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Variables Govt schools (n) (%) Private (%)

schools (n)

Advertisements in tobacco vendors 30 556 31 585 61 57
Type of advertisements—boards 10 185 7 132 17 159
‘Type of advertisements—posters 15 78 9 17 2 24
Type of advertisements—banners 6 11 3 57 9 84
‘Type of advertisements—stickers 2% 481 2 547 55 505
Type of advertisements—dangles 20 37 16 302 36 36
‘Type of advertisements—LCD/video screening/LED 6 n 7 132 13 121
‘Type of advertisements—Promotional gifts/offers 6 11 3 57 9 84
‘Type of advertisements—product display 19 352 19 358 38 355
Advertisement board displays brand packshot or brand name of tobacco products 2 444 2 453 48 449
Whether the particular color and layout and/or presentation is used in an 17 315 2 396 38 346

advertisement board that s associated to particular tobacco products

Presence of hoarding advertising tobacco products, larger than (60 cm 45 cm) at A 444 2 415 46 43

point of sale and more than two boards at point of sale

Advertisement location-exterior 12 22 14 264 26 243
Advertisement location-interior u 444 2 491 50 467
Advertisement placement- below 3 feet 19 352 16 302 35 327
Advertisement Placement- Next to Candy 8 148 5 94 3 121
Advertisement Placement-Above 3 feet 14 259 16 302 30 2
Presence of board/banner/poster displays a health warning 16 296 15 283 31 29
Whether health warning is on uppermost portion of a board 16 296 15 283 31 29
Whether health warning is written in any local Indian language (and/or English) 16 26 15 283 31 B

Name of the tobacco brand displayed? 23 519 2 547 61 57
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Variables Govt schools ( (%)  Private schools (%) Total(n) (%]

Presence of smoking 100 yards of educational institution 35 648 27 509 62 579
Signage near educational institutions (100 yards) 10 185 1 208 21 196
Display of signage as mandated in law 6(a) of COTPA 3 56 3 57 6 56
Tobacco products are sold by minors 12 22 14 264 2% 243

“Tobacco products are sold to minors 2 463 27 509 52 486
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Total (n 647) No smokers (n Ex-smokers (n 67) Smokers (n 221)

359)
Characteristics p value®
Gender
Male 182 2813 100 27.86 P 35.82 58 2624 0307
Female 465 71.87 259 7214 43 64.18 163 7376
Age (years)
<45 409 63.21 222 61.84 35 5224 152 68.78 0.035
>45 238 36.79 137 38.16 32 47.76 69 3122
Civil status
Single 275 4250 152 4234 1® 28.36 104 47.06
Married/partnered 316 48.84 174 4847 40 59.70 102 46.15 0.090
Dww* 56 8.66 33 9.19 8 11.94 15 6.79
Children
Have 227 35.80 127 35.67 17 26.15 83 3897 0.168
Have not 407 64.20 229 6433 48 73.85 130 61.03
“Type of contract
Fixed-term 228 3591 128 36.47 2 3284 78 3594 0851
Indefinite-term 407 64.09 223 6353 45 67.16 139 64.06
“Type of school
Public (state) 220 34.00 118 3287 21 3134 81 36.65
Private (subsidized) 366 56.57 209 58.22 39 5821 18 5339 0814

te (non-subsidized) 61 943 32 891 7 1045 2 9.95

DWW, Divorced/Widow/Widower®.
‘Chi-squared test. p <0.05.
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Quality of life (Qol No smokers (a) Exsmokers (b) Smokers (c)

Dimensions Mean-SD Mean-SD Mean-SD p value® Post hoc®
Physical function 51.4246.58 515547.11 513947.15 0.986 -
Physical problems* 49.94:45.68 51034537 49774611 0.286 -
Bodily pain 45.0549.87 45.4049.13 43924941 0322 -
General health perceptions 47.7949.80 17534871 46.15£10.08 o141 -
Vitality 488449.11 48774820 47314836 0116 -
Social functioning 4421£10.52 45244975 42771098 0.146 -
Emotional problems** 49114654 49224591 47704682 0.034 asc
Mental health 47.799.86 475121014 455141022 0027 asc
PCS 19134647 19644603 19034651 0788

MCS 469049.65 146.8849.76 4461£10.07 0019 asc

Chi-Squared. p<0.05.
"ANOVA with post hoc comparison using Bonferroni test Differences group detals (columns a,b, and c). Role limitations due to physical problems *. Role imitations due to emotional
problems **. PCS, Physical Component Summary; MCS, Mental Component Summary. The data are presented in T-scores; scores above 50 indicate good Qul. perception, while scores below
50 indicate poor QoL perception.





OPS/images/back-cover.jpg
Frontiers in
Public Health

Explores and addresses today’s fast-moving
healthcare challenges

One of the most cited journals in its field, which
promotes discussion around inter-sectoral public
health challenges spanning health promotion to
climate change, transportation, environmental
change and even species diversity.

Discover the latest
Research Topics

Public Health

Frontiers

Avenue du Trbunal-Fédéral 34
1005 Lausanne, Switzerland.
fontersinorg

Contactus

+41(0)215101700
frontersn ro/about/contact






OPS/images/fpubh-12-1369208/fpubh-12-1369208-t004.jpg
PCS (50th MCS (50th

percentile) percentile)
OR [95% OR [95%
ClJ*
“Tobacco
consumption | 096[068-133] 0795 | 174123247 0002
(smokers)
Gender 136(096-193] 0082 | 129(0.90-183] 0161

Age(<4Syears) | 186(134-258] 0000  056[0.40-0.77)  0.000

Hosmer-
0.299 0.822
Lemeshow Test!
PCS, Physical Component Summary; MCS, Mental Component Summary. *OR [95% CI],
Odds Ratios [95% confidence intervl].
‘A value above 0.05 indicates the goodness of fit of the models are satisfactory.
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Total (n Female

(ZY)] (n 465)
Variables n %
Age (years)
<5 409 6321 115 6319 294 6323 099
45 28 3679 67 3681 171 3677

Civil status.
Single 275 4250 | 78 4286 197 4237

Married/partnered 316 4884 98 5385 218 4688  0.008

Dww* 56 8.66 6 330 50 10.75

Children

Have 227 | 3580 70 4000 157 3420 0.174
Have not 407 6420 105 6000 302 6580

“Type of contract

Fixed-term 228 3591 55 3107 173 37.97 0.115
Indefinite-term 407 6409 122 6893 285 6223

“Type of school

Public (state) 220 34.00 54 2967 166 3570 0.145

Private (subsidized) 366 5657 | 114 6264 252 5419

Private (non- 61 943 14 769 47 101
subsidized)

Chi-squared test. p<0.05.
DWW, divorced/widow/widower".
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Variable Observation Standard Minimum Maximum

Deviation
Policy adoption 1575 0015 0208 0 1 /
Scientific evidence 1575 0335 0472 0 1 L4
Focal events 1575 0227 0419 0 1 123
Media coverage 1575 1407 1576 0014 17353 165
Policy foundations 1575 6524 3703 0 17 135
Horizontal policy 1575 062 0486 0 1 137
diffusion-economic
comparison
Horizontal policy 1575 0402 0913 2 166
diffusion-
administrative level
difference
Central policy signals 1575 3326 1973 1 6 L1
Influence of health 1575 7217 1616 277 11750 105
departments
Influence of tobacco 1575 0208 0.406 0 1 140
control groups
Influence o the 1575 6939 7139 0454 3447 L4

tobacco industry
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Variable

Scientific

evidence

Focal events

Media coverage

Policy
foundations
Economic
comparison
Administrative
level difference
Central policy
signals

Influence of
health

departments
Influence of
tobacco control
groups
Influence of the
tobacco industry
Observation
Pseudo R-
squared

Loglik.

Chi-squared

Model 1 Model 2
Regression Regression
coefficient coefficient

2998+
(0.464)
245155
(0.424)
Lo24++
(0.148)
0.155%4%
(0.041)
0076
(0.327)
~0215
(0.189)
1575 1575
0576 0121
~122804 ~254320
333246 702154

Standard errors are in parentheses; p<0.1, *#p<0.05, ***p<0.01

Model 3

Regression
coefficient

~0326%+
(0.089)

~0356%+*
(0.115)

401255
(0.395)

~0081%+
(0.031)

1575

0370

~182.478

21334257

Model 4

Regression
coefficient

3499445
(0.564)

2782%4%
(0.480)

0.960%+%
(0.147)

0241445
(0.075)

0527
(0.505)

~0.143
(0.300)

1575

0.600

~115.893

347.070%%*

Model 5

Regression
coefficient

38654+
(0.816)

37685+
(0.844)

RES
(0.233)

Iy
(0.142)

0875%%*
(0.325)

4709%%%
0.970)

~0507%+*
(0.160)

1,575
0.709

~84.158

4105397+

Model 6

Regression
coefficient

0.139%4%
(0.053)

0233
(0.404)

~0240
(0:241)

—0341%5%
(0.092)

—0.393%%*
0.120)

3930445
(0.391)

~0.042
(0.032)

1575

0.384

~178318

222.200%%%

Model 7

Regression
coefficient

41745%
0.945)

372045
(1.295)

12607+
(0.330)

06215+
(0.196)

1363
(0.755)

~0940+*
(0.409)

—0.593%%
(0.183)

136477
(0.479)

3743%%
(0.762)

—0.463+%
(0.192)

1,575
0.748

~72.936

4329847+
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Variable Relog

Scientific evidence 3.359%** (3.798)
Focal events 2007%#* (1532)
Media coverage 1.295%* (0.517)

Policy foundations 0.698%+* (0.192)
Horizontal policy diffusion-economic 13387 (0.399)

comparison

Horizontal policy diffusion- ~0.839%* (0.350)

administrative level difference

Central policy signals ~0.466*+* (0.142)
Influence of health departments 13814 (0.489)
Influence of tobacco control groups 3.6647* (0275)
Influence of the tobacco industry ~0.461* (0.25)

#+%, %%, and * denote significance levels at 1,5, and 10%, respectively Standard errors are in
parentheses.





OPS/images/fpubh-11-1282655/fpubh-11-1282655-g001.jpg
>

WSR (N100.000 person-years)
o s s N
5 @ & &

o

WSR (N100.000 person-years)
RN

o N & O @ 2

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

B

—_———

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Adenocarcinoma

Squamous cell carcinoma

Large-cell undifferentiated, other and unspecified NSCLC
Small-cell lung cancers





OPS/images/fpubh-12-1397803/fpubh-12-1397803-t005.jpg
Variable

Scientific evidence

Focal events

Media coverage

Policy foundations
Horizontal policy diffusion-
economic comparison
Horizontal policy diffusion-
administrative level
difference

Central policy signals
=1

Central policy signals
(t-2)

Influence of health
departments

Influence of tobacco control
groups

Influence of the tobacco

industry

#+%, %, and * denote significance leels at 1,5 and 10%, respectively: Standard errors are in

parentheses.

Model 8

3.688%** (0.725)
2.436%** (0.584)
09317 (0.184)

0.531%% (0.172)

0977 (0.710)

~0.425 (0.368)

0.132(0.156)

0.890%* (0.348)

2.727%%% (0518)

~0.302¢% (0.136)

Model 9
3.989%%* (0.923)
2.603%% (1.288)
0.728%%* (0.352)
0.607%** (0.195)

1341% (0.762)

—0.897* (0.418)

~0.588%%F (0.183)

0.099 (0.185)

1.264% (0.497)

3.741%%% (0.777)

~0.474%% (0.199)
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Tobacco consumption

(smokers)
OR [95% CI]
PCS* 0.89 [0.63-1.24]
Mcs® 177 [1.25-2.52]
Gender 1.13 (0 0.78-1.63]
Age 076 (0.53-1.09]

Hosmer-Lemeshow
0.620
testt

-PCS, Physical Component Summary.

032

015

021

014

p value

0481

0.001

0527

0131

"MCS, Mental Component Summary; OR, Odds Ratios [confidence interval; SE, Standard

Error.
‘A value above 0.05 indicates that the model fits the data.
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References

Czolietal. (7)

Study design

Open-label crossover design (1 = 48) comparing four different
scenarios for seven days each: (1) dual use, (2) cigarette use, (3)
e-cigarette use, and (4) no product use.

Findings and comments

During the entire study, participants used both products to some
extent. The period defined as “dual use” fits our description of
“add-on use” since participants did not smoke fewer cigarettes
than during the week of exclusive cigarette use. During the week
of exclusive e-cigarette use, participants reduced their cigarette
consumption notably and, hence, had lower levels of carcinogens
compared with the cigarette smoking week. Add-on use of
e-cigarettes while maintaining similar cigarette consumption did
not increase the concentration of measured carcinogens in urine.

Rostron et al. (8)

Shahab etal. (9)

Cross-sectional study (1 = 2,700) as part of the Population
Assessment of Tobacco and Health (PATH) Study. Participants
were categorized into three groups: (1) only cigarette use, (2) dual
use of cigarettes and e-cigarettes, and (3) dual use of cigarettes
and smokeless tobacco.

Cross-sectional study (n = 181) including: (1) exclusive cigarette
smokers, (2) former smokers with long-term (=6 months)
e-cigarette-only, or (3) nicotine replacement therapy-only use,
and (4) long-term dual users of combustible cigarettes with
e-cigarettes or (5) with nicotine replacement therapy.

The so-called dual users in the second group smoked the same
number of cigarettes per day as those who exclusively smoked
cigarettes, so the term “add-on use” would have been more
appropriate. The add-on use of e-cigarettes to the daily number of
smoked cigarettes did not significantly change the urine
concentration of a relevant biomarker. This effect was
independent of the number of cigarettes smoked.

The group of dual users smoked, on average, only 2 or 3 fewer
cigarettes per day than the group of exclusive smokers, consistent
with some minimal displacement. The long-term switch from
cigarette smoking to e-cigarette use was associated with
significantly lower concentrations of specific carcinogens and
toxicants compared with continuous cigarette smoking, while no
differences were observed between dual users and exclusive
smokers.

Keith et al. (10)

Cross-sectional study (“Cardiovascular Injury due to Tobacco
Use Trial,” n = 371) including: (1) non-users, (2) exclusively
ENDS users, (3) cigarette smokers, or (4) dual users based on
their past 30-day consumption.

Smokers and dual users had comparable volatile organic
compound metabolite levels. The reported smoking patterns of
the two groups did not seem to differ too much in terms of the
mean number of daily cigarettes smoked in the past 30 days.
Therefore, at least for some study participants, the term add-on
use might be more appropriate.
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Topics mber of tweets Average number of  Median number of

Vuse authorization (n, %) (%) kes (SD) es (IQR)

Positive (32, 6.12%) Total 32 (100%) 9.56 (10.12) 65(14)
Cessation claims 18 (56.25%) 7.11(8.07) 3(125)
Celebrate authorization 6(18.75%) 7(1225) 1(675)
Mock those against 5(15.63%) 184(59) 15(7)
authorization
Other 3(9.38%) 14.67 (16.8) 11(165)

Negative (140, 26.77%) Total 140 (100%) 5211315 1(4)
Health risk 43(3071%) 519 (11.66) 16)
Criticize authorization 29(20.71%) 7.82(20.8) 1@
‘Complain about tobacco- 13 (9.28%) 5.69 (8.06) 46

flavored Vuse products

Big tobacco 40 (28.57%) 408 (11) 0@
Other. 15(10.71%) 287 (4.75) 0(35)
Neutral (351, 67.11%) Total 351 (100%) 362 (20.05) o)
News 271 (77.21%) 254(12.73) o)
Claims about product safety 67 (19.09%) 5.90 (36.42) 0(1.5)
Specific policies 601.71%) 2367 (33.7) 4(7.25)
Other 7(1.99%) 671 (10.01) oan

SD, standard deviatio

4 IQR,

terquartile range.





OPS/images/fpubh-12-1397803/fpubh-12-1397803-t001.jpg
Variable name Measurement descriptiol

Dependent variable (Y)

Abinary variable assigned 11if city i adopts

2 comprehensive smoke-free policy in year
Policy adoption

tand city j had already adopted the policy

in year t— 1 or earlier; otherwise, it is 0.
Independent variables (X)

Assigned 1if city # conducted surveys on
Scientific evidence tobacco prevalence or secondhand smoke

exposure in year t— I; otherwise, it is 0.

Assigned 1 for the year and the two years
Focal events prior to when city  hosts significant

international events; otherwise, itis 0.

‘The number of news reports related to
Media coverage smoking control in ity i n the given year

(in thousands).

‘The number of smoking control policies in
Policy foundations public places enacted in city i by the end

of the previous year.

Assigned 1 if ity s per capita GDP in
Horizontal policy diffusion- N ¥ Ju per cop
" ‘ year (=1 is higher than that ofcity i
economic comparison
otherwise itis 0.

Municipalities directly under the central
‘government are scored as 3, subprovincial

Horizontal policy diffusion- cities as 2, and other non-subprovincial

administrative level difference capital cities as 1. The score for this item is
the difference between the administrative
level score of cities jand i

‘The number of policie

wing public

Central policy signals smoking control by the central

‘government in year {—

‘The proportion of healtheare expenditure
Influence of health departments 10 the general budget expenditure of city
iin year t1 (in %),
Encoded as 1 if city i was selected for the
Influence of tobacco control groups  smoke-free city legislation project in year
(=15 otherwise, it s .
‘The percentage of total tobacco tax
Influence of the tobacco industry  revenue to the total tax revenue of city if

province in year (— 1 (in %).
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Parameters of assessment Maximum Year of assessment

ossible
P ocore. 2019 2020 2021 2023
Participation in policy development 20 6 7 7 7
“The government accepts, supports, or endorses offers for assistance by or in collaboration with the tobacco 5 2 1 1 1

industry in implementing tobacco control policies (Recommendation 3.1)

‘The government accepts, supports, or endorses legislation drafied by/in collaboration with the tobacco 5 0 0 0 0

industry (Recommendation 3.4)

The government allows the tobacco industry to sit in multi-sectoral committee/advisory group that sets public 5 3 5 5 5
health policy (Recommendation 4.8)

“The government allows representatives from the tobacco industry (including State-owned) in the delegation to 5 1 1 1 1

the COP or subsidiary bodies or accepts their sponsorship for delegates. (Recommendations 4.9:and 8.3)
Tobacco related CSR activities 5 4 1 5 5

‘The government receives contributions from the tobacco industry (including so-called CSR contributions) 5 4 4 5 5
(Recommendation 6.4) The government agencies/officials endorse, form partnerships withi/participate in
tobacco industry CSR activities (Recommendation 6.2)

Benefits to the tobacco industry 10 5 5 5 4

“The government accommodates requests from the industry for longer implementation time or postponement 5 0 0 0 0

of tobacco control law (Recommendation 7.1)

“The government gives privileges, incentives, exemptions, or benefits to the tobacco industry 5 5 5 5 1
(Recommendation 7.3)

Forms of unnecessary interaction 15 12 9 1 14

‘Top-level government officials meet with/ foster relations with the tobacco companies such as attending social 5 3 2 3 5

functions and events sponsored or organized by the tobacco companies (Recommendation 2.1)

‘The government accepts assistance/offers of assistance from the tobacco industry on enforcement 5 5 3 4 1
(Recommendations 3.1 and 43)

“The government accepts, supports, endorses, or enters into partnerships or agreements with the tobacco 5 4 4 4 5

industry (Recommendation 3.1)
Transparency 10 9 10 10 9

‘The government does not publicly disclose meetings/ interactions with the tobacco industry where such 5 5 5 5 5
interactions are strictly necessary for regulation (Recommendation 22)

“The government requires rules for the disclosure or registration of tobacco industry entities, affliate 5 4 5 5 4

organizations, and individuals acting on their behalf including lobbyists.
Conflict of interest 15 12 10 9 9

“The government does not have a policy (whether or not written) to prohibit contributions from the tobacco 5 4 5 4 4

industry or any entity working to further its interests to political parties, candidates, or campaigns or to

require full disclosure of such contributions (Recommendation 4.11)

Retired senior officials work for the tobacco industry (Recommendation 4.4) 5 4 5 5 5
Current government officials and their relatives hold positions in the tobacco business inclu 5 4 0 0 0
positions (Recommendations 4.5, 4.8, and 4.10)

Preventive measures 25 2 16 10 10
‘The government has a procedure for disclosing records of the interaction with the tobacco industry and its 5 4 1 2 2
representatives (Recommendation 5.1)

The government has formulated, adopted, or implemented a code of conduct for public officials, prescribing 5 4 4 2 2
the standards they should comply with when dealings with the tobacco industry (Recommendation 4.2)

‘The government requires the tobacco industry to periodically submit information on tobacco production, 5 5 2 2 2
manufacture, market share, marketing expenditures, revenues, and any other activity, including lobbying,

philanthropy, and political contributions (Recommendation 5.2)

‘The government has a program/system/plan to consistently raise awareness within its departments on policies 5 3 2 2 2
relating to FCTC Article 5.3 Guidelines (Recommendation 1.1 and 1.2)

‘The government has a policy prohibiting the acceptance of ll forms of contributions from the tobacco 5 5 4 2 2

industry (monetary or otherwise) including offers of asistance, policy drafts, or study visit invitations to the

‘government,officials, and their relatives (Recommendation 3.4)

Total 100 69 61 57 58
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Characteristics Moderate SSE in home  Severe SSE in home p-value Moderate SSE in Severe SSE in

vehicle vehicle
Overall 75(65-85) 7.7 (68-86) 87(7.7-9.7) 37(31-44)
Sex
Female 67(57-8.0) 8.4(7.4-9.4) 0.005 87(7.7-9.9) 39(3.1-49) 0733
Male 83(7.1-96) 69(6.0-8.0) 86(73-102) 35(29-43)

Sexual identity

Heterosexual 7.2(63-83) 7.0(62-8.0) <0.001 82(7.4-9.1) 34(28-4.1) 0.001
Gay or lesbian 106 (63-17.3) 172(119-24.3) 126(7.0-21.6) 7.3 (40-127)
Bisexual 110(78-15.2) 14.1 (107-18.2) 118(83-16.5) 7.0 (4:8-10.1)
Not sure 68(41-11.2) 68(5.1-9.0) 9.7(6.7-13.9) 33(22-49)

Sex-sexual identity

Male-heterosexual 82(7.1-96) 6.7 (57-8.0) <0.001 7.8(67-9.1) 33(26-42) 0.007
Female-bisexual 116(7.7-17.2) 155 (11.2-21.0) 10.6(7.0-15.6) 67 (40-10.9)
Female-gay or lesbian 107 (63-17.5) 187 (11.8-28.3) 102(58-17.5) 55(26-11.2)
Female-heterosexual 62(51-75) 74(64-85) 8.7(7.6-9.8) 36(29-45)
Female-not sure 6.1(35-10.5) 7.1 (48-104) 86(56-129) 36 (20-6.4)
Male-bisexual 93(5.1-162) 9.4 (46-183) 168 (9.8-27.4) 8.1(30-203)
Male-gay 11.0(4.0-26.7) 140 (6:6-27.3) 163 (6.2-36.3) 100 (3.9-23.2)
Male-not sure 7.5 (43-129) 6.4(42-98) 109 (6.7-17.3) 30(17-52)
School type
High School 68(58-8.0) 7.9(67-93) 0359 86(7.4-10.0) 38(31-48) 0.887
Middle School 80(67-9.7) 7.5(64-8.8) 87(75-10.1) 36(29-45)
Race/Ethnicity
NHW 69(57-82) 8.1(68-9.6) 0.007 89(77-10.1) 39(30-5.1) 0.001
NHB 98 (69-13.9) 102 (8.3-12.4) 12,1 (96-15.1) 53 (41-69)
Hispanic 84(71-97) 55(45-66) 75(6.1-9.3) 30(23-40)
Other 5.7 (4.0-82) 83(57-11.9) 67(4.8-9.2) 24(1.4-4.0)
Spoken language
English 7.4(63-87) 85(75-9.7) 0.006 92(8.1-105) 41(34-50) 0.009
Other than English 76(62-92) 58(49-69) 75(61-9.1) 29(22-37)

“Tobacco use of co-inhabitants.
No tobacco use 24(20-29) 10(07-1.4) <0.001 42(37-4.8) 0.8(0.6-1.1) <0001
Combustible tobacco use 22.7(203-25.3) 27.8(25.8-29.9) 21.9(19.5-24.6) 125 (107-14.5)

Race/Ethnicity and Tobacco use of co-habitants

NHW & not living with tobacco user 18(13-25) 05(03-1.1) <0.001 3.6(29-45) 0.6(0.3-1.1) <0001
NHB & not living with tobacco user 37(22-62) 27(1.8-4.0) 54(37-7.7) 20(L1-3.6)
Hispanic & not living with tobacco user 3.1(25-38) 10(06-1.7) 44 (36-5.4) 0.7 (0.4-1.2)
Other & not living with tobacco user 14(07-2.7) 11(05-2.4) 33(24-455) 03(0.1-1.3)
NHW & living with combustible tobacco 207(17.5-242) 29.0(25.8-32.4) 23.1(204-26.1) 134 (108-16.5)
user

NHB & living with combustible 27.0(19.0-36.8) 31.4(24.6-39.2) 29.7(23.1-37.2) 151 (11.0-20.3)
tobacco user

Hispanic & living with combustible 28.4(22.8-34.8) 21.8(17.6-26.7) 19.0 (13.7-25.6) 108 (7.7-15.1)
tobacco user

Other & living with combustible 185 (137-245) 29.0(21.8-37.6) 167 (11.7-23.2) 86(54-13.4)

tobacco user

NHW, Non-Hispanic White. NHB, Non-Hispanic Black. p-value: Computed using the first and second-order Rao-Scott corrections to the Pearson chisquared test for survey data.
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Moderate Severe Moderate Severe

aOR p-value aOR p-value aOR p-value aOR p-value

Age 0.9(0.8-1.0) 0.14 0.9 (08-1.0) 009 10(09-1.1) 0389 10(09-1.2) 0.61

Sex-sexual identity

Male-heterosexual Ref
Female-bisexual 12(0.7-2.1) 059 20(1.2-3.4) 0.01 1.0(0.6-1.7) 088 14(0.7-2.7) 0.28
Female-gay or lesbian 1.1(0.4-3.0) 0.78 24(09-6.2) 0.08 1.0(0.5-2.2) 099 1.2(0.5-3.0) 0.63
Female-heterosexual 0.7 (0.6-0.99) 0.02 11(0.9-1.4) 038 1.2(1.0-1.5) 0.10 13(0.9-1.8) 0.14
Female-not sure 0.6 (0.3-1.4) 0.24 1.0(0.5-1.8) 097 12(0.7-2.2) 043 1.4(0.6-3.3) 0.40
Male-bisexual 0.7 (0.3-1.6) 0.40 0.8(0.3-2.1) 0.67 1.7(0.8-3.7) 0.8 22(0.6-7.9) 021
Male-gay 13(0.5-3.7) 0.56 1.8(0.5-7.3) 038 24(0.7-7.7) 0.14 2.7(0.7-10.7) 0.15
Male-not sure 0.9 (0.5-1.9) 081 0.9(0.5-1.8) 084 1.6 (0.9-3.0) 0.12 1.1(0.5-2.5) 0.71

School type
High School Ref
Middle School 1.0 (0.6-1.5) 0.87 0.7 (0.5-1.0) 0.07 1.0(0.7-1.4) 083 1.1(0.6-1.9) 077

Spoken language
English Ref
Other than English 12(0.9-1.6) 0.15 11(0.9-1.4) 0.46 1.0(0.8-1.2) 0.70 1.0(0.7-1.4) 097

Race/Ethnicity and Tobacco use of co-inhabitants

NHW & not living with
tobacco user Ref
NHB & not living
21(11-3.9) 0.03 51(22-117) <0.001 16(10-2.6) 0.07 35(15-8.0) 0.005
with tobacco user
Hispanic & not living
15(10-24) 006 17(08-40) 017 13(09-18) 016 11(05-27) 075
with tobacco user
Other & ot living
07(03-15) 033 19(06-59) 023 09(0.6-15) o7 05(0.1-48) 055
with tobacco user
NHW &living with
98.6 (478 32077~
combustible tobacco 216 (148-316) | <0.001 <0.001 9.6(7.3-126) <0.001 <0.001
203.6) 623)
user
NHB &living with
W 1346 (638- 43093
combustibletobacco 36,3 (19.6-67.1) | <0.001 <0001 147(39-244) <0.001 <0.001
281.0) 10L6)
user
Hispanic & living
68.7(309- 25(114-
with combustible 260(168-405)  <0.001 <0.001 70(44-112) <0.001 <0.001
152.6) 44.4)
tobacco user
Other & lving with
935 (415
combustibletobacco | 17.8(109-29.0) | <0.001 2107 <0.001 59(37-95) <0.001 183 (87-385) <0.001
user -

NHW, Non-Hispanic White. NHB, Non-Hispanic Black. Bold face indicates statistical significance at two-sided p-value < 0.05. aOR, Adjusted Odds Ratio.
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Variable

Percentage
(95% ClI)

N (Weighted N)

SSEat home
No exposure
Moderate exposure
Severe exposure

SSE in car
No exposure
Moderate exposure
Severe exposure

Sex
Female
Male

Sexual identity
Heterosexual
Gay or lesbian
Bisexual
Not Sure

Sex-sexual identity
Male-heterosexual
Female-bisexual
Female-gay or lesbian
Female-heterosexual
Female-not sure
Male-bisexual
Male-gay
Male-not sure

School type
High school
Middle school

Race/Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic White
Non-Hispanic Black
Hispanic
Other

Spoken language
English
Other than English

Tobacco use of co-inhabitants
No tobacco use

Combustible tobacco

use

84.9 (83.2-86.4)
7.5(65-8.5)

7.7 (68-8.6)

87.6(86.1-89.0)
87(7.7-9.7)

37 (3.1-4.4)

498 (48.4-51.2)

50.2 (48.8-51.6)

829 (81.6-84.0)
22(19-26)
55(4.8-6.3)
9.4(8.2-10.6)

433 (418-4438)
43 (37-49)
13(10-16)

397 (38.1-41.3)
47 (40-5.4)
12(09-16)
09(07-1.2)
47 (40-5.5)

453 (393-51.4)

54.7 (48.6-60.7)

475 (42.3-52.8)
125 (100-15.4)
25.8(21.8-30.1)

142 (109-18.4)

67.1(626-71.3)

32.9(28.7-37.4)

72.1(69.8-74.4)

249 (229-27.1)

Race/Ethnicity and Tobacco use of co-habitants

NHW & not living with
tobacco user

NHB & not living with
tobacco user

Hispanic & not living

with tobacco user

Other & ot living with

tobacco user

NHW &living with
combustible tobacco user
NHB &living with
combustible tobacco user
Hispanic & living with

combustible tobacco user

Other & living with

combustible tobacco user

32.8(28.6-37.3)

89(7.1-11.2)

199 (168-23.5)

104 (7.3-145)

128(112-145)

32(25-41)

5.4 (44-6.5)

37 (3.0-45)

NHW, Non-Hispanic White. NHB, Non-Hispanic Black.

8,255 (15437260)
738 (1358980)

766 (1394543)

8477 (15854114)
850 (1567378)

375 (671546)

5,033 (9161147)

4,852 (9233994)

7,936 (14876371)
207 (400768)
519 (992727)

942 (1679606)

4,044 (7755252)
399 (765330)
121 (227684)

3,886 (7112231)
484 (840151)
115 (216823)
83(165310)
456 (837259)

4,018 (8338905)

5,871 (10066635)

4,260 (8522709)
1,117 (2235054)
2,888 (4621087)

1,340 (2554583)

6,164 (12196524)

3,606 (5983372)

6,971 (12964667)

2,417 (4479665)

2,828 (5754419)

793 (1566524)

2,152 (3496730)

1,014 (1820882)

1,166 (2236630)

277 (564472)

624 (939106)

287 (647244)





