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Objective

Smoking among females is a serious global issue. Studies have demonstrated a link between smoking and
attractiveness. The present study investigated the differences between Caucasian and Asian university students in their
perceptions of the attractiveness of female smokers.
Method

It involved 102 participants, 81 of them female; the participants were 51 Caucasian and 51 Asian students at a mid-
sized Canadian university (the University of Victoria in British Columbia). Participants were shown a photogram of a
female either with or without a cigarette and asked to evaluate the attractiveness of the model. The Caucasian
participants were shown the Caucasian model and the Asian participants the Asian model.
Result&Discussion

The results of the study reported a strong relationship between smoking and attractiveness as well as differences
based on ethnicity. Consistent with past research, non-smoking models were perceived as more attractive than smoking
models by both Caucasian and Asian participants. Moreover, Caucasian participants rated the model as significantly
more attractive overall than did the Asian participants, and rating differences between the smoking and non-smoking
models were larger for the Caucasian model than for the Asian model, indicating that cigarettes had a stronger impact
on the perceived attractiveness of the model for the Caucasian participants.
Conclusion

The results of this study can be applied to future smoking prevention programs among young adults.

Key words
tobacco, smoking, female smoker, attractiveness, ethnicity

Background smoking and lung cancer since 1950." According

The World Health Organization (WHO) reported to HenschkeZ), females are twice as likely as males
that smoking is recognized as a health hazard, and to suffer from lung cancer given the same level of
studies have investigated the link between cigarette cigarette smoking. Moreover, women have greater

difficulty quitting smoking and are physically and

emotionally more dependent on cigarettes than are
Contact address

Hideaki Miyamoto, MD: Chief Director of NPO, men.” Smoking also has a negative influence on
Women'’ s Respiratory Disease Research the health of pregnant women and their unborn
Organization, Tokyo Clinic 2-2-1 Ootemachi
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 100-0004, Japan

e-mail : h.miyagen@hotmail.co.jp
ZAH20114E4 040 $MH20124E5 A 8 H indicates that about 200 million women are daily

children.” Although consequences of smoking are

more serious for females than for males, WHO
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smokers today.s) Moreover, the smoking rate
among women in developing countries is either
stable or rising, while the smoking rate among men
appears to have peaked and has decreased
substantially over the last few decades.” Tobacco
industries are promoting young women as new
targets for cigarette consumption, especially in
many developing countries, where women are less
educated about the health risks associated with
cigarettes.n Recognizing this trend, WHO selected
“Gender and tobacco with an emphasis on
marketing to women” as the theme of the World No
Tobacco Day, May 31, 2010.” This event was
designed to highlight the epidemic of tobacco
among women and draw particular attention to the
harmful effects of tobacco marketing to girls.s)
WHO suggests that women differ from men in
their smoking behaviours in various ways and that
it is important to use gender-specific strategies to
discourage smoking.S) The importance of the
present study is its focus on the smoking issues
among females, especially young and adolescent
girls, in its contribution to the prevention of
smoking among the target population.

Some anti-smoking campaigns are effective

" Hansen” found that

while others are not.””
death-related warnings were ineffective and even
heightened positive attitudes in people with high
smoking-based self-esteem. In contrast, death-
unrelated warnings such as “smoking makes you
unattractive” were more effective.” Groganm)
examined the effectiveness of the British anti-
smoking campaign “Give up to save face”. Young
non-smokers were found to be concerned about the
effect of smoking on their appearance (such as
aging and yellowing skin and discoloured teeth) ,
while smokers said they would be concerned only
if they saw the changes happening on their skin."”
According to Hayes“), anti-smoking advertise-
ments which do not focus on health issues but
rather emphasize the beauty of non-smokers might
be effective because factors such as physical
attractiveness, appearance, and popularity are most

meaningful to youth. Following from the assump-
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tion that concern with appearance has a stronger
impact on young women than on middle aged and
elderly people and is more important to women
than men'’, it is assumed that young females may
be most highly motivated to quit smoking because
of concern over their appearance, to maintain their
physical attractiveness.

The relationship between smoking and attrac-
tiveness has been investigated by several resear-
chers” ™. For example, Wiium"”  examined the
subjective attractiveness of smoking and chewing
tobacco among young Norwegians through phone
interviews. They found that both smoking and
chewing tobacco were perceived as unattractive
and that the younger the participants the less
attractive they perceived smoking to be. Clark”
also investigated the attractiveness of smokers and
non-smokers by using videotapes of models. They
found that, overall, non-smoking models were
perceived as more attractive than were the smoking
models. Polivyw showed that smokers were seen
as generally less attractive by using sets of
photographs as stimuli. Jones” examined the
perceived social characteristics of female smokers
and non-smokers in Australia. According to their
study, female smokers were perceived as more
outgoing, more sophisticated, more independent,
and less emotional than non-smokers; however,
they were not found to be more attractive.

Despite the fact that there are fewer female
smokers in Asia than in the West, WHO warns that
smoking rates for females have been increasing
significantly since the entry of foreign multi-
national tobacco firms into Japan, the Republic of
Korea, and Thailand.” While several studies have
investigated the link between smoking and
attractiveness in North America as mentioned
above, little in the published literature in Asia
addresses this subject.

The purpose of this study is to help fill the gap by
investigating the link between attractiveness and
smoking for Asians and comparing it to the
Caucasian linkage. Based on previous research”™ "

Y itis hypothesized that non-smoking models will
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be perceived as more attractive than smoking
models by both Caucasian and Asian young adults.
In addition, there will be differences between
Caucasians and Asians in the perceived attrac-
tiveness of female smokers as compared to female

non-smokers.

Method
Participants

One hundred and two students from the
University of Victoria participated in the study. The
university where the research was conducted had
many international students with different ethnic
backgrounds. The Caucasian students were taking
undergraduate psychology courses and participated
for extra course credits. They were born and raised
in North America or Europe. The Asian students
were studying English as a second language at the
university and participated in the study as
volunteers, without any compensation. They were
born and completed at least their elementary
education in Asian countries such as Japan, China,
South Korea, and Taiwan before their arrival in
Canada. In total, 21 males and 81 females
participated. The mean age of the subjects was
20.8, ranging from 18 to 30 years old.

Materials and Procedures

Participants were tested in groups of no larger
than 9. Researchers told them that this was a study
on the social perceptions of individuals. Partici-
pants were told that they would be viewing a
photogram of a female and answering questions
about her based on their first impression. Photo-
grams were used as stimuli because past research
indicated that although videotapes might provide
stimuli similar to real settings, using them makes it
more difficult to exclude confounding variables
than using photograms.m Participants were
informed that they could withdraw from the
experiment at any time and asked to read and sign
a consent form. Participants who were not fluent
English speakers were encouraged to use a dic-

tionary or ask the researcher when they did not
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understand instructions or questions during the
study. The researcher then showed a photogram of
a female to the participants. There was a total of
four photograms: a Caucasian girl with a cigarette
(Figure 1-1) , the same Caucasian girl without a
cigarette (Figure 1-2) , an Asian girl with a
cigarette (Figure1-3) , and the same Asian girl
without a cigarette (Figure 1-4) . Caucasian
participants were shown photograms of a
Caucasian girl, and Asian participants were shown
photograms of an Asian girl. Each participant was
shown only one photogram of a girl, either with or
without a cigarette. After exposure to the
photogram, they were asked to answer questions
about the girl in the photogram in order to
investigate their perceptions of her attractiveness.
Each girl’ s physical attractiveness was measured
using the subscale “measurements of physical
attractiveness,” taken from the interpersonal
attraction items developed by McCrosky.m)

Four of the 10 questions were deleted because of
their irrelevance (e.g., “She wears neat clothes”,
“The clothes she wears are becoming”, “She is
well groomed”, “She is repulsive to me” ) ,
resulting in a total of 6 questions (see Figure 2) .
The internal reliability of the questions ranged
from .61 to .85. All of the questions were answered
by a 7-point Likert scale (e.g., “I think she is quite
pretty” was answered by a response range from “1
= strongly disagree” to “7 = strongly agree”) . Half
the questions were reverse-scored questions to
avoid response bias (e.g., “I don't like the way she

looks” was answered by a response range from “1

strongly disagree” to “7 = strongly agree”) .
After participants answered the test items, they
were asked to fill out a questionnaire with their
demographic information, including age, home
country, and smoking status (see Figure 3) . The
study took approximately 10 to 20 minutes. After
completion, participants were thanked and briefed
about the true purpose of the study.

The data collected were statistically examined by
using a computer program called IBM SPSS
Statistics ver. 17, exact tests. No participant was
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excluded from the data before performing the

analysis of variance.

Results

A 2x2 (the model’ s smoking status x participants’
ethnicity) analysis of variance was performed on
participants’ attractiveness ratings. Leven’s test for
the assumption of homogeneity of variance was
significant at p < 0.02. Therefore, our assumption
was violated. However, this is possibly due to the
larger response variance for Asian than for Cauca-
sian participants; therefore, data transformation
was not performed. There was a significant main
effect for the smoking status of the model on attra-
ctiveness: F (1, 98) = 7.84, p<0.01. Participants

2012 % (Fpk24F) 6 H29H

rated non-smoking models’ attractiveness signifi-
cantly higher than that of smoking models (N = 51,
M =5.02 for non-smoking models; N =51, M =
4.45 for smoking models) . In other words,
participants found non smokers more attractive
than smokers overall. There was also a significant
main effect of ethnicity on attractiveness at F (1,
98) =60.19, p<0.001. Caucasian participants
rated the attractiveness of models significantly
higher than Asian participants did (N =51, M =
5.42 for Caucasian participants; N = 51, M =4.05
for Asian participants). In other words, Caucasians
found the Caucasian model more attractive than
Asians did for the Asian model. In all, 7 % of the
variability was explained by the smoking status of

Figure 1-1.
girl model

The Caucasian smoking

U]

Figure 1-3. The Asian smoking girl

Figure 1-2. The Caucasian non-

smoking girl model

Figure 1-4. The Asian non-smoking
girl model
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the model (R =0.07), and 38 % of the variability
was explained by ethnicity (R =0.38). (see Table 1)

As Figure 4 shows two parallel linear lines,
there was no significant attractiveness interaction
between the smoking status of the model and
ethnicity, at F (1, 98) =0.18, p >0.67. For both
Caucasians and Asians, attractiveness for non
smokers is higher than that for smokers by fairly
similar amount. However, the mean difference
between the smoking model and the non-smoking
model was slightly wider for Caucasian partici-
pants than for Asian participants (mean difference
= 0.56 for Caucasian participants; mean difference
= 0.41 for Asian participants) , showing that the
impact of cigarettes on the attractiveness of the
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model was stronger for Caucasian participants than
for Asian participants. Moreover, there was a
correlation between gender and model attracti-
veness (r,, = 0.22) . Furthermore, 5 % of the
variability was explained by gender, at R* = 0.05,
indicating that male participants generally rated the
models lower than female participants did.
However, this must be interpreted carefully due to

the small sample of male participants involved.

Discussion

The primary goal of this study was to investigate
differences between Caucasians and Asians in the
perceived attractiveness of female smokers. It was
hypothesized that non-smoking models would be

1. Ithink she is quite pretty.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5

2. Tdon’t like the way she looks.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5

3. She is very sexy looking.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5

4. She is somewhat ugly.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5

5. She is very attractive physically.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5

6. She is not very good looking.

strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5

6

7 strongly agree

7 strongly agree

7 strongly agree

7 strongly agree

7 strongly agree

7 strongly agree

Now that you have finished the questions, why did you rate the woman the way you did, what

are the things that affected your rating of the woman in the photo?

Figure 2. Question sheet #1: By looking at the girl on the screen, please circle the number based

on how much you agree with each sentence.
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perceived as more attractive than smoking models
by both Caucasians and Asians. Moreover, differ-
ences were anticipated between the Caucasian and
Asian participants in their perceptions of the attrac-
tiveness of non-smoking and smoking models. In
our study, both hypotheses are supported. Con-
sistent with prior research, non-smoking models
are perceived as significantly more attractive than
smoking models, regardless of their ethnicity.
However, the results also show that Caucasian
participants show significantly higher attrac-
tiveness of the model and stronger impact of
cigarettes on attractiveness than Asian participants
do.

For both Caucasian and Asian participants, non-

smoking models are found to be more attractive
than smoking models. One explanation for this
finding could be the similarity effect that smokers
like smokers and non-smokers like non-smokers."”
More than eighty percent of the participants are
non-smokers in this study; therefore, the preference
for non-smokers may have occurred. Another
possible reason is because smoking may be seen as
negative for women due to the distinctiveness of
smoking behaviour for women in our society.m
Thus, participants may have rated smokers less
attractive than non-smokers because of the
negative schema about female smokers.
Caucasian participants show higher

attractiveness than Asian participants regardless of

1. How old are you?

2. What is your biological sex?
O Female (1 Male

3. Were you born in Canada?
O YesO No

If “No”, which country are you from?

If “No”, or your permanent home is outside of Canada, how long have you been in Canada? (For
example, if you came to Canada 2 years ago for post secondary education, then you have been

here for 2 years)

4. Please identify yourself.
O never-smoker (you have never smoked in your life)

O former smoker (you have smoked before, but have not smoked for 4 years)

O current smoker (you smoke daily or occasionally).

If you are a current smoker, how many cigarettes do you usually smoke per week?

5. Do your parents smoke?
Mother: O Yes [ No
Father: 0 Yes [ONo

6. Are you currently in a relationship? O Yes [ No

Figure 3. Question sheet # 2

Perceived Attractiveness of Female Smokers



Table 1. A 2x2 (the model’ s smoking statusxparticipants’ ethnicity) analysis

of variance
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ethnicity

smoking status

Caucasian students

Asian students

Total

Non smoking model

M=5.69, SD=0.54,
(N=27)

M=4.26,5D=0.78
(N=24)

M=5.02,SD=0.97
(N=51)

Smoking model

M=5.13,8SD=0.97
(N=24)

M=385SD=1.11
(N=27)

M=445SD=122
(N=51)

Total M=5.42,5D=0.81 M=4.05,8D=0.98 M=4.73,SD=1.13
(N=51) (N=51) (N=102)
6
5 &\
4 \\
3 ==smoking model
====non-smoking model
2
1
0
Caucasian students Asian students
6
5 4
4 -
3 - B smoking model
H non smoking model
2 -
1 4
O 4
Caucasian students Asian students
Figure 4. Influence of ethnicity and the smoking status of the model

on attractiveness
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the conditions. There are three possible expla-
nations for this finding. First, Asians may have
scored lower than Caucasian participants because
Asians have a cultural tendency to avoid extreme
scores and to provide middle scores, unlike
Caucasian participants.m The second explanation
for the scoring differences between Caucasians and
Asians is the actual differences in the two models’
physical attractiveness. Although the picture
backgrounds and postures of the two models are
identical, their attractiveness is not controlled in
this experiment. The Caucasian model has a slight
smile, while the Asian model does not. People
perceive a face with a wide smile as significantly
more attractive than one without.” A smile
indicates positive emotions (such as joy, friend-
liness, and sociability) that are associated with
attractiveness.” Thus, the Caucasian model may
have been perceived as more attractive than the
Asian model because of her smile. Finally, Asian
participants show lower scores in attractiveness
because Asians may be more critical of physical
appearance than Caucasians.” Females in
collectivist cultures to be more critical of their
physical appearance than those in individualistic
cultures because collectivist cultures place more
emphasis on gender roles and have higher
expectations for women to look beautiful.”

The most unexpected finding in this study is that
the discrepancy in attractiveness ratings between
the smoking model and the non-smoking model is
wider for Caucasian participants than for Asian
participants. In other words, the impact of
cigarettes on physical attractiveness is stronger for
Caucasian participants than for Asian participants.
According to WHO", the substantial decrease in
North American smoking rates is attributable to the
many recent actions against smoking, including
anti-smoking campaigns, smoking bans in public
spaces, and increases in tobacco prices and taxes,
that are still rare in many Asian countries. In
participants’ written responses, Caucasians reported
cigarettes as disgusting and less clean, while

Asians reported them as cool and sexy.

ET7EEIS 2012F (FH24%F) 6 H29H

There are several limitations to this study. First,
gender differences are difficult to assess due to the
small male sample size. A significant relationship
between the perceiver' s gender and the attrac-
tiveness of the model has not been found in many
published studies; it would be interesting to see
how males’ perceptions of female smokers differ
from those of female participants. Secondly,
according to Clark'”, the smoking status (current
smokers, former smokers, and never smokers) has
a significant influence on the perceived attrac-
tiveness of female smokers. However, the influ-
ence of participants’ smoking status is not
examined in this study due to the lack of current
smokers in the sample. Therefore, further research
that includes more male participants and current
smokers is needed. A third limitation of this study
involves the photograms used as stimuli. The
Caucasian and Asian models are not manipulated
to be equally physically attractive; therefore, we
cannot verify whether the Caucasians’ tendency to
rate models higher than Asians occurred because of
their ethnicity or because of the higher attrac-
tiveness of the Caucasian model. Finally, the last
limitation of this study is that each participant sees
only one photogram. The use of more photograms
would help counterbalance attractiveness levels
and address the issue of differences in attrac-
tiveness between the two models in this study.

In conclusion, addressing the global female
smoking epidemic, this study indicates that we can
discourage young girls from smoking by
emphasizing the beauty and attractiveness of non-
smokers. By telling young girls that “they look
better without cigarettes because they are already
attractive the way they are”, we can lead them to
appreciate their health and youth as forms of
natural beauty and make them stay away from the
cigarettes that will degrade their attractiveness.
Moreover, the results of this study suggest that it
would be useful to increase health awareness
among young adults by taking more anti-smoking

actions.
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Trends of smoking, social nicotine dependency and
second-hand smoke exposure in nursing students in a three-year study

Yujiro Takai', Shinji Sakaguchi®, Keishi Sugino', Keita Sato'
Kazutochi Isobe ', Susumu Sakamoto ', Keigo Takagi’, Sakae Homma'

Objectives

The current status of active smoking and second-hand smoke exposure among nursing students, who are at the legal

drinking age, was investigated in order to plan for proper anti-smoking education.

Methods

The trends over a three-year period from 2008 to 2010 were studied in 351 second year nursing students at Toho

University School of Medicine using a questionnaire (Kano Test for Social Nicotine Dependence: KTSND).

Results

The rate of smoking showed a tendency to decline. The KTSND score did not show any changes over the three year

period. However, according to the smoking status, it was significantly higher in smokers than in non-smokers. The

rate of second-hand smoke exposure in non-smokers was high with a three-year average of 69.4%. However, it

showed a significant decline over time.
Discussion

It appears that the smoking rate declined over time in response to social situations. The results of the KTSND

suggest that there is a need to focus on the items for which the scores were particularly high in this study, such as stress

reduction and attitudes towards smoking, in future education in order to correct the perceptions of smokers.

Conclusion

It is important to correct the attitudes towards smoking with a focus on smokers and to promote measures to reduce

second-hand smoke exposure in the future.

Key words

kano test for social nicotine dependence (KTSND), student nurse, anti-smoking education, second-hand smoke

" Department of Respiratory Medicine, Toho University Omori Medicine Center

* Department of Respiratory Medicine, Eiju General Hospital

* Department of Chest Surgery, Toho University Omori Medicine Center
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Exposure to environmental tobacco smoke: questionnaire survey
in Kumamoto, Japan

Yoshihisa Takano'”, Yoichiro Hashimoto"’, Mikio Kawamata"*, Jiichiro Sasaki'’

Objectives

This study examined the actual condition of environmental tobacco smoke (ETS) exposure among the citizens of
Kumamoto Prefecture.
Methods

A questionnaire survey was carried out between April and August 2010. The subjects consisted of individuals living
in Kumamoto Prefecture who were over 20 years old of age. Overall, 1787 participants were surveyed.
Results

Overall, 40.2% of the participants were exposed to ETS daily, and 87.4% of the participants thought that ETS was
annoying. Even among the participants with current smoking habit, 56.7% of them thought that ETS was annoying.
They were exposed to ETS at home and in the workplace, on the street, and at school. The factors influencing ETS
exposure were an age of 20-29 years; a low-income status; and a non-resident status in Kumamoto City; occupation as
a student, manager, or worker. Areas that were regarded as having insufficient ETS measures were restaurants,
pachinko parlors and streets. Medical institutions, schools, nursing homes, and government buildings were asked to
provide a smoke-free space.
Discussion

Over 40% of the participants were exposed to ETS daily. Appropriate ETS policies and further control of ETS
exposure should be considered.
Conclusion

Healthcare administration and public relations activities concerning ETS are needed.

Key words
environmental tobacco smoke, questionnaire survey, restaurant, workplace, street
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