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Abstract 

Objectives: To analyse associations between living in social housing and smoking in England and 

evaluate progress toward reducing disparities in smoking prevalence among residents of social 

housing compared with other housing types. 

Design: Nationally-representative, cross-sectional survey between January 2015 and February 2020. 

Setting: England. 

Participants: 105,562 adults (≥16y).  

Primary and secondary outcome measures: Linear and logistic regression were used to analyse 

associations between living in social housing (vs. other housing types) and smoking status, cigarettes 

per day, time to first cigarette, exposure to smoking by others, motivation to stop smoking, quit 

attempts, and use of cessation support. Analyses adjusted for sex, age, social grade, region, and 

survey year. 

Results: Adults living in social housing had twice the odds of being a smoker (ORadj=2.17, 95%CI 2.08-

2.27), and the decline in smoking prevalence between 2015 and 2020 was less pronounced in this 

high-risk group (-7%; ORadj=0.98, 95%CI 0.96-1.01) than among adults living in other housing types (-

24%; ORadj=0.95, 95%CI 0.94-0.96; housing tenure*survey year interaction p=0.020). Smokers living 

in social housing were more addicted than those in other housing (smoking within 30 minutes of 

waking: ORadj=1.50, 95%CI 1.39-1.61), but were no less motivated to stop smoking (ORadj=1.06, 

95%CI 0.96-1.17) and had higher odds of having made a serious attempt to quit in the past year 

(ORadj=1.16, 95%CI 1.07-1.25). Among smokers who had tried to quit, those living in social housing 

had higher odds of using evidence-based cessation support (ORadj=1.22, 95%CI 1.07-1.39) but lower 

odds of remaining abstinent (ORadj=0.63, 95%CI 0.52-0.76). 

Conclusions: There remain stark inequalities in smoking and quitting behaviour by housing tenure in 

England, with declines in prevalence stalling between 2015 and 2020 despite progress in the rest of 

the population. In the absence of targeted interventions to boost quitting among social housing 

residents, inequalities in health are likely to worsen. 
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Strengths and limitations of this study 

A major strength of this study was the large sample, which was representative of adults living in 

England. 

Another strength was the broad range of smoking outcomes assessed, offering a detailed view of 

smoking behaviour among people living in social housing compared with those living in other 

housing types. 

The main limitation was that all outcomes were self-reported, introducing scope for bias.  
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Introduction 

Tobacco smoking is one of the leading drivers of health inequalities in England (1). Higher smoking 

prevalence is associated with almost every indicator of socioeconomic disadvantage (2) and progress 

to reduce smoking prevalence has historically been slower among disadvantaged groups (3,4). 

Understanding and alleviating this inequality is a priority for public health research and policy.  

Housing tenure is an indicator of socioeconomic position that is particularly strongly linked with 

smoking (5). A large survey in England in 2015-17 revealed 34% of adults living in social housing were 

smokers, compared with 15% of people living in other housing types (e.g. home owners or private 

renters) (6). Strikingly, smokers living in social housing were no less motivated to quit, but were only 

around half as likely to be successful when they tried (6). This report prompted calls for targeted 

action to address this disparity (7). The UK Government’s 2017 tobacco control plan for England 

committed to eliminating inequalities and reducing smoking prevalence in groups with the highest 

rates (8). More recently, the Government committed to ‘levelling up’ disparities in health outcomes, 

incomes, and educational opportunities (9). What, if any, subsequent progress has been made in 

tackling smoking in social housing is unclear. 

Using data from a nationally-representative survey of more than 100,000 adults in England between 

2015 and 2020, this study aimed to provide an update on smoking in social housing in England and 

evaluate progress toward reducing disparities in smoking prevalence among residents of social 

housing compared with other housing types. 

 

Method 

Design and population 

This was a cross-sectional national survey of a representative sample of adults in England. Data on 

housing tenure, smoking, and smoking cessation were collected in the Smoking Toolkit Study 

between January 2015 and February 2020 [23]. Data on housing tenure have not been collected 

since the Covid-19 pandemic required data collection to move from face-to-face to telephone 

interviews in March 2020, so these are the most up-to-date data available. 

The Smoking Toolkit Study uses a hybrid of random probability and simple quota sampling to select a 

new sample of approximately 1,700 adults aged ≥16 years each month. Full details of the study’s 
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methods are available elsewhere, and comparisons with national data and cigarette sales indicate 

that key variables such as sociodemographic characteristics and smoking prevalence are nationally 

representative (10,11). 

Patient and public involvement 

The wider toolkit study has been discussed with a diverse patient and public involvement (PPI) 

group, and the authors regularly attend and present at meetings at which patients and public are 

included. Interaction and discussion at these events help to shape the broad research priorities and 

questions. There is also a mechanism for generalised input from the wider public: each month 

interviewers seek feedback on the questions from all 1,700 respondents, who are representative of 

the English population. This feedback is limited, and usually simply relates to understanding of 

questions and item options. No patients or members of the public were involved in setting the 

research questions or the outcome measures, nor were they involved in the design and 

implementation of this specific study. There are no plans to involve patients in dissemination. 

Measures 

Housing tenure was categorised as ‘social housing’ (homes belonging to a housing association or 

rented from local authority; coded 1) vs. ‘other housing’ (homes bought on a mortgage, owned 

outright, rented from private landlord, or other; coded 0). 

The smoking outcomes examined were:  

(i) among all adults: cigarette smoking prevalence;  

(ii) among current smokers: mean cigarettes per day (CPD) and percentage who smoke within 

30 minutes of waking (as markers of cigarette dependence), high motivation to stop (‘really 

want and plan to stop within 3 months’ (12)), and regular exposure to smoking by others;  

(iii) among past-year smokers: percentage with a past-year quit attempt; and  

(iv) among smokers with quit attempts in the past year: percentage not currently smoking, and 

who used cessation support (behavioural, nicotine replacement therapy (NRT) over the 

counter (OTC), electronic cigarettes (e-cigarettes), or prescription medication). 

Covariates were sex, age, occupational social grade (assessed using the National Readership Survey 

classification (13)), government office region, and survey year. 

Statistical analysis 
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Data were analysed using SPSS V.27. Variables were weighted using rim (marginal) weighting to 

match an English population profile relevant to the time each monthly survey was conducted on the 

dimensions of age, social grade, region, housing tenure, ethnicity and working status within sex 

derived from English census data, ONS mid-year estimates and other random probability surveys 

(10). Missing data were removed on a per-analysis basis for each outcome. 

We used linear regression (continuous outcomes) and logistic regression (binary outcomes) models 

to analyse associations between housing tenure (social housing vs. other housing) and smoking 

outcomes, with and without adjustment for covariates. To test whether the effectiveness of use of 

evidence-based support for cessation differed by housing tenure, accounting for differences in 

dependence, we used logistic regression to test the interaction between housing tenure and use of 

evidence-based support, adjusting for covariates and measures of dependence (cigarettes per day 

and smoking within 30 minutes of waking). 

To examine differences in smoking prevalence trends by housing tenure over the study period, we 

graphically displayed annual data and reran the adjusted logistic regression model for smoking 

prevalence adding the interaction term between housing tenure and survey year (modelled as a 

continuous variable). We then ran stratified analyses in which the association between smoking 

prevalence and survey year was tested separately for each housing type (social vs. other) to provide 

more information as to the nature of the difference between groups. 

 

Results 

A total of 105,562 adults aged ≥16 years responded to the Smoking Toolkit Study survey between 

January 2015 and February 2020. Sample characteristics are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Sample characteristics 

 Total 
(n=105,562) 

 Social housing 
residents 

(n=13,862) 

 Other housing 
residents 

(n=91,700) 

 n %  n %  n % 

Female 53,830 51.0  8,105 58.5  45,725 49.9 
         
Age (years)         

16-24 14,867 14.1  2,101 15.2  12,766 13.9 
25-34 17,744 16.8  2,783 20.1  14,960 16.3 
35-44 17,068 16.2  2,300 16.6  14,768 16.1 
45-54 18,190 17.2  2,312 16.7  15,878 17.3 
55-64 14,924 14.1  1,739 12.5  13,185 14.4 
65+ 22,769 21.6  2,626 18.9  20,142 22.0 

         
Social grade*         

AB 28,649 27.1  719 5.2  27,930 30.5 
C1 29,420 27.9  2,227 16.1  27,193 29.7 
C2 22,389 21.2  3,351 24.2  19,038 20.8 
D 15,742 14.9  3,802 27.4  11,940 13.0 
E 9,362 8.9  3,764 27.2  5,598 6.1 

         
Government office region         

North East 5,181 4.9  887 6.4  4,294 4.7 
North West 13,915 13.2  1,642 11.8  12,273 13.4 
Yorkshire and the Humber 10,553 10.0  1,193 8.6  9,360 10.2 
East Midlands 9,164 8.7  1,224 8.8  7,940 8.7 
West Midlands 10,850 10.3  1,413 10.2  9,437 10.3 
East of England 11,851 11.2  1,752 12.6  10,098 11.0 
London 16,110 15.3  2,782 20.1  13,328 14.5 
South East 17,148 16.2  1,733 12.5  15,415 16.8 
South West 10,788 10.2  1,235 8.9  9,553 10.4 

*AB = managerial, administrative, and professional; C1 = supervisory, clerical and junior managerial, administrative and 
professional; C2 = skilled manual workers; D semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers; E = State pensioners, casual 
and lowest grade workers, unemployed with state benefits only. 

 
 
Associations between housing tenure and smoking outcomes are shown in Table 2. After adjustment for 

sex, age, social grade, region, and survey year, adults living in social housing had more than double the odds 

of being a smoker compared with those living in other housing types. Current smokers living in social 

housing smoked on average one more cigarette per day and had 50% higher odds of smoking their first 

cigarette of the day within 30 minutes of waking, indicating significantly higher levels of addiction. Their 

level of motivation to stop smoking did not differ significantly from those living in other housing types, nor 

did the odds of reporting regular exposure to smoking by others. Smokers living in social housing had 16% 
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higher odds of having made a serious attempt to quit in the past year than those living in other housing 

types. Among smokers who had tried to quit in the past year, those living in social housing had 22% higher 

odds of using evidence-based cessation support (specifically, e-cigarettes or prescription medication) but 

37% lower odds of remaining abstinent. This does not mean evidence-based cessation support was less 

effective for smokers living in social housing: after adjustment for level of dependence, the association 

between use of evidence-based support and cessation did not differ significantly by housing tenure 

(interaction ORadj 0.93, 95% CI 0.64-1.34, p=0.684).    
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Table 2. Smoking and cessation behaviour in social housing compared to other housing, January 2015 to February 2020 (n=105,616) 

 
Social 

housing 
Other 

housing 

 Unadjusted  Adjusted** 

 
OR/B* 95% CI p  OR/B 95% CI p 

 

All adults n=13,862 n=91,700         

% Cigarette smokers 33.5 14.8  2.91 2.80-3.03 <0.001  2.17 2.08-2.27 <0.001 

           

Current cigarette smokers  n=4,637 n=13,525         

Mean cigarettes per day 12.2 10.5  1.72 1.45-1.99 <0.001  0.99 0.71-1.27 <0.001 

% First smoke within 30 min of waking 57.4 42.6  1.82 1.70-1.94 <0.001  1.50 1.39-1.61 <0.001 

% High motivation to stop 14.7 15.0  0.97 0.89-1.07 0.575  1.06 0.96-1.17 0.284 

% Regular exposure to smoking by others 68.4 68.6  0.99 0.92-1.06 0.778  1.01 0.94-1.10 0.749 

           

Past-year smokers  n=4,923 n=15,054         

% Past year quit attempt 32.4 30.9  1.07 1.00-1.15 0.054  1.16 1.07-1.25 <0.001 

           

Past year quit attempt n=1,551 n=4,530         

% Not currently smoking 11.6 18.9  0.56 0.47-0.67 <0.001  0.63 0.52-0.76 <0.001 

% Used any cessation support*** 59.0 54.4  1.20 1.07-1.35 0.002  1.22 1.07-1.39 0.003 

  % Used behavioural support 2.8 2.2  1.25 0.87-1.80 0.229  1.20 0.80-1.80 0.377 

  % Used NRT OTC 13.4 13.0  1.04 0.88-1.23 0.671  0.88 0.73-1.07 0.189 
  % Used e-cigarettes 33.9 32.1  1.08 0.96-1.23 0.196  1.19 1.04-1.36 0.012 
  % Used prescription medication 9.0 7.1  1.28 1.04-1.58 0.020  1.33 1.05-1.68 0.017 

*B can be interpreted as the mean (unadjusted/adjusted, as relevant) difference between the social housing and other housing groups. **OR/B adjusted for 
sex, age, social grade, government office region, and survey year. ***Any cessation support includes behavioural support, nicotine replacement therapy (NRT) 
bought over-the-counter (OTC), e-cigarettes, and prescription medication. 
Number of missing cases per variable: % cigarette smokers n=51 (0.0%); mean cigarettes per day n=325 (1.8%); % first smoke within 30 min of waking n=81 
(0.4%); % high motivation to stop n=33 (0.2%); % regular exposure to smoking by others n=0 (0.0%); % past year quit attempt n=556 (2.8%); % not currently 
smoking n=0 (0.0%); % used cessation support n=0 (0.0%).

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted January 11, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


10 
 

Figure 1 shows annual smoking prevalence estimates over the study period. There was a significant 

interaction between housing tenure and survey year on smoking prevalence (ORadj 1.03, 95% CI 1.01-1.06, 

p=0.020). Stratified analyses showed that there was a significant linear decline in smoking prevalence 

between 2015 and 2020 among adults living in other housing types (ORadj 0.95, 95% CI 0.94-0.96, p<0.001), 

with prevalence falling by 24% (from 16.0% in 2015 to 12.1% in 2020). However, the decline among adults 

living in social housing over the same period was not statistically significant (ORadj 0.98, 95% CI 0.96-1.01, 

p=0.120), falling by just 7% (from 35.3% in 2015 to 32.7% in 2020). 

 

Figure 1. Annual smoking prevalence among adults in England living in social housing compared with other 

housing tenures, January 2015 through February 2020. Shaded bands indicate 95% confidence intervals. 

Bases (weighted n): social housing 2015 n=2849, 2016 n=2910, 2017 n=2717, 2018 n=2579, 2019 n=2420, 

2020 n=373; other housing 2015 n=17132, 2016 n=17520, 2017 n=17662, 2018 n=18106, 2019 n=18215, 

2020 n=3029. *Note: Data for 2020 are from January and February only. 
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Discussion 

This study extends the existing evidence base on smoking in social housing in England. Results showed 

adults who live in social housing remain more likely to smoke, and the general decline in smoking 

prevalence over recent years has stalled in this high-risk group compared with adults living in other housing 

types, indicating worsening inequalities in smoking on this measure. While smokers living in social housing 

are more addicted than those living in other housing, they are equally motivated to quit, more likely to 

make a quit attempt, and more likely to use support. Yet they are less likely to be successful in stopping. 

The results are consistent with those of a previous analysis that included data from 2015-17 (6), suggesting 

there has been little change in smoking inequalities between adults who live in social versus other types of 

housing over recent years. The only notable difference was that in this analysis, use of prescription 

medication as a cessation aid was significantly higher among smokers living in social housing than other 

housing types when it had not been previously. This could be explained by a smaller reduction in use of 

prescription medication from the original to current analysis among smokers living in social housing (from 

9.3% to 9.0%) than those living in other housing types (from 8.2% to 7.1%). It is encouraging that smokers in 

social housing were more likely to access evidence-based support, which can substantially increase their 

chances of quitting successfully, because their higher levels of dependence and various social and 

environmental barriers make it more difficult for them to successfully stop smoking. However, with four in 

ten quitters not using any form of evidence-based support, there remains room for improvement in helping 

smokers in social housing (and other housing tenures) to access effective support and translate more quit 

attempts into long-term cessation. 

Without targeted action, smoking-related disparities are likely to have significant implications for the health 

of people and their families living in social housing. The adverse effects of smoking on health and life 

expectancy are well established, and the transmission to the next generation (14), but much of the harm 

caused by smoking can be reversed by quitting (15,16). This offers huge policy potential to ‘level up’ and 

reduce the damage smoking causes. Various approaches have been suggested to better support smokers in 

social housing, including ways in which social landlords can maximise their opportunity to improve tenants’ 

wellbeing (7). Most recently, the All Party Parliamentary Group on Smoking and Health recommended an at-

scale intervention to provide free e-cigarettes and behavioural support to smokers in social housing (17) 

based on a successful pilot in Salford in the North of England (18). 
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A major strength of this study was the large, representative sample. The main limitation was that all 

outcomes were self-reported, introducing scope for bias. Measurement of quit attempts and use of support 

relied on recall of the past year and quit success was not biochemically verified. While the latter would be a 

significant limitation in randomised trials (because smokers who receive active treatment may feel social 

pressure to claim abstinence) social pressure and the associated rate of misreporting is low in population 

surveys (19). Moreover, we would not expect the extent of misreporting to differ by housing tenure 

meaning our results are unlikely to materially be affected. 

In conclusion, there remain stark inequalities in smoking and quitting behaviour by housing tenure in 

England, with declines in prevalence stalling between 2015 and 2020 despite progress in the rest of the 

population. In the absence of targeted interventions to boost quitting among social housing residents, 

inequalities in health are likely to worsen. In the context of the UK Government’s commitment to levelling 

up, tackling smoking in social housing should be an urgent priority. 

  

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted January 11, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


13 
 

References 

1.  Institute of Health Equity. Fair Society Healthy Lives (The Marmot Review) [Internet]. 2010 [cited 2018 
Oct 23]. Available from: http://www.instituteofhealthequity.org/resources-reports/fair-society-healthy-
lives-the-marmot-review 

2.  Hiscock R, Bauld L, Amos A, Fidler JA, Munafò M. Socioeconomic status and smoking: a review. Ann N Y 
Acad Sci. 2012 Feb;1248:107–23.  

3.  Office for National Statistics. Adult smoking habits in the UK: 2019 [Internet]. 2020. Available from: 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/healthandlifeexpectanc
ies/bulletins/adultsmokinghabitsingreatbritain/2019#the-proportion-who-are-current-smokers-in-the-
uk-its-consistent-countries-and-local-areas-2011-to-2019 

4.  Jarvis MJ, Wardle J. Social patterning of individual health behaviours: the case of cigarette smoking. Soc 
Determinants Health. 1999;2:224–37.  

5.  Beard E, Brown J, Jackson SE, West R, Kock L, Boniface S, et al. Independent associations between 
different measures of socioeconomic position and smoking status: A cross-sectional study of adults in 
England. Nicotine Tob Res [Internet]. 2020 [cited 2020 Mar 19]; Available from: 
https://academic.oup.com/ntr/advance-article/doi/10.1093/ntr/ntaa030/5728574 

6.  Jackson SE, Smith C, Cheeseman H, West R, Brown J. Finding smoking hot-spots: a cross-sectional survey 
of smoking patterns by housing tenure in England. Addiction. 2019;114(5):889–95.  

7.  Action on Smoking and Health. Smoking in the home: New solutions for a Smokefree Generation 
[Internet]. 2018 [cited 2019 Sep 4]. Available from: http://ash.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2018/11/FINAL-2018-Smokefree-Housing-report-web.pdf 

8.  Department of Health. Towards a Smokefree Generation: A Tobacco Control Plan for England [Internet]. 
London: Department of Health; 2017 Jul [cited 2018 Sep 13]. Available from: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6
30217/Towards_a_Smoke_free_Generation_-_A_Tobacco_Control_Plan_for_England_2017-
2022__2_.pdf 

9.  HM Treasury. Build Back Better: our plan for growth [Internet]. 2021 [cited 2021 Aug 2]. Available from: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/9
68403/PfG_Final_Web_Accessible_Version.pdf 

10.  Fidler JA, Shahab L, West O, Jarvis MJ, McEwen A, Stapleton JA, et al. “The smoking toolkit study”: a 
national study of smoking and smoking cessation in England. BMC Public Health. 2011 Jun 18;11:479.  

11.  Jackson SE, Beard E, Kujawski B, Sunyer E, Michie S, Shahab L, et al. Comparison of Trends in Self-
reported Cigarette Consumption and Sales in England, 2011 to 2018. JAMA Netw Open. 2019 Aug 
2;2(8):e1910161.  

12.  Kotz D, Brown J, West R. Predictive validity of the Motivation To Stop Scale (MTSS): A single-item 
measure of motivation to stop smoking. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2013 Feb 1;128(1):15–9.  

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted January 11, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


14 
 

13.  National Readership Survey. Social grade - definitions and discriminatory power [Internet]. 2007 [cited 
2012 Oct 1]. Available from: http:// www.nrs.co.uk/lifestyle.html 

14.  Leonardi-Bee J, Jere ML, Britton J. Exposure to parental and sibling smoking and the risk of smoking 
uptake in childhood and adolescence: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Thorax. 2011 Oct 
1;66(10):847–55.  

15.  Doll R, Peto R, Boreham J, Sutherland I. Mortality in relation to smoking: 50 years’ observations on male 
British doctors. BMJ. 2004 Jun 24;328(7455):1519.  

16.  Pirie K, Peto R, Reeves GK, Green J, Beral V. The 21st century hazards of smoking and benefits of 
stopping: a prospective study of one million women in the UK. The Lancet. 2013 Jan 12;381(9861):133–
41.  

17.  APPG on Smoking and Health. Delivering a Smokefree 2030: The All Party Parliamentary Group on 
Smoking and Health recommendations for the Tobacco Control Plan 2021 [Internet]. London; 2021 
[cited 2021 Dec 13]. Available from: https://ash.org.uk/about-ash/all-party-parliamentary-group-on-
smoking-health/inquiries-reports/deliveringasf2030appgtcp2021/ 

18.  Greater Manchester Combined Authority, NHS in Greater Manchester, University of Salford, Salford City 
Council. E-cigarette swap to stop evaluation summary [Internet]. Manchester, UK; 2020 [cited 2021 Dec 
13]. Available from: https://www.gmhsc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/E-cig-Eval-
Summary19_FINAL.pdf 

19.  West R, Zatonski W, Przewozniak K, Jarvis MJ. Can we trust national smoking prevalence figures? 
Discrepancies between biochemically assessed and self-reported smoking rates in three countries. 
Cancer Epidemiol Biomark Prev Publ Am Assoc Cancer Res Cosponsored Am Soc Prev Oncol. 2007 
Apr;16(4):820–2.  

 

  

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted January 11, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


15 
 

Declarations  

Competing interests 

JB has received unrestricted research funding from Pfizer, who manufacture smoking cessation medications. 

All authors declare no financial links with tobacco companies or e-cigarette manufacturers or their 

representatives. 

Funding 

This work was supported by Cancer Research UK (C1417/A22962). 

Author contributions 

All authors conceived and designed the study. SJ analysed the data and wrote the first draft. All authors 

provided critical revisions. 

Ethical approval 

Ethical approval for the STS was granted by the UCL Ethics Committee (ID 0498/001). The data are not 

collected by UCL and are anonymised when received by UCL. 

Data sharing 

Data are available on request from the corresponding author. 

 

 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted January 11, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.11.22269062
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

