent of the treatment group and 9.9 percent of
the control group reported smoking during the previous
week—a statistically significant 56 percent difference be-
tween the groups. These reductions in smoking preva-
lence were observed up to the 10th grade.

Life Skills Training

Botvin (1986) has developed another variation of
the social influences approach that includes resistance
skills, behavioral rehearsal, role playing, self-control, de-
cision making, problem solving, and self-reward, as well
as components devoted to increasing self-esteem, self-
confidence, autonomy, and assertiveness. The program,
called Life Skills Training, includes various aspects of
cognitive-behavioral psychological training. The proc-
gram consists of 15 to 20 sessions for seventh-grade
students; booster sessions are given in the eighth and
ninth grades. The specific objectives of the program are
to teach skills that help students resist direct pressures to
smoke; to enhance students’ self-esteem, self-mastery,

Table 5.

and self-confidence in order to decrcase their susceptibil-
ity to indirect social pressures to smoke; to prepare stu-
dents to cope with anxiety induced by social situations;
to enhance students’ knowledge of the actual prevalence
of smoking among adolescents and adults; and to pro-
mote attitudes and beliefs consistent with nonsmoking,.
This program has been evaluated extensively in
progressively larger studies over the past decade; the
encouraging results have ranged from 40 to 80 percent
reductions in smoking prevalence, and long-term effects
havelasted up to four years (Botvinand Dusenbury 1989).
In the most comprehensive evaluation of the Life Skills
Training program to date, 56 schools in three different
geographic regions were randomly assigned to three
study conditions: Life Skills plus one-day teacher train-
ing, Life Skills plus video training for teachers, and a
control condition. Significant positive effects were re-
ported for cigarette use (see Table 5) and for smoking-
related knowledge, attitudes, and normative expectations.
In most cases, the two treatment conditions had similar
results; studentsinboth groups demonstrated more posi-
tiveeffects thanstudentsin the control group (Botvinetal.
1990). Theeffectsof the Life Skills Training program have
beendemonstrated when the program hasbeendelivered
by project staff, older peers, or regular classroom teachers.
These effects have also been demonstrated on inner-city

Outcomes of the Life Skills Training (LST) program: adjusted third-year follow-up mean for

smoking-related knowledge, expectations, personality measures, and behavior

Adjusted mean scores*

LST

(with Control
video training)

LST
(with
Smoking variable teacher training)
Knowledge ,
Smoking prevalence 1.10°
Smoking consequences 4.80°
Smoking acceptability 1.49%
Normative expectations
Adult smoking 3.92¢
Peer smoking 3.80

Personality measures

Self-esteem 34,25
Self-efficacy 19.27
Social anxietv 28.71!
Smoking behavior 1.46°

1.16' 93
4.60° 4.13
1.52° 1.37
3.95 4.22
3.77' 3.92
34.07 33.65
19.20 19.26
29.36 29.92
1.50t 1.63

Source: Botviin et al. (1990).

*Mceans for L& T groups differ from control group at 'p < .05,'p < .01, *p <.001, and *p < .0001,
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populations of predominantly Hispanic (Botvin et al.
1992) and black (Botvin et al. 1989; Botvin and Cardwell
1992) adolescents.

The SODAS Model

Several researchers have developed a variation of
the social skills training approach that adds to the basic
components of resistance skills, behavioral rehearsal, and
role playing. The additional components focus on self-
control, decision making, problem solving, and self-
reward. Using a problem-solving approach called Stop,
Options, Decide, Act, and Self-Praise (SODAS), students
are taught self-control skills for smoking prevention
coupled with self-reward for personal successes (Schinke
et al. 1986; Gilchrist et al. 1986).

This research group has conducted a variety of
studies evaluating this intervention model in different
settings and using varied delivery modalities. The results
of these studies have consistently demonstrated that treat-
ment students reduce their smoking prevalence more
than control students and that treatment students have
greater positive changes in smoking-related know-
ledge and attitudinal factors (Schinke and Gilchrist 1984,
1985, 1986).

The Waterloo Smoking-Prevention Program

Investigators at the Uriversity of Waterloo (Ontario,
Canada) have carried out a series of large-scale, longitu-
dinal studies evaluating the efficacy of an intervention
that teaches sixth-grade students the skills they need to
resist social influences to smoke. This intervention is
based on an integrative model of attitude and behavior
changes surrounding health issues that suggests that if
information is attended to, comprehended, and accepted,
it may lead to changes in beliefs. Beliefs, however, will
not necessarilv lead to changes in attitudes, and attitudes
will not necessarily lead to changes in intentions unless
values, expectancies, and social influerices are consid-
ered. Lastly, intentions will not necessarily lead to changes
in behavior unless the individual has the requisite con-
trol and coping skills (Flay 1986).

The intervention program has three main compo-
nents that are delivered to sixth graders in six one-hour
weekly sessions. The first component provides informa-
tion on the consequences of smoking and the reasons
that adolescents smoke. The wecond component exam-
ines social influences—including family, friends, other
peers, and the media—that promote smoking; students
then learn specific skills to resist these pressures. In the
third component, the students are asked to irtegrate
information learned in all previous sessions in order to
make a decision about their future smoking behavior
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and to publicly commit to nonsmoking, if that is their
decision.

In the first large-scale randomized trial of this pro-
gram, 22 schools were randomly assigned to treatment
and control conditions. Sixth-grade students in the 11
treatment schools received the curriculum plus booster
sessions in seventh and eighth grade. Initial evaluation
results indicated that although the intervention did not
reduce levels of regular smoking or significantly increase
the probability of remaining a nonsmoker, it prevented
the onset of experimental smoking through the end of the
eighth grade. The results were particularly encouraging
for students who were at highest risk of becoming regular
smokers because they had tried smoking in grade six or
because their parents, siblings, or friends were smokers
(Best et al. 1988).

The University of Waterloo research group has
reported six-year follow-up data for the same cohort of
students studied earlier through the eighth grade. Ninety
percent of the students were located for this follow-up
study, and data were obtained from over 80 percent of
them. These students had not received any additional
intervention after the eighth grade. The significant inter-
vention effects observed in this cohort after the eighth
grade had begun to disappear by the fifth year after the
intervention; by the sixth vear, there was no longer a
signiticant difference between treatment and control stu-
dents (Flay et al. 1989). These results (see Figure 2)
suggest that the initial positive impacts of such interven-
tions may dissipate over time (Kozlowski et al. 1989),
particularly it intervention activities and booster sessions
do not extend throughout middle school, junior high,
and high school (Botvin and Botvin 1992). School-based
programs may also be strengthened by supplementary
intervention activities that extend bevond the school con-

text into the community (Perry, Kiepp, Shultz 1988; Perry
et al. 1992).

The Minnesota Smoking-Prevention Program

The Minnesota Heart Health Program is a
community-based cardiovasculardisease prevention pro-
gram that has been carried out in selected Minnesota
study communities during the past decade (Blackburn et
al. 1984). As a part of this program, the Minnesota
Smoking-Prevention Program (MSPP) has addressed the
prevention of tobacco use by influencing the social and
psychological factors known to promote the onset
of smoking.

The activities in MSPP are often led by peer (same-
age) leaders who are trained to communicate the social
and psychological messages embodied in the program.
The students first form small groups to discuss
the short-term, social consequences of smoking. By

n
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examining actual data and discussing young people’s
tendency to overestimate smoking prevalence, students
learn that smoking is not a normative behavior in our
society. Afterexploring whyadolescentssmoke, students
discuss positive alternatives to smoking. Students then
learn how these misperceptions about smoking are estab-
lished in our culture through advertising and role model-
ing by peers and adults. Students practice the skills to
resist the social influences that promote smoking, in-
cluding peer influences and advertising techniques.
Near the end of the program, students state a goal to
remain nonsmokers.

Inevaluating t* 2 effects of the MSPP in eight junior
high schools, Murray et al. (1988) reported that after four
vears, the peer-led social influences intervention reduced
the incidence of daily and weekly smoking by 35 to 50
percent. In contrast, no reduction was observed in an

adult-led group that was taught the health consequences
of smoking or in a comparison group enrolled in an
existing curriculum covering general health topics. These
differences, however, were no longer statistically sig-
nificant at the five- and six-year follow-ups (Murray
et al. 1988).

As part of this overall research program, the Class
of 1989 Study was establish:d to test the efficacy of the
MSPP approach when introduced as part of a broader,
community-based health promotion effort (Perry et al.
1992). Researchers hypothesized that the school-based
intervention program would have longer-lasting effects
if it was introduced in communities where adults were
involved in communitywide smoking-cessation pro-
grams, where antismoking ordinances in the schools and
public community spaces were being considered, and
where integrated school and community intervention

Figure 2. Six-year follow-up of the first Waterloo School Smoking Prevention Trial: proportion of
subjects smoking regularly and experimentally at each wave of the study

145

10 [] Experimental
B Regular

35

Smoking preval.nce

N

Control Program Control Program Control Program Contral Program Control Program Control Program Control Program

(End of Trial) (Year 1

follu\\'-up)

(Year 2
follow-up)

(Year 3
follow-up)

(Year 4
tollow-up)

(Year 5
follow-up)

(Year o
tollow-up)

Study condition

Source: Flay ct al. (1989).
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activities were offered. Throughout junior and senior
high school, smoking prevalence was significantly lower
among students in the intervention community than
among students in the control community. The results of
this study are discussed later in this chapter, along with
other communitywide programs.

International Research on Smoking-
Prevention Programs

Intervention studies reported in the English-
language literature outside the United States concentrate
primarily on school-bas. d interventions directed at sec-
ondary scrool students (persons aged 11 years or older).
Inmany cases, these intervention programs have adopted
some elements of U.S. school programs in order to reflect
different local conditions. This section reviews several of
the more rigorously evaluated programs and pays par-
ticular attention to programs that have been followed up
for two or more years after intervention.

Western Australia

Armstrong et al. (1990) conducted a large random-
ized trial evaluating peer- and teacher-led social influ-
ence programs among 12- and 13-year-old students in
Western Australia. The authors used the MSPP program
(Arkin et al. 1981) and resurveyed the students one year
and two years after the intervention. Although the ef-
fects of the program were not strong, at the two-year
follow-up, the smoxking prevalence in the control group
was 6.6 percent higher than in the teacher-led interven-
tion group and 8.1 percent higher than in the peer-led
intervention group.

North Karelia Youth Project

The North Karelia Youth Project in Finland (part of
the International Know Your Body study) was a two-
year controlled trial that targeted schoolchildren in grade
seven (12and 13 years old) and included components on
smoking prevention, physical activity, and reduction of
dietary fat and alcohol consumption (Puska et al. 1981,
1982). The smoking intervention program was peer-led
and involved three 45-minute sessions for grade seven;
these students received seven shorter sessions the fol-
lowing year (a schedule similar to that of Project CLASP).
The program included sessions on social pressures to
smoke, ways to resist such pressures, ways to cope with
social anxiety, the short- and long-term health effects of
both active and passive smoking, and the impact tobacco
growing has on the environment.
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Health educators from the project team delivered a
direct, intensive intervention (intervention A) in two
schools (one urban and one rural). A less intensive,
countywide intervention (intervention B) provided ma-
terials and training to local youth and temperance work-
ers. The evaluatio~ involved the two intervention A
schools, two matched intervention B schools selected
from the county, and two matched reference schools
selected from another county that did not receive an
organized intervention. Puska et al. {1982) found that
among boys, the prevalence of occasional smoking (one
or two times per month) had increased by 30 percent in
the reference group, by 8 percent in the A group, and by
13 percent in the B group. Among gitls, the prevalence of
occasional smoking had increased by 20 percent in the
reference group, by 18 percent in the A group, and by 9
percent in the B group. Vartiainen et al. (1990) reported
the results of an eight-year follow-up and found that the
prevalence of “any smoking” in the reference group was
10 percent higher than in the A group and 16 percent
higher than in the B group.

United Kingdom

In the United Kingdom, Nutbeam et al. (1993) con-
ducted a controlled trial of two school-based interven-
tions. The Family Smoking Education Project was derived
from a program first developed in Norway (Aare et al.
1983). Directed toward 10- through 12-year-olds, the
project consisted of five lessons on the immediate health
effects of smoking and on the wider environmental im-
pact of tobacco growing and use. A notable feature was
a leaflet sent to parents to encourage their support for

.school-based smoking education. The Smoking and Me

project was the United Kingdom adaptation of the MSPP.
Directed toward 10- through 12-year-olds, the program
consisted of six sessions highlighting a range of social
influences and equipping students with skills to manage
these social pressures. At the first-year and second-year
follow-ups, no differences were observed between the
interventior population and the control population for
either siic.king uptake or personal skills.

Overall, school-based smoking education programs
that have been evaluated internationally have met with
limited success in the past decade. In general, these
programs were brief and were not continued through the
high school years. Many countries are taking more com-
prehensive approaches tosmoking controlamong young
people; such approaches include community action, fur-
ther restrictions on tobacco advertising and promotion,
and substantially higher tobacco tax rates than are found
in tl.e United States.
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Meta-Analyses of School-Based Smoking
Prevention

Extensive discussions of the methodological issues
inherent in research on smoking prevention have been
thoroughly discussed elsewhere (Cook and Campbell
1979; Flay 1985; Biglan, Severson, et al. 1987; Murray and
Hannan 1990). The primary issues have included ques-
tions of mixed units of analysis, attrition of the subject
(student) population, integrity of implementation, and
homogeneity of the subject populaticn. These issues
have been partly accounted for in four important meta-
analytic studies published since 1980.

Tobler (1986) examined 143 studies of drug-use
prevention programs for 6th- through 12th-grade stu-
dents and found that these programs had an overall
significant impact on behavior, skills, and knowledge.
The study also found that peer-led programs and pro-
grams dealing with social influences were more effective
than other modalities. Tobler (1992) later confirmed
these findings with more rigorous analytic methods. The
Rundall and Bruvold (1988) meta-analysis of 40 studies
of school-based programs to prevent smoking examined
knowledge, attitude, and behavioral outcomes of social
influence programs versus traditional programs; the so-
cial influence programs were more likely to affect
attitudes and behavior. Rooney (1992) examined 90
school-based tobacco-use prevention programs con-
ducted from 1974 through 1989 that sought to develop
skills to resist social influences. The meta-analysis took
ir to account the clustering of students in schools and
used the school as the unit of analysis. Results indicated
that smoking prevalence was 4.5 percent lower among
students in the social influence programs than among
students in control conditions. The social influence pro-
grams that were most effective at one-year follow-up
were those that were delivered to sixth-grade students,
that used booster sessions, that concentrated the pro-
gram in a short time period, and that used an untrained
peer to present the program. Under these more optimal
conditions, long-term smoking prevalence was reduced
by about 25 percent.

Bruvold’s meta-analysis (1993) included 94 sepa-
rate interventions from the 1970s and 1980s. The inter-
vention programs were categorized as rational (providing
factual information), developmental (increasing self-
esteem and decision-making skills), social-norms—
oriented (providing alternatives and reducing alienation),
and social-reinforcement-oriented (developing skills to
deal with social pressures to smoke). The meta-analysis
showed that the rational approach had very httle impact
on smoking behavior, that the developmental and social
norms approaches had equivalent and intermediate

impact on smoking behavior, and that the social rein-
forcement approach had the greatest impact on smoking
behavior (Bruvold 1993).

Discussion

In retrospect, research on smoking prevention has
by its very nature had to contend with various threats to
validity posed by factors such as mixed units of analysis,
differential attrition, and inconsistent implementation.
To a large extent, the most recent research studies have
been designed to deal with these methodological ob-
stacles and have still found moderately strong preven-
tion effects (Rooney 1992; Bruvold 1993). Therefore, most
reviews of the smoking-prevention research literature consis-
tently have come to the same conclusions, which can be sum-
marized under three general findings.

First, a variety of individual research reports (Botvin
and Dusenbury 1989; Flay et al. 1989), several comprehen-
sive literature reviews (Flay 1985; Best et al. 1988), and four
meta-analyses (Tobler 1986; Rundall and Bruvold 1988;
Rooney 1992; Bruvold 1993) have all reported lower
prevalences of smoking among students in social influence
programs than among, students in equivalent comparison
groups or randomly assigned control groups. The differ-
ence between treatment and nontreatment groups ranges
from 25 to 60 percentand persists from one to four years.

Second, as Best et al. (1988) have underscored, given
the number of research studies, the variability in program for-
mat and scope, the various communities and cultures in
which these studies wereundertaken,and the potential threats
to internal and external validity in school-based research,
the consistency of overall findings and reductions in
smoking prevalence across all these studies is rather
remarkable.

Third, it has been observed repeatedly that the
positive shorter-term intervention effects reported in
adolescent smoking-prevention studies tend to dissi-
pate over time (Murray et al. 1989; Pentz, MacKinnon,
Dwyer, et al. 1989; Flay et al. 1989; Ellickson, Bell,
McGuigan 1993). This general trend has been particu-
larly evident among school-based interve»ion studies
that included little or no emphasis on boucster sessions,
few (if any) communitywide activities, or few (if any)
mass-media-based components (Botvin, Renick, Baker
1983; Perry, Klepp, Shultz 1988; Botvin and Botvin 1992).
These interventions may be enhanced if they are em-
bedded in a more comprehensive school health educa-
tion program (Allensworth and Kolbe 1987; Walter,
Vaughan, Wynder 1989). The comprehensive school
health approach needs further evaluation but is promis-
ing as an effective prevention tool.

Only the social influence approaches have been
scientifically demonstrated (through replicated research
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studies) to reduce or delay adolescent smoking. Still,
the effects of these programs have not been sustained
without additional educational interventions or commu-
nity components. This experience suggests that pro-
grams grounded in school-based skills training are indeed
important for preventing smoking, although more sus-
tained and comprehensive efforts may be needed for
long-term success.

The concept of reciprocal determinism (Bandura
1986) would argue that these complementary compo-
nents should target the elements of the dynamic person-
environment interaction that school-based interventions
may not be capable of reaching, much less influencing.
These components would include the types of commu-
nity, environmental, legislative, policy-based, and soci-
ctal interventions described later in this chapter.

Preventing Smokeless Tobacco Use

Introduction

The 1986 publication of the Advisory Committee’s
Report to the Surgeon General (USDHHS 1986b) on the
health consequences of using smokeless tobacco (chew-
ing tobacco and snuff) and subsequent reports of wide-
spread use of smokeless tobacco among children and
adolescents (Boyd et al. 1987; USDHHS 1992b) have
called forth a wide range of written and media materials
(including films, pamphlets, and video programs) on the
risks of using smokeless tobacco (Wilson and Wilson
1987; Laflin, Glover, McKenzic 1987). These materials,
made available to school personnel and parents, have
aimed at countering the perception that smokeless to-
bacco is a safe alternative to cigarettes. Materials have
been produced by federal agencies (such as the NCl and
the National Institute of Dental Research), voluntary
nonprofit groups (such as the ACS), and professional
organizations (such as the American Dental Association
and the American Academy of Otolaryngology). These
materials have been distributed widely, but the degree of
their diffusion has not been evaluated, nor has their effect
on young people’s use of smokeless tobacco.

Evaluation of School-Based Efforts

Because the increased use of smokeless tobacco
among vouth is a relatively recent phenomenon, few pro-
grams for preventing adolescent use of these products
have beenevaluated for either short- or long-term efficacy.
Those that have been evaluated have been but one compo-
neit of a broad tobacco-prevention program.

In response to the emerging concern about the
health risks of regular smokeless tobacco use, the Na-
tional Institutes of Health has funded numerous research
grants to develop interventions to prevent initiation
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or regular use and to promote or assist cessation for
adolescent and young adult users. Nine research grants
on smokeless tobacco use have been funded by the NCI
since 1987; most are focused on adolescent populations
(USDHHS 1990b), and results are pending. Although
most of these projects have been school-based preven-
tion activities, some programs have targeted youth in
non-school settings (e.g., 4-H clubs, Little League base-
ball clubs, and Native American community centers).

The prevention programs that have been evaluated
have targeted both smoking and smokeless tobacco use
among middle and high school students. The primary
focus has been on middle school (grades 6-8, ages 12-14).
Smokeless tobacco prevention has also been included as
part of more comprehensive curricula to prevent drug
use, such as Here's Looking at You, 2000 (Roberts, Fitzmahan
& Associates, Inc., and Comprehensive Health Educa-
tion Foundation 1986), or as part of community-based
interventions to reduce drug use. Seldom have pro-
grams to prevent smokeless tobacco use been instituted
independent of other substance-use prevertion or of a
more general tobacco-use prevention effort. Since smoke-
less tobacco products are used primarily by males, the
overall prevalence of use is lower than that of smoking.
There is also less concern about the health effects of
smokeless tobacco than about those of illegal drugs and
cigarettes. This logical inclusion, however, of smokeless
tobacco prevention in the context of other prevention
efforts makes the evaluation of the smokeless tobacco
component problematic. :

A factor that more directly obscures the impor-
tance of smokeless tobacco prevention is the widespread
acceptance of use by both young people and parents.
Youth generally perceive that smokeless tobacco use is a
safe alternative to cigarette smoking. Forexample, in one
study, 77 percent of school-aged children believed that
cigarette smoking was very harmful to one’s health, vet
only 40 percent belicved the same of smokeless tobacco
use (Schaefer et al. 1985). Parents are also more likely to
accept smokeless tobacco use than smoking among teens
(Chassin, Presson, Sherman 1985; see “Parental Reaction
to Smokeless Tobacco Use” in Chapter 4).

The Oregon Research Institute Program

Inseveral studies, voung adolescents have received
a preventive curriculum that targeted both smoking and
smokeless tobacco use. Inone such studyv (Severson et al.
1991), a socidl intfluences program conducted by the Or-
egon Research™Institute was delivered by regular class-
room teachers and by same-age peer leaders to entire
classrooms in randomly assigned schools.  The brief
seven-session program significantly reduced smokeless
tobacco use among males in both seventh and (to a lesser
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extent) ninth grades. Parallel analysis failed to show that
the intervention had any positive effect on cigarette
smoking. The results for smokeless tobacco use, how-
ever, were particularly encouraging, since only two of
the seven class periods of the intervention were devoted
to smokeless tobacco.

The intervention used in the Severson et al. (1991)
study sought to make students sensitive to overt and
covert pressures to use tobacco and taught effective ways
to respond to these pressures. The studénts practiced
how to refuse offers of tobacco. Besides using a struc-
tured curriculum with role-play activities, the teacher
used videotapes to standardize instruction and maintain
student interest. The program was taught by regular
classroom teachers; same-age peer leaders assisted in
role-playing activities for the seventh-grade students. A
videotape titled Big Dipper (Oregon Research Institute
1986) was developed to highlight the physical and social
cons;equences of smokeless tobacco. To involve parents,
brief brochures were mailed to students” homes.

Toward No Tobacco Use

A study by Sussman et al. (1993) reports positive
results in their Toward No Tobacco Use (TNT) project for
reducing smokeless tobacco use. The study compared
four different prevention curricula developed to coun-
teract three types of factors related to the onset of tobacco
use that are typically addressed within a comprehensive
social-skills program. These include peer approval for
using tobacco, incorrect social information provided about
tobacco use, and lack of knowledge about physical con-
sequences of tobacco use. The development of these
curricula is detailed in previous reports (Sussman 1991).

Smokeless tobacco use was significantly less preva-
lent among students who had received the TNT inter-
vention than among those who had not (Sussman et al.
1993). The results of the evaluation of this 10-lesson
curriculum intervention suggest that learning about the
physical consequences of smokeless tobacco use can be
as successful as a social influences program and that a
combination of both is probably best for deterring use of
smokeless tobacco. The Sussman et al. (1993) study in
southern California and the Severson et al. (1991) study
in Oregon suggest that smokeless tobacco use can be
reduced through school-based programs that try to pre-
vent all types of tobacco use among seventh- and ninth-
grade students.

Project SHOUT

Elder et al. (1993) developed Project SHOUT, a
social influences program that has been evaluated in
22 junior highschools in San Diego County, Califor-
nia. Based on an operant conditioning model of
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tobacco use (Elder and Stern 1986), the intervention
was delivered in randomly assigned schools to
seventh-grade students, Intervention and assessment
continued for three years (through seventh, eighth,
and ninth grades). Because of multiple school changes
at the end of the eighth grade, Project SHOUT used
telephone calls and program newsletters for the ninth-
grade intervention.

At the three-year follow-up, the intervention
had a significant effect on cigarette use, smokeless
tobacco use, and combined cigarette and smokeless
tobacco use. The intervention effect was particularly
strong during the ninth grade (Elder et al. 1993). The
three-year intervention and follow-up is a strength of
this study; previous studies have been limited to a
singie intervention year and one-year follow-up.

Programs for Native American Populations

Smokeless tobacco use by Native American youth
onreservationsis higher than thatof other groups (Schinke
ctal. 1989). Thereisevidence of early, frequent,and heavy
use of snuff and chewing tobacco by Native American
children and Alaskan Natives (Schinke et al. 1987). Young
people in these populations begin using smokeless to-
bacco atan early age, and girls use it at levels almost equal
to boys (Schinke et al. 1987). Current reservation-based
interventions aimed at reducing this pattern of smokeless
tobacco use have not yet been evaluated. These ongoing
programs are sensitive to the unique aspects of tobacco
use by Native Americans, since tobacco has traditionally
played a role in sacred rites. The programs make extant
materials appropriate for Native American children by
creating a specific curriculum for the tribal group and
having Native Americans provide the intervention in
schools or other settings on their reservation.

Smoking Cessation
Introduction

Few studies have examined adolescent smoking
cessation. The four primary sources of information on
adolescent cessation are national probability surveys on
patterns of adolescent attempts to quit (see “Attempts to
Quit Smoking” and “Self-Reported Indicators of
Nicotine Addiction Among Smokers” in Chapter 3), con-
venience sample surveys of adolescents who have tried
toquit on their own, reports from prevention projects on
effects of treatment on youth who were smokers at
bascline, and programs that explicitly try to recruit
adolescent smokers into cessation programs.  The rela-
tively few intervention studices vary considerably in sci-
entific quality; many are anecdotal or descriptive accounts
of programs.
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Although national surveys ask a great many re-
spondents a few questions about quitting smoking, some
smaller studies have more deeply probed the experience.
The role of nicotine’s pharmacologic effects has received
increasing attention, culminating in the 1988 Surgeon
General's report on nicotine addiciion. The report dem-
onstrated that cigarette smoking is characterized by the
same addictive processes that have been observed with
other drugs that are abused (USDHHS 1988). Recent
observations of adolescents who have tried to quit smok-
ing suggest that dependency or addiction has developed
in many adolescent smokers and may play an important
role in their attempts to quit. Data from both Great
Britaiit (McNeill et al. 1986; McNeill 1991) and the United
States (Hansen 1983; Hansen et al. 1985; Ershler et al.
1989) show that many adolescents who try to quit have
withdrawal symptoms that parallel those reported by
adult smokers (see “Nicotine Addiction in Adolescence”
in Chapter 2). :

Ina survey of 116 British schoolgirls (aged 11 throug
17) who had tried to quit smoking, 63 percent reported
withdrawal effects. The degree of withdrawal effects was
related positively to both self-reportand biochemical mea-
sures of nicotine intake (McNeill et al. 1986). These find-
ings were replicated, although without biochemical
measures, in a study of American 6th- through 12th-
graders of both sexes (Ershler et al. 1989). Over half of the
smokers in both of these studies reported attempts to quit,
and most were unsuccessful. These observations, along
with other data summarized in Chapters 2, 3, and 4,
strongly suggest that adolescent smoking is more than
socially driven and that addictive processes in adolescents
are similar to those that characterize adult smoking,

Effect of Smoking-Prevention Programs on Cessation

Smoking-prevention programs have typically, and
appropriately. targeted vounger adolescents. In these
populations, prevalence rates tend to be low, and those
who smoke are mostly doing so infrequently. These
studies, reviewed carlier in this chapter, focus on pre-
venting onset or on preventing the progression from
experimentation to regular smoking. The impact of
smoking-prevention programs on students who are ex-
perimental or regular smokers appears to be small and
inconsistent (Best et al. 1984; Johnson et al. 1986; Biglan,
Severson, et al. 1987). However, the small number of
regular smokers (that is, those who smoke every week)
tends to preclude meaningful analyses of cessation re-
sulting from these programs (Best et al. 1984).
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Cessation Interventions in the School

Young peopie who smoke have been a persistent
concernof both educators and voluntary health agencies.
A number of materials and programs for adolescent
smoking cessation have been developed and imple-
mented, but evaluation typically has been anecdotal or
descriptive (Hulbert 1978; Patterson 1984; Brink et al.
1988). Many of the older programs are described by
Thompsen (1978), USDHEW (1979), and Seffrin and
Bailey (1985). Cessation programs are sometimes led by
peers, sometimes by teachers or volunteers. Participants
are recruited through school channels such as newslet-
ters, classes, and public address announcements. Evi-
dence from these descriptive reports, as well as from
some of the formal research programs described below,
indicates that recruitment is difficult; adolescent smokers
are hesitant to come forth. In some instances, the par-
ticipants in the school cessation programs are referred
by school authorities for infractions of school smoking
policies and are thus not coming tc. these programs
voluntarily.

These issues are illustrated by a program evalua-
tion reported by the American Lung Association (un-
published data). The program, developed by a Minnesota
affiliate of the American Lung Association, was evalu-
ated in 22 schools in four states. A total of 241 students
(mean age = 16 years old) participated in eight 50-minute
sessions during school hours over a four-week period.
Over half the students, however, were required to par-
ticipate as a consequence of being caught smoking on
school grounds. This inclusion of nonvoluntary partici-
pants may partly explain the program’s low success rate:
at the end of the sessions, only 30 students (14 percent)
reported that they were abstinent (program dropouts
were counted as smokers). Low cessation rates like
these, coupled with recent legislation such as the Oregon
law forcing school authorities to take action against stu-
dents caught smoking on school grounds, signal the
need for more effective cessation approaches for student
smokers.

Lotecka and MacWhinney (1983) compared an in-
tervention group focusing on cognitive behavioral skills
(N = 53) with a group only receiving health information
(N =54). Less than 50 percent of the students in each
group participated in the three-month follow-up. Of
those assessed at that time, 78 percent of the students in
the cognitive behavior group reported a decrease in smok-
ing, and only 4 percent reported an increase; the compa-
rable figures for the information-only group were 46
percent and 31 percent. No information was provided
on complete abstinence.  Given that reported rates of
smoking are relatively unreliable and that the program
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did not report cessation rates, this study cannot be con-
sidered conclusive.

Perry et al. (1980, 1983) conducted two school-
based cessation interventions in California schools. In
the first, 10th-grade classes in three high schools
(N = 477) received a special program that focused on im-
mediate physiological effects of smoking and on social
cues that influence the adoption of smoking. Classes in
two control schools (N = 394) received standard infor-
mation on long-term health effects. The program con-
sisted of four consecutive 45-minute sessions in regular
health classes conducted in the fall. Posttest outcome
data were obtained approximately five months later and
included carbon monoxide measures of smoking. At the
posttest, the experimental group, compared with the
control group, had a significantly greater percentage of
subjects who reported abstinence in the previous week
(22 vs. 16 percent) and month (30 vs. 24 percent). Parallel
significant differences were also found for carbon mon-
oxide measures.

In their second study, the Perry group (1983) tried
to sort out the specific efficacious components within the
intervention program by analyzing three kinds of pro-
grams—those that discussed long-term healtheffects (the
control group), those that discussed immediate and long-
term physiological effects, and those that discussed so-
cial consequences—and ccmparing programs taught by
either teachers or college students. Twenty health classes
and four high schools were randomized by using a facto-
rial design. The study obtained three-month follow-up
data that included self-reports and carbon monoxide
breath tests. Using entire 10th-grade health classes solved
the recruitment problem but yielded a limited number of
current smokers; the relatively small number of pretest
smokers in this study (N = 82) precluded finding anv
significant difference between the groups. Overall, 23
percent of the pretest smokers reported not smoking at
the three-month follow-up. Teachers tended to be more
effective with the traditional curriculum covering long-
term health effects, and college students seemed more
effective with the social influences curriculum.

The largest and most systematic school-based ado-
lescent cessation study has not vet been published. Bur-
ton et al. (unpublished data) worked with rural and
suburban high schools in two states. Within each of the
16 treatment schools, students volunteering to partici-
pate in a cessation clinic were randomly assigned to a
clinic or to a control group of students told they were on
a waiting list. Clinic students were further randomly
assigned cither to a clinic designed to address addiction
or to one designed around psvchosocial dependency.
Clinics consisted of five sessions spaced over one month.
A follow-up session was held three months after the fifth

session. The control participants were also invited to the
follow-up session, where smoking status was assessed
bot ( by self-report and measurement of saliva cotinine.

At the three-month follow-up, 8.4 percent of clinic
participants and 10.5 percent of controls were abstinent.
When corrected for biochemical verification, these figures
become 6.8 and 7.9 percent, respectively. There was con-
siderable attrition; students lost to follow-up were as-
sumed to be smokers. The negative results in thestudy are
especially sobering because the investigators had previ-
ously conducted 31 focus groups with adolescents to help
inform the intervention’s recruitment strategies and con-
tent (Sussman et al. 1991).

Difficulty in recruiting adolescent smokers in school
programs has been a p