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Abstract
Objectives

The purpose of this review is to generate a national and zonal pooled estimate of Current
Tobacco Usage (CTU) in any form, as well as stratified gender and tobacco type (smokeless &
smoke) specific estimates among the general Indian population, utilizing evidence from 2010 to
2022.

Method

PubMed, Scopus, Science Direct, CINAHL and Google Scholar databases were searched for
articles on tobacco use among Indian adults published between January 2010 and October 2022.
The NIH Quality Assessment Tool was used to assess study quality, and a random-effects
inverse-variance method was used to attain a pooled estimate of usage. Heterogeneity was
estimated through 12 statistics and prediction intervals, and further subgroup analysis and meta-
regression were conducted. To estimate publication bias egger’s test was performed and a leave-
one-out analysis was done to establish the sensitivity of our overall pooled estimate.

Results

CTU of any form amongst the Indian population irrespective of age group was 35.25%
(Confidence Interval (CI) 25.27 - 45.92, 12 = 99.7, P-value < 0.001) between the years 2010 -
2022, whereas through 2016 — 2022 regionally drawn estimate was 44.38% (CI 30.57 — 58.64, |2
= 09.8, P-value < 0.01). The region-wise highest prevalence was found in the East zone
(55.43%) followed by North — East with 51.88% consumption. Though residual heterogeneity
was present after subgroup analysis, Variability in estimates was statistically significant by
administrative zones and gender-wise consumption (test of subgroup difference P value
<0.0001). Leave-one-out analysis proved consistency in our overall CTU estimate.

Conclusion

The differences between national-level surveys and regional estimates are highlighted in this
review and thereby warrant more regionally representative surveys of tobacco usage for tailor-
making prevention efforts alongside, increased regional efforts, improved community-level
advocacy, and more coordinated and stringent tobacco prevention policy implementation at
national and state levels.

Keywords: Tobacco; Prevalence; meta-analysis; smokeless
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Introduction

Tobacco dependence is one of the most serious public health risks, with consequences that go
beyond cancer, causing a slew of severe debilitating diseases involving the heart, lungs, kidneys,
and other organs. Tobacco use is responsible for approximately 33% of cancer-related deaths
worldwide, while in India, tobacco-related cancers attributed to 27% of the nation's cancer
burden in 2020.[1, 2] According to the World Health Organization (WHO), there would be more
than 8 million tobacco-related deaths per year by 2030, accounting for 10% of all yearly fatalities
globally.[3] Tobacco is used by around 32.7% of males and 6.62% of women aged 15 years or
more worldwide.[4] Southeast Asian Region (SEAR) recorded the highest Tobacco Usage
prevalence in the globe in 2020, which was around 27.9%. The average prevalence among men
and women was 46% and 9.7%, respectively.[5] According to the Global Adult Tobacco Survey
(GATS 2), 28.6 % (266.8 million) of adults in India aged 15 and above now use tobacco in any
form. Studies show that cigarette smoking at a younger age is connected with increased nicotine
dependency and long-term tobacco usage.[6] Accounting for other illnesses caused by tobacco
use, it is responsible for 14% of all NCD deaths in people aged 30 years and above
worldwide,[7] while it is responsible for 9.5% (1 million) of all deaths in India.[8] In 2017-18,
tobacco-related direct medical costs accounted for around 5% of total private and public health
expenditures in India. The smoking-related expenditures were 74%, whereas the Smokeless
tobacco (SLT) related expenses were 26%. Men bore 91% of the overall economic burden, while
women bore the remainder.[9]

In response to the significant burden of tobacco use on the country in 2003 Government of India
enacted the Cigarette and Other Tobacco Products Act (COTPA), which forbids advertising and
governs the trade, commerce, manufacturing, supply, and distribution of cigarettes and other
tobacco products in India. With this, the GOI launched the National Tobacco Control
Programme (NTCP) in 2007-08 to raise awareness about the negative effects of tobacco, limit
tobacco product manufacturing and supply, and guarantee the efficient execution of the COTPA
act. After more than 15 years of NTCP implementation, we must assess the current status of
tobacco use to inform policy choices concerning the importance of smoking to public health.
Though several regional studies and nationalized surveys are available, reports have shown
considerable differences between nationwide estimates and varying tobacco usage in different
states and union territories.[10, 11]

In this review, we have tried to estimate a nationwide pooled estimate of Current Tobacco Usage
(CTU) alongside gender and types of tobacco-specific usage statistics, by drawing data from
regional and pan-India studies available between 2010 - 2022. Furthermore, we demonstrated
how CTU varied across different administrative zones of India and in the last seven years (2016
—2022) from GATS 2 survey conduction period till date.
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Methodology

The meta-analysis was registered in the Open Science Framework Database (bearing
Registration id: doi.org/10.17605/0OSF.I0/P4A9V) after its conceptualization stage. Any
deviation from the primary registration has been described. This article adheres to PRISMA &
MOOSE guidelines, which is a preferred reporting guideline for meta-analysis of observational
studies,[12] we have attached the MOOSE checklist as Supplementary material 2.

Strategies for search

A systematic search was made among five digital databases including PubMed, Scopus, Science
Direct, Google scholar and CINAHL on 31/10/2022, to gather evidence relevant to our objective
published between January 2011 to October 2022. We did not include studies that have been
published beyond 2010 to make our review relevant to today’s changing policy and lifestyle
scenario. The rationale behind choosing five digital databases aligns well with the recommended
use of a minimum of two databases as charted in AMSTAR guidelines.[13] We crafted our
search strategy utilizing a combination of MeSH headings, major topics and indexed keywords.
The central theme of our search strategy has been described below:

(("prevalence"[Title/Abstract]) OR (“epidemiology"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("use*"[Title/Abstract])
OR ("frequency”[Title/Abstract]) OR ("occurrence"[Title/Abstract]) OR
("incidence"[Title/Abstract]) OR (“survey"[Title/Abstract])) AND (("tobacco"[MeSH Major
Topic]) OR ("smoking"[MeSH Major Topic]) OR (“cigarette smoking"[Title/Abstract]) OR
("tobacco"[Title/Abstract]) OR (“cigar smoking"[Title/Abstract]) OR (“smok*"[Title/Abstract])
OR ("smokeless tobacco"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("smoking behavior"[Title/Abstract]) OR
("smoking habit"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("beedi"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("hooka"[Title/Abstract]) OR
("chhutta"[Title/Abstract]) OR ("dhumti"[Title/Abstract])) AND (("india"[MeSH Major Topic])
OR ("india"[Title/Abstract]))

The search strings were manually translated pertaining to the need of other individual databases.
For google scholar, we kept our search most relevant to our objective by using the “sort by
relevance” option in the search engine, and first ten web pages were considered for scrutiny.
Further we manually searched the reference lists of identified articles which were eligible for full
text screening for probable inclusion in our review.

Selection Criteria

Our selection criteria were based on the CoCoPop approach, which has been advocated as a
preferable method in systematic review and metanalysis of prevalence/ proportions.[14] The
framework was described as Condition (CTU* of any type — smoke or smokeless form), Context
(India, evidence drawn from published peer-reviewed studies through 2010 — 2022), and
Population (Adult general Indian population). Studies adhering to the below inclusion criteria
were considered: 1. Observational/ Community-based prospective and cross-sectional studies
enrolling participants from the 15+ age group. We considered the 15+ age group as adults similar
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to most of the nationalized surveys.[15] 2. Studies with adequate data in the public domain for
extraction of tobacco usage proportion. 3. As this review concentrate on India, published articles
only in the English language were included which holds the status of the associate official
language of India. Articles originating from India in medicine and related field are chiefly in
English language.

*CTU is defined in this review as — current user (used tobacco in the preceding 1 to 6 months. /
Explored through cotinine test etc.) or explored CTU as current daily usage as per individual
study definition.

Exclusion Criteria were: 1. Studies including secondary data (i.e., studies utilizing GATS survey
data, NFHS data etc.) the rationale behind this was that we tried to highlight the dissimilarities
between Nationalized surveys and regionally representative studies, so we omitted studies that
have used nationalized survey data for analysis. 2. Unpublished studies and grey literature
because of anticipated insufficiency in reporting data. 3. Studies conducted on any hospital-based
or institutionalized population (Outpatient based, Prisons, mental health facilities, etc.) 4. Studies
conducted solely on any specific subset of the population or only enrolled participants with any
specific attribute (e.g., studies enrolling only one gender, studies on industrial/ construction
workers, slum populations, etc.) to avoid unduly skew in usage statistics.

Study selection

Title screening was done to identify the studies matching the inclusion criteria by two reviewers
(DB & SP) independently. Further included studies were imported to Mendeley Reference
Manager version (2.77.0) for identifying duplicates. Disagreements if any between the reviewers
were resolved through discussion by involving another reviewer RT. Abstract screening of the
identified studies was done. The full text was retrieved for selected abstracts and was
subsequently reviewed for eligibility and sufficiency of data. A total of thirteen studies were
included. The exclusion of the studies was done based on methodological mismatch and
predefined criteria and definitions.

Data extraction

The data extraction form was created in Microsoft® Excel® 2019 MSO (Version 2209 Build
16.0.15629.20152), enlisting information on 1. First author details 2. Publication year 3. Study
type & setting 4. Administrative zones, 5. The age range of the population involved 6. sample
size 7. CTU 8. Types of tobacco usage (smokeless vs. smoke form) 9. Gender-wise tobacco
usage statistics as available in some studies.

Data extraction was conducted by (DB& SP) and was subsequently reviewed by RT.
Quality assessment

All the finally selected articles were assessed using the NIH quality assessment tool. Each
question relevant to included study designs with a satisfactory answer was awarded a score of
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one, otherwise zero. Questions that were not relevant to the studies were not included and were
not counted in the denominator to calculate an individual score. Two reviewers SP & DB in
consensus with RT resolved any disagreement about quality assessment. The complete NIH tool
can be found on the nhlbi.nih.gov website.[16]

Data synthesis and analysis

The main outcome of the review was the prevalence of CTU among the general Indian
population irrespective of age group, which was described as a proportion with lower and upper
confidence limits.

R-studio (version 4.1.3, 2022; The R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria )[17]
was used for conducting the Meta-analysis. A dedicated command package for meta-analysis of
single proportions: “Metaprop (R documentation.org was used)” Extracted data was utilized to
calculate the standard error (SE) of proportions of tobacco usage. The formula used is depicted
below.[18, 19]

SE=+(P x (1—P) /n), P =tobacco usage in proportions, n = population size [20]

For pooling proportions, a random effect inverse variance method was used which involves the
calculation of weighted average using SE, to be supplied to the data frame for the meta prop
package in the R-studio. The justification for using a random effect model relates to the fact that
a significant amount of study-level heterogeneity in terms of the research population, location,
and methodology was anticipated during the study selection and finalization. Heterogeneity was
assessed through 12 statistics (<25%- Mild, 25-75%- Moderate, >75%- High heterogeneity)[21]
and we calculated the prediction interval, which is the range within which we can forecast with
95% certainty that the true prevalence of tobacco usage estimate in a future study will fall.[22]
Subgroup analysis was performed based on the year of the study and administrative zones, and
gender. The variable year of the study was divided into two groups based on GATS 2 survey
conduction year. GATS 2 in 2016 — 2017 assessed tobacco usage amongst the Indian population.
So, in our review, we have grouped selected studies in Pre-GATS 2 (2010 — 2015) & 2016 —
2022 periods. Univariate meta-regression was conducted to explore the reason for heterogeneity
on the same aforementioned variables. Publication bias was assessed using a Funnel plot by
plotting arcsine transformed proportion on the x-axis against sample sizes on the y-axis.
Evidence shows that for proportional/ prevalence meta-analysis plotting transformed proportions
vs sample size is a better method to assess publication bias.[23] Further asymmetry of the plot
was also tested using Egger’s test where a p-value <0.05 was considered statistically
significant.[24] We also evaluated the sensitivity of our overall CTU estimate using leave-one-
out analysis, which recalculates the effect estimate by eliminating one study at a time and
collating the results in a forest plot. This allows us to see the variation in pooled estimates and, as
a result, the stability.[25]
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Results

Out of 3803 studies identified through digital databases search, 13 studies matched the inclusion
criteria. A complete flowchart adhering to the PRISMA/ MOOSE statement for stepwise
selection and inclusion of studies has been presented in Figure 1.

[Figure 1 about here]

Characteristics of the studies included

The thirteen studies included a total of 64591 participants from urban, rural, and mixed settings.
The median sample size of included studies was 1635, with IQR being 887 (Q1) — 6864 (Q3).
Eight of the included 13 studies were carried out between 2010 and 2015, while the remaining
five were conducted between 2016 and 2022. There were three studies each from the country's
north and south zones, as well as two studies from each of the northeast, central, and east zones.
We could find only one study based on our inclusion criteria from the west zone. Gender-specific
stratified data were available in nine of the thirteen studies included.

Table 1 depicts the complete study characteristics including study design, settings, population,
age groups, Overall & type specific CTU estimate, etc.

Quality assessment

The mean NIH quality assessment score for the included studies (n=13) was 81.70 with a
standard deviation of 16.62. Eleven studies scored more than or equal to 75% and were graded as
methodologically good following the scoring classification used by Sommer et al in their
study.[26] One study was deemed "fair," while another was deemed "poor,” with a minimum
score of 37.5. Figure 2 depicts the complete quality scoring for each study.

Prevalence of tobacco usage

The overall pooled estimate of any type of CTU among the Indian population of any age group
was 35.25% (Cl 25.27 - 45.92, 1> = 99.7, P-value < 0.001) with a prediction interval between
3.19-78.74. (Figure 3)

Subgroup analysis in terms of CTU in different administrative zones in India revealed the highest
usage in the Eastern part of the country with an estimated 55.43% (CI1 37.86 — 72.32, 1> = 95%, p-
vale <0.01), followed by 51.88% (CI 34.88 — 68.66, 1> = 99%, p-vale <0.01) in North-Eastern
zone. The lowest CTU was noted in the Southern zone of the country with an estimate of 21.36%
(C119.88 — 23.36, 12 = 87%%, p-vale <0.01). A CTU of 30.03 and 35.75% were estimated in the
central and northern zones respectively. (Supplementary material 1; figure 1)

Stratified analysis based on gender and type of CTU was done. The overall prevalence pooled
from nine studies for any form of CTU noted amongst males was 54.13% (Cl 43.56 - 64.51, 1% =
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99.7, P-value < 0.01), whereas in females the estimated prevalence was 15.08% (CI 6.37 - 26.60,
12 = 99.8%, p-value < 0.01). (Supplementary material 1; Figure 2)

Data on the use of smoke and smokeless tobacco was provided in nine and ten out of thirteen
studies, respectively. The pooled usage of smokeless tobacco from 10 articles was estimated to
be 20.89% (CI 11.59 - 32.07, 12 = 99.8%, p-value < 0.001), whereas data from nine studies
revealed a tobacco smoking prevalence of 18.91% (CI 13.30 - 25.24, 12 = 99.7%, p-value <
0.01). (Figure 4(A), & (B)).

Further, pooled CTU estimates from eight studies conducted between 2016 and 2022
were 44.38% (Cl 30.57 - 58.64, 12 = 99.8%, p-value = 0.001), whereas estimates from five
studies conducted between 2010 and 2015 were 21.82% (CI 19.70 - 24.02, 12 = 96%, p-value =
0.001). (Supplementary material 1; Figure 3)

[Figures 2, 3, 4 about here]

According to the test of subgroup differences, there were statistically significant subgroup effects
for variables: administrative zone, study year, and gender, with p-values for subgroup
differences, reported as < 0.0001, 0.001, and < 0.0001 respectively, Table 2). Further Univariate
Meta-regression analysis revealed a significant p-value for the moderator variable: year of study
and gender (0.009, < 0.0001 respectively). However, there was still unexplained heterogeneity
within each subgroup after subgroup analysis. (Table 2) As the uneven distribution of studies
and inherent heterogeneity majorly contributed to this review, therefore this analysis may not be
able to identify differences among subgroups.

[Table 1 about here]
Sensitivity Analysis

We performed a leave-one-out analysis to confirm the stability of the overall CTU estimate,
which inferred that no single study had a substantial influence on the findings, with the pooled
CTU estimate ranging between 32.96 and 37.32 (95% ClIs between 23.39 and 48.06). The I2
index constantly ranged between 99.8% and 99.9%. (Figure 5(A))

Publication bias

Subjective evaluation of the funnel plot revealed mild asymmetry; however, Egger’s regression
test was conducted which elicited a P value of 0.80, indicating the absence of publication bias.
(Figure 5(B))

[Figures 5 about here]
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Discussion

Our analysis showed that the overall pooled estimate of CTU among Indians from 2010 to 2022
was 35.25%, with the East (55.43%) and North-East (51.88%) zones having the highest
prevalence.

According to the WHO-Global Health Observatory report in 2010 CTU in South Asian countries
was 37.3% whereas it declined to 27% in 2020. Our nationalized estimate on current overall
usage (35.25%) drawn from literature through 2010 — 2022, fares well against the WHO data,
which estimates an overall current usage of 27.2% in India in 2020.[27] Subgroup analysis in the
current review shows that before the GATS 2 survey in the period of 2010 to 2015 pooled
estimate of CTU in India was 21.82%, whereas in the 2016 - 2022 period it had a considerable
increase to 44.38%. However, as per National Family Health Survey 5 (NFHS-5, 2019 - 2020)
data, usage of any form of tobacco was estimated as 27.3% among Indian adults,[28] similarly
GATS 2 survey (2016 -2017) indicates an overall usage of 28.6% in India.[29] One of the
probable reasons for the extreme variation between our 2016 - 2022 CTU prevalence and
nationalized survey estimates is the non-uniform representation of studies from different
administrative zones in the same period, moreover selected studies in the 2016 — 22 period were
mostly from two high CTU prevalence zones i.e. North-east & East.

The other reason behind our increased pooled estimate in 2016 - 22 period (44.38%) in
comparison with recent national-level surveys (GATS 2 estimate — 28.6% [29]) is aligned with
the fact that multiple studies have cited the stark difference between the reports from national
surveys versus regional level estimates.[10, 30, 31] Moreover, if we look at the current NFHS-5
state-level data, there are estimates of tobacco usage amongst men as high as around 72% in
Mizoram with a median usage of 39.8 (Range 56) amongst all the states and union territories.[30,
32, 33] Though more studies from different zones are needed to attain a more robust nationalized
estimate, our meta-analysis draws data from small-scale regional studies across all of India
thereby taking into account the region-specific variations.

Our estimation of any kind of CTU amongst Indian men was 54.13% between 2010 to 2022,
which is placed at a higher level than the reported 46% average prevalence of tobacco use among
males in the South East Asian Region in 2020.[5] Similarly, GATS-2 survey data revealed usage
of 42.4% amongst Indian males.[29] A study published by Sreeramareddy et al. in 2014
estimated the prevalence of tobacco usage in any form amongst Indian men to be 36.8%.[34]
They borrowed cross-sectional data from nationally representative surveys which again justifies
our estimate taking into account being more regionally representative and being drawn from 12-
year-long evidence. More recent reports gathering data from NFHS 2" 39 and 4" rounds
revealed that in 2015 — 2016 prevalence of tobacco usage amongst Indian males was 27.3%,
which dropped from 36.81% as estimated during the 2005 — 2016 period.[31]

As per reports, approximately 22% and 9% of women in developed and developing countries,
respectively, are daily smokers.[35] In terms of tobacco usage among women in India, GATS-2
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and NFHS-5 survey data report 9% and 14.2%, respectively. In this review, CTU among Indian
women was estimated to be moderately high at 15.08%. A study on national survey data by Goel
et al. found a 5-year doubling rate of women smoking prevalence in India. (In 2010 2.9%, up
from 1.4% in 2005).[36] An increase has also been noted in recent NFHS data concerning GATS
2 data. Even in rural India tobacco usage among women has increased by 4.16% in the last 5
years.[37]

Further, we estimated CTU in SLT and smoke form to be around 20.89 and 18.91% respectively
in India during the 2010 — 2022 periods. GATS 2 survey reports a similar 21.4% prevalence of
SLT usage in Indian adults, whereas usage in smoke form (10.7%) was lesser than our
estimate.[29] Furthermore, our estimate of SLT usage is in line with a meta-analysis conducted
by Naznin et al. 2020 which was conducted using evidence from publications up until February
2019 and was exclusive to the use of SLT in Bangladesh and India. They utilized regional
studies as well as studies and reports based on secondary data, and nationalized surveys.
According to the study, the pooled prevalence of SLT usage was 25% and 22%, respectively.[38]

In this review, there is a wide disparity between our overall CTU estimate (35.25%) and
individual SLT or smoke form usage estimate. Though our SLT/ smoke form usage estimate
aligns well with recent nationalized survey reports, we acknowledge that the inadequacy of
tobacco type-specific usage data among included studies may have underestimated our tobacco
type-specific estimates. (i.e., only nine and ten studies respectively had SLT & smoke-tobacco
type-specific usage estimates, further, some studies which otherwise reported higher overall
CTU, did not provide type-specific data and thereby had to be excluded while estimating the
pulled prevalence of tobacco type-specific usage.)

Strength

In addition to estimating overall CTU among the adult general population in India, we presented
prediction intervals that account for between-study heterogeneity. Even though the interval
reported in this analysis is extremely broad (3.19 - 78.74), it gives light on the likelihood of
another future study reporting a CTU nearing the upper confidence limit among similar regional
populations.[39, 40]

GATS being a nationwide survey had some methodological concerns like under-sampling in
high tobacco-consuming states based on Census 2011, representation of institutionalized
population and migrants as GATS being a survey on household population, etc.[41] This review
is a comprehensive evidence synthesis from diverse original studies across India.

The novelty of this report lies in including different study populations belonging to different
administrative zonal locations and helps to achieve pooled estimates while accounting for those
variations. The inclusion of pooled tobacco usage data from different zonal locations is
beneficial to the policymakers as this provides a better picture of the tobacco usage burden at
local sites which remains under-presented through existing national-level surveys.[10, 11]
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Limitations

Though we searched PubMed, Scopus, Science Direct, CINAHL and Google Scholar
systematically and meticulously, we acknowledge that we may have missed a few potential
studies that could be found in other digital databases.

The results of this study, however, should be interpreted with the limitations in mind, which
include high heterogeneity due to differences in sampling, as well as the use of different
definitions for current tobacco users across each included study. In terms of extrapolation of
results in the broader population, our inclusion criteria were homogenous, though heterogeneity
between studies exists in terms of individual study’s methodological differences, which may
restrict some generalizability. We were unable to provide age and socioeconomic stratum-
specific stratified CTU estimates due to the lack of extractable data in several included studies.
We have not considered the quantity or duration of consumption, but instead presented estimates
based on current/daily tobacco use.

Another major limitation of this review is that due to the unavailability of data we could not
show representative estimates on CTU among transgender, intersex, and other non-binary
identities, who were regarded as ‘Other gender’ than binary male/ female format in the last 2011
census in India. Keeping in mind, that around 30 lakhs (3 million) third gender population lives
in India, future studies should explore the extent of tobacco usage among the population.

Conclusion

Despite advances in Tobacco control efforts, its consumption continues to be a public health
threat. In all administrative zones of India usage of Tobacco was prevalent, especially in East
and North East regions coming at the top. Usage among women has also been seeing an
increasing trend across the country with a slow or almost plateaued descent amongst men. These
demand reinforcement in the form of institutional prevention programs, more aggressive risk
communication, education, and most importantly, stringent national and regional policy
enforcement. Further, this review highlights the need for more regionally representative studies
alongside nationalized surveys to achieve more robust usage estimates.
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Table 1: Characteristics of the studies included in the review

Author name Study Overall Tobacco user Types Tobacco
ke Conduction Sy Sy study area Sl Population M| EDEE Tobaccé
no Year, Type region y Setting P range | size Male | Female | SLT | Smoke | Both
Year Users
References
Assam,
Oswal et al. Cross- | North Nagaland | Village/ | General | <25-
1 2021[40] 2021 sectional | east and Rural | Population | >65 1400 603 a4 156 375 211 17
Meghalaya
Urban,
Chockalingam Cross- Semi- General 15 -
2 etal. 2011 sectional South Chennai urban Population | > 65 7510 1604 | 1407 | 197 589 | 1015 _
2013[41] and P =
rural
Rautela et al. Cross- Shrikot, General 20 -
3 2016 2016 sectional | " | Uttarakhand | Rurdl Population | > 60 155 20 N NA ! 13 N
i Urban
Srivastava et Cross- Uttar General
4 al. 2022[42] 2018 sectional Central Pradesh ri?gl Population >15 1 1461 736 566 170 31l 543 N
.. Urban
Giri et al. Cross- Nort General 15-
5 2021[43] 2019 sectional | east Assam Rf;al Population | > 65 5000 3028 | 1835 | 1193 | 3028 | NA -
Hasan et al. Cross- Uttar General | >18 -
6 2020[44] 2017 sectional North Pradesh Rural Population | > 60 6218 3884 | 3753 | 131 | 2669 | 1913 -
Gorakhpur
Cross- o Urban
Agrawal et. . district, General 15-
7 al. 2013[45] 2012 sectional | North Uttar & Population | 60 1635 394 -- -- 299 267 -
study Rural
Pradesh
. Cross- Urban
g | Koothatietal | o5 | coctional | South | Telangana | & | CeMeral | 16- 1 o0y | 750 | 554 | 106 | 334 | 320 | 96
2017[46] study Rural Population | 75
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Author name Stud Overall Tobacco user Types Tobacco
Sl | & Publication y Study Study Study . Age | sample :
Conduction . study area . Population ; Tobacco
no Year, Type region Setting range | size Male | Female | SLT | Smoke | Both
Year Users
References
. Cross-
Kumari et al . Rohtak, General 15-
9 2020[47] 2014 se;ﬂg;al North Haryana Urban Population | 64 1440 328 321 7 -- -- --
Cross- Urban
10 SSBTS[ZET I 2016-17 | sectional | South kerela & PSeL?IZ;?(I)n 16% 12012 | 2438 - - - - -
study Rural P
pp | Kaharetal. | 2010- sg:rt?gzal West | Gujarat | Rural | CEMeral | 18-} oagna | 4365 | 3988 | 377 | 2257 | 3398 | NA
2016[49] 2015 Sty ! Population | > 55
Giri et Cross- General
12 2017 sectional East Odisha Rural . > 40 233 150 -- -- -- -- --
al.2019[50] Population
study
Bhattacharya Cross- Kolkata, Urban/ General
13 et al. 2018 sectional | East West Rural | Population >15 374 174 140 34 76 98
2020[51] study Bengal P
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Table 2: Subgroup analysis based on Gender, administrative zones, and Study conduction year

Meta-regression

Heterogeneity

No. Of CTU
Studies (prevalence) 95% ClI P- Value P- Value | p-value of Test of
(n) P 1% (%) Subgroup
difference
Based on Female 9 15.08 6.37 — 26.66 99.8 <0.01
Gender <0.0001 < 0.0001
(N=9) Male 9 54.13 43.56 — 64.51 99.7 <0.01
East 2 55.43 37.86 - 72.32 94.7
South 3 21.60 19.88 — 23.36 86.8 <0.01
Geographic North 3 35.75 13.43 -61.99 99.6
zones <0.0001
(N=13) West 1 18.22 17.74 - 18.71 0.17 - -
North-east 2 51.88 34.88 - 68.66 99.3
<0.01
Central 2 30.03 2.75-70.20 99.0
Based on 2010 - 2015 5 21.82 19.70 — 24.20 96.0 <0.01
Study
Conduction 0.01 <0.01
Year 2016 - 2022 8 44.38 30.57 - 58.64 99.8 <0.001
(N=13)
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Figure Legends:
Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart for selection and inclusion of studiesin the review

Figure 2: Quality assessment of included studies through NIH Quality assessment tool (Y =
Y ed/ satisfactory, N = No/ absence, CD = Cannot determine)

Figure 3: Forest Plot- overall current tobacco usage among general Indian population between
period 2010 — 2022

Figure 4. Forest Plot- overall current usage of (A) Smoke form, (B) smokeless form among
genera Indian population in the period of 2010 — 2022

Figure 5: (A) Leave-one-out analysis establishing senstivity of overall CTU estimate; (B)
Assessment of publication bias- funnel plot

Figures
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= 4 Publication Year:
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— X 4 For Google Scholar, articles were sorted
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£ #Studies excluded: 229
< Duplicates removed — 28 % Not relevant with current review: 47
Total articles underwent full text Screening for % No free full text available: 3
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L. Enrolled subset population; single gender: 17
J > TI.  Hospital/ out-patient based studies & Enrolled
— f population with specific attribute (slum/ industrial or
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Figure 1: PRISMA flowchart for selection and inclusion of studiesin the review
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Clarity D dent
arity Uniform/ Independent epencen Potential
on Clearly . . variables _ . Quality
h ified/ Participation standard Sample | variables clearly lear] confounding (Good!
researc specifi clearly 00
NIH Assessment criteria p rate at least recruitment size defined/ Y variables
question | defined study ) L . defined/ . Fair/
. 50% criteras justified uniformly . adjustment
or population ) uniformly Poor)
L followed applied ) done
objective applied
Agrawal et. al. 2013 Y Y CD Y Y Y Y Good
Bhattacharya et al. 2020 Y CD Y Y
Chockalingam et al. 2013 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Giri et al. 2021 Y Y Y Y Y
Giri et al.2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Hasan et al. 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y
Kahar et al. 2016 Y Y Y Y Y Y
Koothati et al 2017 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Kumari et al 2020 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Good
Oswal et al. 2021 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Good
Rautela et al. 2016 Y Y CD Y Y Y Y Y Good
Sarma et al 2019 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Good
Srivastava et al. 2022 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Good

Figure 2: Quality assessment of included studies through NIH Quality assessment tool (Y = Yes/
satisfactory, N = No/ absence, CD = cannot determine)

First Author &

Publication Year Current Tobacco Usage/n(CTU) 95% C.I.  weight

Oswal et al. 2021 43.07 [40.46; 45.71] 7.7%

Giri et al. 2021 60.56 [59.19; 61.92] 7.7%

Srivastava et al. 2022 50.38 [47.78; 52.97] 7.7% :
Bhattacharya et al. 2020 46.52 [41.38; 51.72] 7.6% L
Hasan et al. 2020 62.46 [61.25; 63.67] 7.7% :
Sarma et al 2019 20.30 [19.58; 21.03] 7.8% :

Giri et al.2019 64.38 [57.86; 70.52] 7.6% —
Rautela et al. 2016 12.90 [8.06;19.22] 75% =
Kumari et al 2020 22.78 [20.63; 25.03] 7.7%

Agrawal et. al. 2013 24.10 [22.04; 26.25] 7.7%

Koothati et al 2017 23.44 [21.98; 24.94] 7.7%

Chockalingam et al. 2013 21.36 [20.44, 22.30] 7.7%

Kahar et al. 2016 18.22 [17.74, 18.72] 7.8%

Random effect estimate 35.25 [25.27; 45.92] 100.0% i
Prediction interval [3.19; 78.74]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 100%, T° = 0.0398, X2, = 7946.00 (p = 0) ‘ ' ' ' ' '
0 20 40 60 80 100
Proportion

Figure 3: Forest Plot- overall current tobacco usage among general Indian population between
period 2010 — 2022
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First Author & usage of "
s : First Author & usage of
Publication Year smoke form  95% C.l.  weight (A) Publication Year smokeless form  95%C..  weight (B)
Oswal et al. 2021 16.29  [14.39;18.33] 11.2% Oswal et al. 2021 28.00 [25.66; 30.43] 10.0%
Srivastava et al. 2022 3717  [34.68;39.70) 11.2% : Giri etal. 2021 6056  [50.19;6192) 101%
Bhattacharya etal. 2020 2620  [21.82;30.97] 10.8% — Srivastava et al, 2022 2129 [19.21;2348] 10.0%
Hasan et al. 2020 3077 [29.62;31.93] 11.3% Bhatiacharyaetal. 2020 2032 [1636,2476] 99% =
Rautela et al. 2016 839  [454;13.92] 10.1% 285?'} E‘tﬁ'-f%gs ‘{‘25922 lﬁgg 4;&;13711 190-7102‘1
i autela et al. % .09, 3. . &=
o i tie [agh el cLen Agravial et al. 2013 1829 (1644 20.25] 10.0%
Koothati et al 2017 1300 [11.8514.21] 11.3% pirdats 5 S 1ie) Giic
Chockalingametal. 2013 1352  [1275,14.31) 11.3% | ol o e 0l
: ' e : Chockalingam et al. 2013 7.84 [7.24; 847 101%
Kahar et al. 2016 1419 [13.75,14.63] 11.4% Kahar et al. 2016 042 [9.06. 9.80] 10.1%
Random effect estimate 1891  [13.30; 25.24] 100.0% <& Random effect estimate 20.89 [11.59; 32.07] 100.0% ===
Prediction interval [ 2,57; 45.34] —_— Prediction interval [0.00; 68.04] —
Heterogeneity: I* = 99%, 1% = 00134, x? = 1256.00 (p < 0.01) T T T T T 1 Heterogeneily: I* = 100%, 7" = 0.0419, y; = 8424.21 (p = 0) —r T T 1 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
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Figure 4: Forest Plot- overall current usage of (A) Smoke form, (B) smokeless form among
general Indian population in the period of 2010 — 2022

Study Omitted by Current Tobacco Usage Events per 100 [=]
Author & Pub. Year (CTU) ohservations 95% C.I. § - =
o
Omitting Rautela et al. 2016 37.32 — [27.17; 48.08] i
Omitting Kahar et al. 2016 36.82 —— [26.32; 47.98] ~
Omitting Sarma et al 2019 36.60 —— [26.01; 47.90] 5
Omitting Chockalingam et al. 2013 36.50 —— [25.86; 47.84] E -
Omitting Kumari et al 2020 36.35 —— [25.67;47.77] \ 2
Omitting Koothati et al 2017 36.29 — [25.59; 47.73] % 9 °
Omitting Agrawal et. al. 2013 36.23 —=— [2551;47.69] £
Omitting Oswal et al. 2021 34.60 —— [23.94; 46.12] g
Omitting Bhattacharya et al. 2020 34.34 —— [23.79; 45.74] 8] ] L
Omitting Srivastava et al. 2022 34.02 —— [23.62; 45.27] 3 .'
Omitting Giri et al. 2021 33.20 —— [23.40; 43.81] ° :
Omitting Hasan et al. 2020 33.05 —— [23.39; 43.49] & - P
Omitting Giri et al.2019 32.96 —— [23.41; 43.28] = . I- . o I L ‘ I
Random effects model 35.25 : : -‘[-— i ) ‘ [25.27; 45.92] -3 -2 -1 0 1 2
0 20 40 60 80 100 5 <
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Figure5: (A) Leave-one-out analysis establishing sengitivity of overall CTU estimate; (B)
Assessment of publication bias- funnel plot
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