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Abstract

Background

Social denormalisation of smoking can provide an environment that helps smokers to quit.
This study examined which of three measures of anti-smoking social norms have the great-
est influence on quitting-related cognitions and behaviours, and if this influence differs
according to socioeconomic status (SES).

Methods

The Victorian Tracking Survey measured social norms among 1,348 (n(weighted) = 1,373)
Australian adult smokers (aged 18-59) between 2012 and 2014, who were followed-up one
week later. Weighted logistic regression analyses examined prospective associations of
baseline subjective (family and friends’ disapproval of smoking), injunctive (feeling embar-
rassed about being a smoker) and descriptive norms (living with someone who tried to quit
in the past 12 months), with quitting-related cognitions and behaviours at follow-up. Data
were weighted to account for telephony status (landline or mobile phone), sex and age.
Analyses were adjusted for demographic characteristics, addiction level, tobacco control
policies and quitting-related outcomes measured at baseline. Differences in associations
between lower and higher SES smokers (based on educational attainment and area-based
disadvantage) were examined through interaction terms and stratified analyses.

Results

Sixty-four percent of participants (n(weighted) = 872) perceived disapproval from family and
friends, 31% (n(weighted) = 419) felt embarrassed to be a smoker, and 11% (n(weighted) =
155) lived with a recent quitter. All three norms were associated with having set a firm date
to quit in the next month and with engaging in smoking limiting behaviours. Embarrassment
was also associated with an increased likelihood of talking about quitting and with making a
quit attempt. Associations were mostly comparable for lower and higher SES smokers, with
no significant negative rebound effects overall or among subgroups.
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Conclusions

These findings indicate close others’ disapproval and feelings of embarrassment most
strongly motivate smokers to try to quit. If tobacco control policies or media campaigns fur-
ther denormalise smoking, there should be no reason for concern that such denormalisation
undermines cessation behaviours.

Introduction

Social norms are acknowledged as playing a key role in population behaviour change [1, 2].
The shifts in social norms and social pressure that occur as a result of major tobacco control
interventions and campaigns can strengthen smokers’ motivation to quit and commitment to
staying quit [1, 3-5]. Over the 2012 to 2014 period examined in this study, several key tobacco
control policy changes occurred in Australia, including the introduction of plain packaging of
tobacco products with larger and refreshed pictorial health warnings, the implementation of
two 12.5% annual tax increases, and variable levels of mass media campaign activity to warn of
the serious harms of smoking [6-8]. This study aimed to examine the influence of social
norms on quitting thoughts and behaviours over this period, independent of the direct influ-
ence of these policy interventions and campaigns.

Several cohort studies of adult smokers have found that higher levels of anti-smoking social
norms and denormalisation of smoking were prospectively associated with an increased likeli-
hood of intending to quit and making a quit attempt [3, 4, 9-11]. While most studies consid-
ered multiple measures of tobacco denormalisation and combined various social norms into
one scale [4, 9, 11], less attention has been given to the differential impact of various types of
social norms. This hinders comparison of findings across populations and the identification of
specific aspects of social norms that most strongly predict quitting behaviours.

One cross-sectional study that did examine the influence of subjective (what the smoker
perceives others want) and injunctive norms (whether the smoker perceives smoking is an
acceptable behaviour) separately from descriptive norms (what the smoker perceives most
people do and/or exposure to people in their close environment who smoke and/or quit),
found that subjective and injunctive norms were more strongly associated with intentions to
quit than descriptive norms [12]. Moreover, two studies have examined individual subjective
and injunctive norms separately, showing that perceived disapproval from significant others
was more strongly related to quit intentions and attempts compared with perceived societal
disapproval [3, 13]. Positive and negative reactions from close family or friends influence peo-
ple’s emotions [2, 14], and having the perception that close family or friends disapprove of
someone’s smoking may provide a strong incentive to try to change that behaviour. There is
some indication that this subjective norm may be particularly important. Cross-sectional stud-
ies have found subjective norms (important others’ disapproval of smoking) to be more
strongly associated with quitting intentions and behaviours than injunctive norms (percep-
tions of what broader society thinks is acceptable) [12, 13]. This is further supported by a lon-
gitudinal study by Rennen and colleagues who found that disapproval from people important
to the smoker, but not societal disapproval, was associated with making a quit attempt during
one year of follow-up [3].

Although studies have included a variety of measures tapping different types of social
norms [3, 4, 9, 10, 13], only a few have examined internalisation of social norms [10]. While
subjective, injunctive and descriptive norm perceptions can all be considered “external”,
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resulting from exposure to disapproving others, to smoking restrictions, and/or to people in
their close environment who smoke and/or quit [2], internalised social norms about smoking
result in “self-conscious” feelings of guilt and embarrassment generated by self-reflection and
self-evaluation that one has fallen short of what one feels one ought to do [2, 15]. A limited
number of studies suggest that experiencing guilt and embarrassment about smoking can be
motivational. For example, a few qualitative, cross-sectional quantitative and pre-post experi-
mental studies have found that self-blame and guilt about smoking behaviour were associated
with stronger self-efficacy to quit [16], were protective of relapse [17], and increased quitting
intentions [18]. In addition, a recent cross-sectional telephone survey of over 8,000 adult
smokers and recent quitters from the Australian state of Victoria demonstrated that prior
exposure to anti-tobacco advertisements evoking multiple negative emotions (fear, sadness
and/or guilt) increased the likelihood of making a quit attempt [19]. A natural history study
examining daily-reported quitting cues over a 12-week period found the most common quit-
ting cue was feeling embarrassed about smoking, with almost half reporting this each week
[10]. The next most common cues were the cost of smoking, media messages and someone
asking them to quit or mentioning smoking harms. This study found that the cumulative num-
ber of cues over the past 7-days prospectively predicted quit attempts [10]. Thus, internalised
social norms that evoke feelings of guilt and embarrassment about smoking may be potent
motivators of quit attempts, however, evidence on the effects of internalisation of social norms
is currently mixed, and based only on qualitative and cross-sectional quantitative studies. Fur-
ther research is therefore needed using prospective cohort studies.

It is also important to consider the potential negative consequences of public denormalisa-
tion of smoking [20, 21]. While both externally and internally generated negative emotions
may prompt adherence to the accepted norms of the immediate social environment to re-gain
approval from others and avoid these negative feelings [2, 15], it has been hypothesised that
when these feelings become overwhelming they may have undesirable impacts on behaviour
[20, 21]. Evidence for this potential negative effect comes from qualitative and cross-sectional
quantitative studies indicating that smoke-free regulations and perceived disapproval from
others may lead to feelings of punishment, victimisation and demoralisation [22], reduced par-
ticipation in social activities [23], and nondisclosure of smoking status to doctors or other
healthcare providers [24]. However, there is no evidence from cohort studies on whether
smokers who experience negative emotions subsequently have lower quit motivation or
attempt rates. This study therefore aimed to explore the influence of anti-smoking subjective,
injunctive and descriptive norms on a range of subsequent quitting-related cognitions and
behaviours.

Socio-economic differences

Findings from qualitative studies have suggested that lower socioeconomic status (SES) smok-
ers are more likely to accept that their smoking presents a risk to others and are more likely to
experience subtle and overt social disapproval of smoking when they move out of their own
social context into a wider non-smoking one. However, they are less likely to experience this
disapproval within their close social networks where smoking is more normalised, compared
with higher SES smokers [25-27]. In an illustrative study of over 2,500 smokers, Sorenson and
colleagues found that compared with other workers, blue-collar workers reported less pressure
to quit, lower social support for quitting, and greater acceptability of smoking among their
co-workers [11]. Higher SES smokers on the other hand have reported being more likely to
comply with anti-smoking social norms by concealing their behaviour from family, colleagues
and friends [25, 27, 28]. Other qualitative studies have indicated that smokers with higher
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education and income were more likely to perceive disapproval, guilt and embarrassment
compared with those of lower SES [9, 28]. This suggests that stronger internalisation of these
norms against smoking among higher SES groups may result in disparities in smoking [29] by
motivating greater cessation activity in these higher SES groups. However, most of the current
evidence about whether lower or higher SES smokers are more likely to perceive social pres-
sure is based on small qualitative studies, and so further research is needed to explore the prev-
alence of subjective, internalised injunctive and close descriptive norms among lower and
higher SES smokers, and associations with quitting-related attitudes and behaviours separately
in these subgroups. This examination will help determine if policies that enhance smoking
denormalisation promote cessation among all smokers.

The aims of the present study were therefore to describe the prevalence of adult smokers’
smoking-related perceptions of disapproval from family and friends, feelings of embarrass-
ment and close others’ quitting activity overall and across SES subgroups, to examine associa-
tions of these social norms with quitting self-efficacy, urgency, intentions and behaviours, and
to determine if these associations differed by SES.

Materials and methods
Study design and participants

The Victorian Tracking Survey (VTS) is a continuous cross-sectional telephone survey of Vic-
torian adults aged 18-59 years who were smokers (currently smoked daily or weekly, or
smoked monthly or less-than-monthly but self-identified as a smoker) or recent quitters (quit
in the last year). The VTS monitors recall of state-funded anti-tobacco mass media campaigns
and smoking-related cognitions and behaviours. Participants were recruited for the baseline
interview using a dual-frame probability sampling design, with half of all participants
approached via landline and half via mobile phone random digit dialling. Telephone inter-
views were conducted in English, and only participants who reported watching any free-to-air
commercial television on an average weekday were eligible to participate. An average of 174
interviews were completed each month from January 2012 to November 2015. Data collection
was suspended for the late December to early January summer holiday period. The mean
monthly baseline response rate, adjusted for those who declined to be formally screened but
may have been in-scope for the interview, was 42%.

For the first three years of this survey (January 2012 to November 2014) participants were
contacted for participation in a follow-up interview approximately one week after the baseline
interview (median 8 days, range 7 to 23 days), only if during their baseline interview they
recalled one of the state-funded advertisements that had been broadcast. Of 2,363 baseline
smokers who were eligible for follow-up (i.e. recalled an advertisement and were not a recent
quitter), 1,434 were successfully re-interviewed (61%) (n(weighted) = 1,459). A total of 1,348
participants had complete data on all predictors, outcomes and covariates and were included
in this study (n(weighted) = 1,373).

At baseline, the VTS measured anti-smoking social norms (predictor variables), and demo-
graphic characteristics, addiction level, tobacco control policies and quitting-related cognitions
and behaviours (covariates). At approximately one week follow-up, quitting-related cognitions
and behaviours were assessed for the second time (outcome variables).

Quitting-related outcome measures at follow-up

At follow-up, to measure self-efficacy to quit participants were asked to indicate on a 10-point
scale how confident they were that they could quit smoking for good in the next three months
if they wanted to (1 ‘not at all confident’ to 10 ‘extremely confident’). To measure urgency of
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quitting they were asked how they would rate quitting as a priority in their life (1 lowest prior-
ity’ to 10 ‘highest priority’). Ratings of nine or 10 were defined as being highly confident to quit
in the next three months and having quitting as a high priority. Participants’ intentions to quit
were measured by asking participants if they had set a firm date to quit in the next month [30].

Smoking behaviours between baseline and follow-up were assessed, including three behav-
iours to limit smoking that were combined to indicate if participants engaged in at least one
(vs. none) of these smoking limiting behaviours. Participants were asked whether, since base-
line, they had tried to limit the number of cigarettes; had stubbed out a cigarette before finish-
ing it as a result of having thoughts about the harms of smoking; or had not had a cigarette
despite having the urge to smoke. The Cronbach’s alpha for these three items was 0.85, which
is a measure of internal consistency and indicates these smoking limiting behaviours are
closely related. Participants also indicated if, since baseline, they had discussed quitting with
family or friends, and if they had sought help to quit (at least one of: called the Quitline, con-
sulted a doctor, used nicotine replacement therapy or other quit smoking medication, and/or
researched quitting on the internet). Quit attempts were assessed by asking participants to
indicate how many times, if any, they tried to quit smoking for at least 24 hours since baseline,
which was dichotomised as attempted to quit, or not. These quit attempts could be successful
or unsuccessful. Because of the low proportion of participants who had quit and remained
abstinent until the follow-up interview (on average, 8 days later; 2.7%), we were not able to
examine sustained quitting as a separate outcome.

Anti-smoking social norms

At the baseline interview, participants were asked to rate the statements “My closest friends
and family members disapprove of my smoking” and “I feel embarrassed to tell people I'm a
smoker” on a five-point scale ranging from ‘strongly agree’ (1) to ‘strongly disagree’ (5). Posi-
tive responses to ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ were coded “1” and used to define disapproval and
embarrassment, with all other responses coded as “0”. Participants were also asked “Counting
yourself, how many people in your household quit smoking in the past 12 months?”. After sub-
tracting participants who tried to quit themselves in the past 12 months, responses were cate-
gorised as those living with at least one recent quitter, or living in a household with no recent
quitting activity.

Socioeconomic subgroups

The VTS collected information on individual-level educational attainment, while no informa-
tion was available on individual-level occupation or income. SES subgroups were therefore
based on individual-level education and on the area-level Socio-Economic Index for Areas
(SEIFA)-Disadvantage index. Education was categorised as low education, defined as those
who had completed year 12 education or less (secondary school), or high education, including
those who had completed some higher education. The SEIFA-index was developed by the Aus-
tralian Bureau of Statistics based on 2011 Census data of residential areas [31] and ranks geo-
graphical areas (postcodes) on a scale from high disadvantage to low disadvantage based on
income, education, occupation and housing conditions in the area. Participants living in the
lowest 40% of residential areas in Victoria were categorised as high disadvantage, and those liv-
ing in the top 60% of areas as low disadvantage. For analysis, low SES was defined as those
with low education and who lived in a high disadvantage area, mid SES as those with either
low education who lived in a low disadvantage area or those with high education who lived in
a high disadvantage area, and high SES as those with high education and who lived in a low
disadvantage area.
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Covariates

Main analyses were adjusted for baseline covariates including sex, age and SES. Addiction
level was based on the Heaviness of Smoking Index [32]. This index was created based on
responses to questions “On the days that you smoke, how soon after you wake up do you have
your first cigarette?” (coded as ‘0 for after 60 minutes; ‘1’ for 31-60 minutes; 2’ for 6-30 min-
utes; and ‘3’ for within five minutes) and “How many cigarettes do you typically smoke per
day?” (coded as ‘0’ for <10; ‘1’ for 11-20; 2’ for 21-30 and ‘3’ for >31 cigarettes per day). Low
addiction was defined as 0-2 points, moderate addiction as 3-4 points and high addiction as
5-6 points [32].

Covariates also included change in cigarette costliness (the average price of the 10 market-
leading cigarette brands divided by average weekly earnings) in line with methods used in
recent studies [19, 33, 34]. Changes in cigarette costliness reflect the three-month period fol-
lowing increases in price related to either indexation of, or real increases in, excise/customs
duty (i.e. the month of change plus the following two months), based on the assumption that
costliness changes exert most influence on quitting in the three months that follow a price
increase [35]. To account for the influence of the implementation of plain packaging, we
included a binary variable indicating if participants were interviewed before the implementa-
tion or during the transition months (‘0’ for January 2012 -November 2012), or post-imple-
mentation (‘1’ for December 2012 —-December 2014) [36].

Participants’ behaviours may also have been influenced by anti-tobacco television advertise-
ment exposure. Data on anti-tobacco advertisements appearing on television between January
2012 and November 2014 were obtained from Nielsen/OzTAM Pty Ltd (North Sydney, Aus-
tralia). The measure of advertisement exposure was based on Gross Rating Points (GRPs),
which reflects the average potential exposure and is calculated as the product of the percentage
of the audience exposed to an advertisement (reach) and the average number of times the audi-
ence is exposed (frequency). We used advertisement exposure during the month of the inter-
view, and the two preceding months, based on previous research that has indicated that
advertisement effects on quitting-related behaviours occur up to two to three months after
exposure [37].

To account for the influence of pre-existing sample differences in baseline levels of quit-
ting-related outcomes, models were adjusted for the baseline equivalent of each outcome mea-
sure if this was available. Questions about confidence to quit, quitting priority, setting a firm
date to quit, seeking help to quit and discussing quitting with family or friends were identical
at baseline and follow-up, however the baseline interview did not include questions on smok-
ing limiting behaviours. Instead participants were asked to report whether any of these smok-
ing limiting behaviours occurred between baseline and follow-up. All models (including for
the quit attempts outcome) were adjusted for time since previous quit attempt at baseline. To
account for differences in the timing of the follow-up interviews we included a variable on the
number of days between the baseline and follow-up interview.

A time variable (month and year of baseline interview) was tested but not included in the
final analysis, as this was collinear with plain packaging implementation (variance inflation
factor (VIF) >5 in all models). However, in sensitivity analyses including the time variable, the
pattern of findings was comparable to that from the final model that excluded the time
variable.

Statistical analyses

Data were weighted to account for telephony status (landline or mobile phone), sex and age,
according to estimates of these distributions from a representative sample of smokers and
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recent quitters collected in the Victorian Smoking and Health Survey in November/early
December each year [38]. All analyses were conducted using StataV14.1 [39] using weighted
data (with the svy command and ‘p’ weights).

Baseline demographic and smoking-related characteristics were described for all partici-
pants included in the current study, and characteristics of low, mid and high SES participants
were described and compared using chi-square tests.

Logistic regression analyses examined associations of close family and friends’ disapproval,
embarrassment about being a smoker and living with a recent quitter, with quitting-related
outcomes. Each social norm was examined in a separate model, adjusted for covariates.

Consistency of the social norms and quitting-related behaviour associations across SES sub-
groups was also examined using logistic regression. Interaction terms were included in the
respective models for disapproval, embarrassment and household quitting activity with the
SES measure, and a p-value of <0.10 for the post-model Wald test for the interaction was con-
sidered to indicate a potentially relevant interaction. Stratified logistic regression analyses were
performed by SES subgroups for all outcomes to provide separate odds ratios to enable visuali-
sation of potential differences between subgroups.

Ethics approval

The study was approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee of Cancer Council Victo-
ria (HREC 1104). The data were analysed anonymously.

Results
Participant characteristics

At baseline, just under half the final sample of smokers were female (n(weighted) = 593, 43%)
and almost three-quarters were aged 30-59 years (n(weighted) = 975, 71%) (Table 1). Higher
education was completed by 49% of participants (n(weighted) = 671), and 61% lived in a
higher SES area (n(weighted) = 840). The majority of participants had low or moderate addic-
tion levels (n(weighted) = 1,275, 93%), and had previously made a quit attempt (n(weighted) =
1,120, 82%). About a third of participants were interviewed during the ten months before
implementation or during the transition to plain packaging (n(weighted) = 402, 29%). Almost
one third of participants were interviewed in a three-month period after cigarettes became
more costly (n(weighted) = 413, 30%).

Compared with participants who were eligible to participate in the follow-up interview but
were not included in this study, participants who were included were more likely to be older
(n(weighted) = 446, 35% vs. n(weighted) = 294, 29% aged 45-59 years) and less likely to be
under 30 years of age (n(weighted) = 334, 26% vs. n(weighted) = 370, 37%), and more likely to
have moderate addiction levels (n(weighted) = 437, 34% vs. n(weighted) = 271, 27%). The
prevalence of anti-smoking social norms was not significantly different among smokers who
were included in this study compared to those who were lost at follow-up (n(weighted) = 809,
63% vs. n(weighted) = 608, 61% experienced disapproval [p = 0.33], n(weighted) = 405, 32%
vs. n(weighted) = 292, 29% felt embarrassed [p = 0.19] and n(weighted) = 137, 11% and n
(weighted) = 136, 14% lived with a recent quitter [p = 0.08], respectively).

Anti-smoking social norms and quitting-related behaviours

Almost two thirds of participants (n(weighted) = 872, 64%) agreed with the statement that
their closest friends and family members disapproved of their smoking. Feeling embarrassed
to tell people they are a smoker and living in a household with a recent quitter were less
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics and quitting-related cognitions and behaviours of study participants.

Total Low SES Mid SES High SES
n(weighted) = n(weighted) = n(weighted) = n(weighted) =
1,373 314 607 452
n(weighted) (%) n(weighted) (%) | n(weighted) (%) | n(weighted) (%) | p-value®
Baseline covariates
Female 593 (43.2) 138 (43.9) 253 (41.7) 201 (44.6) 0.72
Age 0.005
18-29 years 399 (29.0) 81 (25.8) 191 (31.5) 127 (28.0)
30-44 years 533 (38.8) 109 (34.6) 215 (35.4) 209 (46.2)
45-59 years 442 (32.2) 125 (39.6) 201 (33.1) 117 (25.9)
Plain packaging 0.38
Pre-implementation 402 (29.3) 80 (25.5) 182 (30.1) 140 (30.9)
Post-implementation 972 (70.7) 235 (74.5) 424 (70.0) 313 (69.2)
Change in cigarette costliness 0.55
No change in costliness 961 (69.9) 228 (72.4) 426 (70.2) 307 (67.9)
Increase in costliness 413 (30.1) 87 (27.7) 181 (29.8) 145 (32.1)
Addiction level <0.0001
Low addiction 818 (59.6) 145 (46.1) 360 (59.3) 313 (69.3)
Moderate addiction 457 (33.3) 135 (42.9) 202 (33.3) 120 (26.6)
High addiction 98 (7.1) 35(11.0) 45 (7.4) 19 (4.1)
Time since previous quit attempt 0.48
No previous attempt 253 (18.4) 61 (19.3) 109 (18.0) 83 (18.4)
Up to 3 months ago 229 (16.7) 46 (14.8) 104 (17.1) 79 (17.4)
3-12 months ago 273 (19.9) 55 (17.5) 112 (18.5) 106 (23.5)
More than 12 months ago 618 (45.0) 153 (48.5) 281 (46.4) 184 (40.6)
Follow-up outcomes
Quitting is a high priority 412 (30.0) 86 (27.4) 177 (29.1) 149 (33.0) 0.31
Highly confident to quit in the next 3 months 296 (21.5) 59 (18.9) 141 (23.2) 96 (21.2) 0.47
Set a firm date to quit in the next month 78 (5.7) 6(1.9) 42 (7.0) 30 (6.7) 0.008
Since baseline, engaged in smoking limiting behaviours 979 (71.3) 215 (68.2) 420 (69.2) 344 (76.2) 0.07
Since baseline, discussed quitting with family or friends 384 (27.9) 83 (26.4) 168 (27.7) 132 (29.3) 0.76
Since baseline, sought help to quit and/or used NRT or quit smoking 204 (14.9) 36 (11.3) 89 (14.7) 79 (17.6) 0.13
medication
Since baseline, attempted to quit 81 (5.9) 8(2.4) 40 (6.6) 33 (7.4) 0.05

SEIFA, Socio-Economic Index For Areas; SES, socioeconomic status

# p-values from chi-square tests comparing distributions across low SES, mid SES and high SES subgroups

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950.t001

common at 31% (n(weighted) = 419) and 11% (n(weighted) = 155), respectively. All three
social norms were slightly less common among low compared with mid and high SES smokers,
but these differences were not statistically significant (p >0.05). The three social norms each
reflect a different aspect of smokers’ experiences, based on the findings that less than a quarter

of participants (n(weighted) = 333, 24%) experienced both disapproval and feeling embar-
rassed, and 7% (n(weighted) = 92) and 5% (n(weighted) = 62) reported both disapproval and
household quitting activity and embarrassment and household quitting activity, respectively.
Baseline disapproval and embarrassment each approximately doubled the likelihood of hav-
ing quitting as a priority, and baseline disapproval, embarrassment and household quitting
activity each more than doubled the likelihood of having set a firm date to quit in the next
month (Table 2). In addition, baseline disapproval and household quitting activity, and to a
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Table 2. Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals from logistic regression analyses examining associations between baseline social norms, and quitting-related cog-
nitions and intentions at follow-up.

Quitting is a high priority | Highly confident to quit in the next 3 months | Set a firm date to quit in the next month

N (weighted) = 1,373 N (weighted) = N (weighted) =
1,373 1,373
Odds ratio (95% CI) Odds ratio (95% CI) Odds ratio (95% CI)
Friends and family disapprove of my 2.05 (1.41,2.98)* 1.11 (0.74, 1.66) 2.19 (1.01, 4.74)*
smoking
Feel embarrassed to tell people I'm a smoker 2.02 (1.41,2.89)* 1.39 (0.87, 2.20) 2.38 (1.30, 4.35)*
Quitting activity in the household 1.63 (0.97, 2.74) 1.04 (0.57, 1.92) 3.32(1.47,7.51)*

Each social norm was examined in a separate model. All models were adjusted for baseline age, sex, socioeconomic status, addiction level, time since last quit attempt,
outcome variable measured at baseline, total current and past two months anti-tobacco media campaign gross rating points (GRPs), plain packaging implementation,
cigarette costliness, and number of days between baseline and follow-up interview.

* p-value <0.05

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950.t002

greater extent embarrassment, increased the likelihood of engaging in smoking limiting behav-
iours (Table 3). Embarrassment, but not disapproval or living with a recent quitter, also
increased the likelihood of discussing quitting with family or friends and making a quit
attempt since baseline (Table 3). Social norms were not associated with high confidence to
quit in the next 3 months (Table 2) or seeking help to quit (Table 3).

Based on interaction tests, these findings did not significantly differ for low, mid and high
SES smokers (p-values for interaction >0.10) (Figs 1, 2 and 3), with two exceptions. Interac-
tion tests indicated a difference by SES in the relationships between disapproval and confi-
dence to quit (Wald test F = 2.97, p = 0.05) (Fig 1) and between quitting activity in the
household and quitting priority (Wald test F = 2.66, p = 0.07) (Fig 3). Stratified analyses indi-
cated that disapproval increased confidence to quit among low SES smokers (OR 2.62 [95% CI
1.01, 6.78]), but not among mid and high SES smokers (OR 0.91 [95% CI 0.50, 1.68] and OR
0.87 [95% CI 0.41, 1.85], respectively) (Fig 1). Low SES smokers who lived with a recent quitter
were more likely to have quitting as a priority (OR 3.38 [95% CI 1.34, 8.53]), whereas quitting
activity in the household was less strongly and not significantly associated with quitting

Table 3. Associations between baseline social norms, and quitting-related behaviours between baseline and follow-up.

Since baseline, engaged in Since baseline, discussed Since baseline, sought help to quit and/or Since baseline,
smoking limiting behaviours | quitting with family or friends used NRT or quit smoking medication attempted to quit
N (weighted) = N (weighted) = N (weighted) = N (weighted) =
1,373 1,373 1,373 1,373
Odds ratio (95% CI) Odds ratio (95% CI) Odds ratio (95% CI) 0Odds ratio (95% CI)

Friends and family 1.50 (1.08, 2.07)* 1.31 (0.91, 1.89) 1.26 (0.82, 1.94) 1.29 (0.67, 2.49)
disapprove of my smoking
Feel embarrassed to tell 2.43 (1.68, 3.49)* 143 (1.01, 2.02)* 1.18 (0.74, 1.88) 2.15(1.19, 3.88)*
people 'm a smoker
Quitting activity in the 1.78 (1.00, 3.17)* 1.72 (0.92, 3.25) 1.30 (0.66, 2.57) 1.30 (0.46, 3.68)
household

NRT, nicotine replacement therapy

Each social norm was examined in a separate model. All models were adjusted for baseline age, sex, socioeconomic status, addiction level, time since last quit attempt,
outcome variable measured at baseline (except for engaged in smoking limiting behaviours, for which baseline measures were not available), total current and past two
months anti-tobacco media campaign gross rating points (GRPs), plain packaging implementation, cigarette costliness, and number of days between baseline and
follow-up interview.

* p-value <0.05

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950.t003
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Fig 1. Associations of agreeing that “my closest family or friends disapprove of my smoking” (versus not agreeing to perceived disapproval)
with quitting-related thoughts and behaviours, by socioeconomic status (SES). NE, not estimable due to zero cell count Each model was
adjusted for baseline age, sex, addiction level, time since last quit attempt, outcome variable measured at baseline (except for engaged in smoking
limiting behaviours, for which baseline measures were not available), total current and past two months anti-tobacco media campaign gross
rating points (GRPs), plain packaging implementation, cigarette costliness, and number of days between baseline and follow-up interview. * p-
value for interaction <0.10.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950.9001

priority among mid and high SES smokers (OR 1.39 [95% CI 0.65, 2.96] and OR 0.93 [95% CI
0.41, 2.11]) (Fig 3). Similar patterns of larger effects on confidence to quit and on quitting pri-
ority among low compared with mid and high SES smokers were found for the other social
norms, although these differences were not statistically significant based on interaction tests.
Moreover, in line with these findings using an SES measure that combined information on
individual-level education and on area-level disadvantage, findings using either of these SES
indicators also showed that associations were mostly comparable for lower and higher SES
smokers, with no significant negative effects among subgroups.

Discussion

Findings from this population-based study of adult smokers showed that anti-smoking social
norms were prospectively associated with increased quitting-related cognitions and behaviours
over at least one week of follow-up. Perceiving family or friends’ disapproval, feeling embar-
rassed about being a smoker and living with a recent quitter each increased the likelihood of
setting a firm date to quit in the next month and of engaging in smoking limiting behaviours.
Embarrassment also predicted discussing quitting with family or friends and making a quit
attempt between baseline and follow-up. These effects were independent of the effects of the
tobacco control policy changes that occurred over this period. The associations were mostly
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Fig 2. Associations of agreeing that “I feel embarrassed to tell people I’'m a smoker” (versus not agreeing to feeling embarrassed) with
quitting-related thoughts and behaviours, by socioeconomic status (SES). NE, not estimable due to zero cell count. Each model was adjusted
for baseline age, sex, addiction level, time since last quit attempt, outcome variable measured at baseline (except for engaged in smoking limiting
behaviours, for which baseline measures were not available), total current and past two months anti-tobacco media campaign gross rating points
(GRPs), plain packaging implementation, cigarette costliness, and number of days between baseline and follow-up interview.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950.g002

consistent across SES subgroups, except that effects of disapproval on increasing confidence to
quit, and of household quitting activity on quitting priority, were stronger among lower com-
pared with higher SES smokers. Importantly, we did not find evidence for a negative impact of
anti-tobacco social norms among low or high SES smokers on any of the quitting-related out-
comes that were examined.

In line with indications from previous studies, we found that the internalisation of social
norms against smoking, evidenced by smokers feeling embarrassed to tell people they are a
smoker, was a stronger predictor of quitting intentions, discussions and behaviours compared
with perceiving disapproval from close family and friends or living with a recent quitter [2,
15]. Although all three social norms each predicted several quitting-related outcomes, embar-
rassment, rather than disapproval or household quitting activity, was a stronger predictor of
behavioural outcomes including engaging in smoking limiting behaviours, discussing quitting
with family or friends and making a quit attempt. Smokers who feel embarrassed may not only
be aware of anti-smoking norms, but they are likely to also have reflected on their own behav-
iour and subsequently self-generated negative emotions [2, 15], which may increase quitting
motivation and behaviours. In comparison, some smokers who are aware of family and
friends’” opinions about their smoking behaviour or who observe others’ quitting activity but
do not relate to or do not internalise these opinions and actions, may not experience strong
negative emotions about their smoking, such that they are therefore less likely to be motivated
to attempt behaviour change [2, 15].
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Fig 3. Associations of quitting activity in the household (versus no quitting activity) with quitting-related thoughts and behaviours, by
socioeconomic status (SES). NE, not estimable due to zero cell count. Each model was adjusted for baseline age, sex, addiction level, time since
last quit attempt, outcome variable measured at baseline (except for engaged in smoking limiting behaviours, for which baseline measures were
not available), total current and past two months anti-tobacco media campaign gross rating points (GRPs), plain packaging implementation,
cigarette costliness, and number of days between baseline and follow-up interview. * p-value for interaction <0.10.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950.9003

The finding that household quitting activity was associated with fewer quitting-related out-
comes compared with disapproval and embarrassment is also in line with limited previous evi-
dence which has shown that subjective and injunctive norms were more strongly associated
with quitting-related cognitions and behaviours than descriptive norms [12, 40]. A cross-sec-
tional study conducted among Dutch smokers examined the influence on quit intentions
within the next three months of a range of social norms, including subjective (perceived disap-
proval of smoking from close others), injunctive (perceived acceptability of smoking in social
situations) and descriptive norms (number of people in close social environment who smoke,
and who have recently tried to quit) [12]. All social norms were associated with quit intentions,
although this was most strongly the case for the subjective and injunctive norms, followed by
the descriptive norms [12]. Moreover, findings from a longitudinal study of over 13,000
French smokers suggest that motivation or pressure to quit from others, but not having a
smoke-free social network, was associated with abstinence after one month of follow-up [40].

Our findings also support studies that have found that higher SES smokers are more likely
to perceive anti-smoking social norms compared with lower SES smokers [9, 28], although
these SES differences were not statistically significant in our study. Despite suggestions from
previous qualitative and cross-sectional studies, our results do not support concerns that anti-
tobacco social norms may have a negative impact on smoking cessation thoughts and behav-
iours among lower SES smokers or enhance cessation more so among higher SES smokers.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950 December 12, 2018 12/17


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950.g003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950

®'PLOS | one

Social norms and smoking cessation behaviours

Although qualitative and cross-sectional quantitative studies suggested that self-blame and
guilt about smoking behaviour may lead to avoidance of seeking help [24], findings from our
study showed that there were no associations (positive or negative) between anti-smoking
social norms and help-seeking behaviours, and no evidence of an undesirable effect of any of
the anti-smoking social norms on cessation thoughts or behaviours among lower or higher
SES smokers.

There were however differences in the magnitude of the positive effects of social norms
between lower and higher SES smokers on two of the seven quitting-related cognition and
behaviour outcomes. Interactions between disapproval and quit confidence, and between
household quitting activity and quitting priority, indicated that associations may be stronger
among low compared with mid and high SES smokers. Moreover, we found a consistent pat-
tern of larger effects on these two outcomes among low SES smokers across all social norms.
These findings therefore suggest that anti-smoking subjective and injunctive social norms may
particularly help lower SES smokers to prioritise smoking cessation and to be highly confident
that they could quit smoking for good in the next three months. While there were also differ-
ences in the strength of associations for other outcomes, these were not statistically significant
and not consistent across social norms. Moreover, confidence intervals are wide and largely
overlap across SES subgroups, and these findings should therefore be interpreted with caution.

Strengths of our study include the use of data from a broadly representative sample of
smokers, and the prospective design of the study with smokers followed up around one week
after the baseline interview. This allowed us to examine associations of baseline anti-smoking
social norms with quitting-related self-efficacy, urgency, intentions and behaviours at follow-
up, independent of similar behaviours at baseline, strengthening our confidence in the pro-
posed causal order of effects. Our analyses were adjusted for a range of demographic character-
istics, addiction level and tobacco control policies, to account for differences in these factors
among smokers who participated in the study at different times between 2012 and 2014 and
their effect as predictors of the outcomes.

Our study also has limitations. At baseline, less than half of people (42%) who were ap-
proached for the interview, agreed to participate. The sample was weighted to be representative
of the Victorian population of smokers, thereby enhancing representativeness of the survey and
generalisability of the findings. However, we acknowledge there may be unobserved factors
associated with the decision to complete the survey and with quitting-related outcomes, which
may have influenced our findings. A common problem with longitudinal studies is the drop-
out of participants during follow-up, which could have affected our results. Participants who
were lost at follow-up were more likely to be younger and to have low addiction levels, com-
pared with smokers who were eligible for follow-up but did not participate. However, the preva-
lence of social norms was not significantly different among smokers who were included in this
study compared with those who were lost at follow-up. Another limitation of our study is the
relatively short follow-up period of approximately one week after which only a small proportion
of baseline smokers were abstinent from smoking. We were therefore not able to examine the
effects of disapproval, embarrassment and household quitting activity on sustained quitting suc-
cess. Our findings showed effects on multiple quitting-related attitudes and behaviours includ-
ing setting a firm date to quit, engaging in smoking limiting behaviours, and discussing quitting
with family or friends, and making a quit attempt, increasing the confidence that our findings
are not spurious. We are aware of one recent cohort study that examined stigma in relation
with sustained quitting, showing that smokers in Mexico who believed that smokers are increas-
ingly marginalised were less likely to quit successfully, while there was no association among
smokers in Uruguay [41]. Further long-term follow-up studies are therefore needed to examine
links between social norms and stigma and subsequent sustained quitting.
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Another limitation of our analysis is that the indicators of social norms that we examined
were limited to disapproval, embarrassment and living in a household with a recent quitter.
Social norms and tobacco denormalisation are broad concepts, and future studies should
therefore measure and examine the relative effects of various other aspects of social influences
including other subjective social norms (such as individual’s perceptions of what friends,
parents, partners, children and the broader societal community think they should or should
not do), other indicators of internalised social norms (including negative emotions such as
guilt and shame about smoking), which have been suggested to have differential effects on
behaviour [15, 42-44]. Moreover, the influence of ingroup norms (norms in a social group to
which a person psychologically identifies as a member) and social identity in driving behaviour
change could be further examined [2].

Lastly, it should also be noted that our results may not be generalisable to smokers from
other countries. The levels of disapproval and embarrassment in our study population have
likely been influenced by the strong tobacco control policies implemented in Australia over
the past decades [45]. Similar studies are therefore needed among socioeconomically diverse
smokers in other countries where there are fewer restrictions on public smoking and higher
smoking prevalence, to examine if they find consistent effects of social disapproval of smoking
and embarrassment to be a smoker on quitting outcomes. Future studies should also examine
the extent to which policies, such as advertising, display and packaging laws (e.g., pictorial
health warnings on packs and plain packaging) which aim to limit the influence of tobacco
industry marketing and branding, anti-smoking mass media campaigns and cigarette cost
increases, have helped to change social norms about smoking.

In summary, our findings among Victorian adult smokers show that perceiving disapproval of
smoking behaviour from family and friends, feeling embarrassed to be a smoker and living with a
recent quitter are linked with positive quitting-related cognitions and behaviours. Our findings
therefore suggest that if existing and new tobacco control policies increase levels of anti-smoking
social norms they may contribute to an environment in which smoking is less socially supported
and in turn more supportive of quitting [1]. Contrary to suggestions that social norms may have
negative effects on lower SES smokers’ motivation to quit, the effect of social norms tended to be
stronger among low SES smokers in terms of increasing quitting confidence and quitting as a pri-
ority. This suggests there should not be reason for concern about the potential for negative effects
on cessation behaviours among smokers across all SES levels. Instead, increasing levels of subjec-
tive and injunctive social norms may particularly help lower SES smokers to try to quit.

Acknowledgments

We thank the Social Research Centre for the development of the weighting variables, advice
on questionnaire design and rigorous survey field methods for the Victorian Tracking Survey.
We also thank Megan Bayly for her contribution to study design, questionnaire development
and data management.

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Danielle A. J. M. Schoenaker, Emily Brennan, Melanie A. Wakefield,
Sarah J. Durkin.

Formal analysis: Danielle A. J. M. Schoenaker.
Funding acquisition: Sarah J. Durkin.

Methodology: Sarah J. Durkin.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950 December 12, 2018 14/17


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950

®'PLOS | one

Social norms and smoking cessation behaviours

Writing - original draft: Danielle A. J. M. Schoenaker, Sarah J. Durkin.

Writing - review & editing: Emily Brennan, Melanie A. Wakefield.

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Wakefield MA, Loken B, Hornik RC. Use of mass media campaigns to change health behaviour. Lancet.
2010; 376(9748):1261-71. htitps://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60809-4 PMID: 20933263

Reynolds KJ, Subasi¢ E, Tindall K. The problem of behaviour change: from social norms to an ingroup
focus. Soc Personal Psychol Compass. 2015; 9(1):45-56.

Rennen E, Nagelhout GE, van den Putte B, Janssen E, Mons U, Guignard R, et al. Associations
between tobacco control policy awareness, social acceptability of smoking and smoking cessation.
Findings from the International Tobacco Control (ITC) Europe Surveys. Health Educ Res. 2014; 29
(1):72-82. https://doi.org/10.1093/her/cyt073 PMID: 23861478

Brown A, Moodie C, Hastings G. A longitudinal study of policy effect (smoke-free legislation) on smok-
ing norms: ITC Scotland/United Kingdom. Nicotine Tob Res. 2009; 11(8):924—32. https://doi.org/10.
1093/ntr/ntp087 PMID: 19541947

Dunlop SM, Cotter T, Perez D. When your smoking is not just about you: antismoking advertising, inter-
personal pressure, and quitting outcomes. J Health Commun. 2014; 19(1):41-56. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10810730.2013.798375 PMID: 23967804

Scollo MM, Freeman B, Greenhalgh EM. 11.10 Packaging as promotion: evidence for and effects of
plain packaging. In Scollo MM and Winstanley MH [editors]. Tobacco in Australia: Facts and issues.
Melbourne: Cancer Council Victoria; 2016. Available from http://www.tobaccoinaustralia.org.au/
chapter-11-advertising/11-10-packaging-as-promotion.

Carroll T, Cotter T, Purcell K. 14.3 Tobacco-control campaigns in Australia: experience. In Scollo MM
and Winstanley MH [editors]. Tobacco in Australia: Facts and issues. Melbourne: Cancer Council Vic-
toria; 2018. Available from http://www.tobaccoinaustralia.org.au/chapter-14-social-marketing/14-3-
tobacco-control-campaigns-in-australia-experi.

Durkin S, Brennan E, Wakefield M. Mass media campaigns to promote smoking cessation among
adults: An integrative review. Tob Control. 2012; 21:127-38. https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-
2011-050345 PMID: 22345235

Hammond D, Fong GT, Zanna MP, Thrasher JF, Borland R. Tobacco denormalization and industry
beliefs among smokers from four countries. Am J Prev Med. 2006; 31(3):225-32. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.amepre.2006.04.004 PMID: 16905033

Hughes JR, Naud S, Fingar JR, Callas PW, Solomon LJ. Do environmental cues prompt attempts to
stop smoking? A prospective natural history study. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2015; 154:146-51. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2015.06.044 PMID: 26190558

Sorensen G, Emmons K, Stoddard AM, Linnan L, Avrunin J. Do social influences contribute to occupa-
tional differences in quitting smoking and attitudes toward quitting? Am J Health Promot. 2002; 16
(3):135-41. https://doi.org/10.4278/0890-1171-16.3.135 PMID: 11802258

van den Putte B, Yzer MC, Brunsting S. Social influences on smoking cessation: a comparison of the
effect of six social influence variables. Prev Med. 2005; 41(1):186-93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.
2004.09.040 PMID: 15917010

Hosking W, Borland R, Yong HH, Fong G, Zanna M, Laux F, et al. The effects of smoking norms and
attitudes on quitting intentions in Malaysia, Thailand and four Western nations: a cross-cultural compari-
son. Psychol Health. 2009; 24(1):95-107. https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440802385854 PMID:
20186642

Leary MR. Emotional responses to interpersonal rejection. Dialogues Clin Neurosci. 2015; 17(4):435—
41. PMID: 26869844

Tangney JP, Stuewig J, Mashek DJ. Moral emotions and moral behavior. Annu Rev Psychol. 2007;
58:345-72. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070145 PMID: 16953797

Grove JR. Attributional correlates of cessation self-efficacy among smokers. Addict Behav. 1993; 18
(3):311-20. PMID: 8342443

Kirchner TR, Shiffman S, Wileyto EP. Relapse dynamics during smoking cessation: recurrent absti-
nence violation effects and lapse-relapse progression. J Abnorm Psychol. 2012; 121(1):187-97. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0024451 PMID: 21787035

Lee H, Paek HJ. Roles of guilt and culture in normative influence: testing moderated mediation in the
anti-secondhand smoking context. Psychol Health Med. 2014; 19(1):14—-23. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13548506.2013.772303 PMID: 23473293

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950 December 12, 2018 15/17


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60809-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20933263
https://doi.org/10.1093/her/cyt073
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23861478
https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntp087
https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntp087
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19541947
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2013.798375
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2013.798375
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23967804
http://www.tobaccoinaustralia.org.au/chapter-11-advertising/11-10-packaging-as-promotion
http://www.tobaccoinaustralia.org.au/chapter-11-advertising/11-10-packaging-as-promotion
http://www.tobaccoinaustralia.org.au/chapter-14-social-marketing/14-3-tobacco-control-campaigns-in-australia-experi
http://www.tobaccoinaustralia.org.au/chapter-14-social-marketing/14-3-tobacco-control-campaigns-in-australia-experi
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2011-050345
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2011-050345
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22345235
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2006.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2006.04.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16905033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2015.06.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2015.06.044
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26190558
https://doi.org/10.4278/0890-1171-16.3.135
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11802258
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2004.09.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2004.09.040
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15917010
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870440802385854
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20186642
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26869844
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070145
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16953797
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8342443
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024451
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024451
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21787035
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2013.772303
https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2013.772303
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23473293
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950

®'PLOS | one

Social norms and smoking cessation behaviours

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Durkin S, Bayly M, Brennan E, Biener L, Wakefield M. Fear, Sadness and Hope: Which Emotions Maxi-
mize Impact of Anti-Tobacco Mass Media Advertisements among Lower and Higher SES Groups? J
Health Commun. 2018; 23(5):445-61. https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2018.1463320 PMID:
29702038

Evans-Polce RJ, Castaldelli-Maia JM, Schomerus G, Evans-Lacko SE. The downside of tobacco con-
trol? Smoking and self-stigma: a systematic review. Soc Sci Med. 2015; 145:26—34. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.socscimed.2015.09.026 PMID: 26439764

Stuber J, Galea S, Link BG. Smoking and the emergence of a stigmatized social status. Soc Sci Med.
2008; 67(3):420-30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.010 PMID: 18486291

Betzner AE, Boyle RG, Luxenberg MG, Schillo BA, Keller PA, Rainey J, et al. Experience of smokers
and recent quitters with smokefree regulations and quitting. Am J Prev Med. 2012; 43(5 Suppl 3):005.

Ritchie D, Amos A, Martin C. "But it just has that sort of feel about it, a leper'—stigma, smoke-free legis-
lation and public health. Nicotine Tob Res. 2010; 12(6):622-9. https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntq058 PMID:
20453042

Stuber J, Galea S. Who conceals their smoking status from their health care provider? Nicotine Tob
Res. 2009; 11(3):303—7. https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntn024 PMID: 19246431

Farrimond HR, Joffe H. Pollution, peril and poverty: a British study of the stigmatization of smokers. J
Community Appl Soc Psychol. 2006; 16(6):481-91.

Greaves L, Oliffe JL, Ponic P, Kelly MT, Bottorff JL. Unclean fathers, responsible men: Smoking, stigma
and fatherhood. Health Sociology Review. 2010; 19(4):522—-33.

Thompson L, Pearce J, Barnett JR. Moralising geographies: stigma, smoking islands and responsible
subjects. Area. 2007; 39(4):508—-17.

Frohlich KL, Poland B, Mykhalovskiy E, Alexander S, Maule C. Tobacco control and the inequitable
socio-economic distribution of smoking: smokers’ discourses and implications for tobacco control. Criti-
cal Public Health. 2010; 20(1):35—46.

Greenhalgh B, Scollo M, Pearce M. 9.7 Explanations of socio-economic disparities in smoking In: Scollo
M, Winstanley M, editors. Tobacco in Australia: Facts and issues. Melbourne, Australia: Cancer Coun-
cil Victoria; 2016.

Partos TR, Borland R, Thrasher JF, Li L, Yong HH, O’Connor RJ, et al. The predictive utility of micro
indicators of concern about smoking: findings from the International Tobacco Control Four Country
study. Addictive Behaviors. 2014; 39(8):1235-42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2014.04.001 PMID:
24813549

Australian Bureau of Statistics. Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) 2011: Technical Paper.
Canberra, Australia: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013.

Heatherton TF, Kozlowski LT, Frecker RC, Rickert W, Robinson J. Measuring the heaviness of smok-
ing: using self-reported time to the first cigarette of the day and number of cigarettes smoked per day.
BrJ Addict. 1989; 84(7):791-9. PMID: 2758152

Dunlop S, Dobbins T, Young JM, Perez D, Currow DC. Impact of Australia’s introduction of tobacco
plain packs on adult smokers’ pack-related perceptions and responses: results from a continuous track-
ing survey. BMJ open. 2014; 4:e005836. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-005836 PMID:
25524542

Wakefield M, Coomber K, Zacher M, Durkin S, Brennan E, Scollo M. Australian adult smokers’
responses to plain packaging with larger health warnings one year after implementation: results from a
national cross-sectional tracking survey. Tob Control. 2015; 24(Suppl 2):ii17-ii25. https://doi.org/10.
1136/tobaccocontrol-2014-052050 PMID: 28407606

Dunlop SM, Cotter TF, Perez DA. Impact of the 2010 tobacco tax increase in Australia on short-term
smoking cessation: a continuous tracking survey. Med J Aust. 2011; 195(8):469-72. PMID: 22004399

Scollo M, Lindorff K, Coomber K, Bayly M, Wakefield M. Standardised packaging and new enlarged
graphic health warnings for tobacco products in Australia—legislative requirements and implementation
of the Tobacco Plain Packaging Act 2011 and the Competition and Consumer (Tobacco) Information
Standard, 2011. Tob Control. 2015; 24(Supplement 2):ii9—ii16.

Wakefield MA, Spittal MJ, Yong HH, Durkin SJ, Borland R. Effects of mass media campaign exposure
intensity and durability on quit attempts in a population-based cohort study. Health Educ Res. 2011; 26
(6):988—97. https://doi.org/10.1093/her/cyr054 PMID: 21730252

Hayes L, Durkin S, Bain E, Wakefield M. Smoking prevalence and consumption in Victoria: key findings
from the Victorian Smoking and Health population surveys. CBRC Research Paper Series No.47. Mel-
bourne, Australia: Centre for Behavioural Research in Cancer, Cancer Council of Victoria, Prepared for:
Quit Victoria; 2016 December.

StataCorp. Stata Statistical Software: Release 14. College Station, TX: StataCorp LP; 2015.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950 December 12, 2018 16/17


https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2018.1463320
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29702038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.09.026
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26439764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18486291
https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntq058
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20453042
https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/ntn024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19246431
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2014.04.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24813549
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2758152
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2014-005836
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25524542
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2014-052050
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2014-052050
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28407606
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22004399
https://doi.org/10.1093/her/cyr054
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21730252
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950

®'PLOS | one

Social norms and smoking cessation behaviours

40.

41.

42,

43.
44,

45.

Baha M, Le Faou AL. Smokers’ reasons for quitting in an anti-smoking social context. Public Health.
2010; 124(4):225-31. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2010.02.011 PMID: 20371089

Lozano P, Thrasher JF, Forthofer M, Hardin J, Reynales Shigematsu LM, Arillo Santillan E, et al. Smok-
ing-related stigma: a public health tool or a damaging force? Nicotine Tob Res. 2018;Published ahead
of print https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/nty151 PMID: 30053141

Wicker FW, Payne GC, Morgan RD. Participant descriptions of guilt and shame. Motiv Emot. 1983; 7
(1):25-39.
Lindsay-Hartz J. Contrasting experiences of shame and guilt. Am Behav Sci. 1984; 27:689-704.

Baumeister RF, Stillwell AM, Heatherton TF. Guilt: an interpersonal approach. Psychol Bull. 1994; 115
(2):243-67. PMID: 8165271

Scollo M, Bayly M, Wakefield M. Plain packaging: a logical progression for tobacco control in one of the
world’s "darkest markets’. Tob Control. 2015; 24(Suppl 2):ii3—ii8. https://doi.org/10.1136/
tobaccocontrol-2014-052048 PMID: 28407604

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950 December 12, 2018 17/17


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2010.02.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20371089
https://doi.org/10.1093/ntr/nty151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30053141
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8165271
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2014-052048
https://doi.org/10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2014-052048
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28407604
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208950

