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ABSTRACT 1 

Graphic warning labels (GWLs) on cigarette packs are widely employed to communicate smoking-related 2 

health risks. Most GWLs elicit high emotional arousal. Our recent study showed lower efficacy of high-3 

arousal GWLs than low-arousal ones during 4 weeks of naturalistic exposure. Here, we conducted a 4 

secondary analysis to investigate the delayed effects of GWLs on smoking severity after the end of the 4-5 

week exposure. In 112 adult smokers (56 high-arousal, 56 low-arousal), there was a significant reduction 6 

in the number of cigarettes smoked per day (CPD) from immediately post-exposure to 4 weeks post-7 

exposure. The high-arousal and low-arousal groups did not differ in CPD reduction. Our study suggests 8 

lasting impact of GWLs on smoking behavior. The finding may be particularly relevant to the high-9 

arousal GWLs, whose efficacy is not as pronounced during direct and continuous exposure. 10 
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INTRODUCTION 1 

Graphic cigarette warning labels (GWLs) are employed in over 100 countries to communicate smoking-2 

related health hazards. The US legislation has also mandated GWLs, but so far the FDA has been unable 3 

to overcome courts’ skepticism about GWLs’ effectiveness 1 2. Most GWLs feature aversive graphics that 4 

elicit strong emotional reaction (ER) 3. The level of aversiveness has been a key obstacle to GWL 5 

adoption in the US 1. Our prior studies show that high-ER GWLs are better remembered 4 but less 6 

effective than low-ER GWLs in reducing smoking under naturalistic conditions 5. High-ER GWLs may 7 

trigger maladaptive processes, such as distress 6, avoidance 7, and reactance 8, that attenuate their efficacy. 8 

We hypothesized that discontinuing GWLs after chronic exposure may allow smokers to recover from 9 

such immediate counterproductive processes while still benefiting from the retained memory of the 10 

warnings. Here, we performed a secondary analysis 5 to investigate smoking behavior change four weeks 11 

after the completion of a month-long exposure to GWLs in a cohort of US smokers. 12 

 13 

METHODS 14 

168 adult smokers were exposed to high-ER (n=84) or low-ER (n=84) GWLs for four weeks and received 15 

weekly supply of cigarettes during weeks 0–4 5. Cigarette packages dispensed in week 0 had the current 16 

Surgeon General’s text-only warning, and those in weeks 1–4 carried experimental GWLs developed by 17 

the FDA 9. The number of cigarettes smoked per day (CPD) was measured before (week 0), during 18 

(weeks 1–3), immediately after (week 4), and four weeks after (week 8) the end of GWL exposure. A 19 

generalized estimating equation model examined the effects of group (high-ER vs. low-ER), time (week 4 20 

vs. 8), and group×time interaction on CPD while controlling for week 0. The study protocol was approved 21 

by the University of Pennsylvania Institutional Review Board. See Shi, et al. 5 and the Supplementary 22 

Information for additional details on the methods. 23 
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RESULTS 1 

CPD at week 4 and 8 was assessed in 123 and 112 participants, respectively. Participant characteristics2 

summarized in Table S1. The group×time interaction was not significant (χ²(1)=0.11, p=0.74). There w3 

significant main effects of group (high-ER vs. low-ER, log10-transformed mean±standard 4 

error=1.00±0.02 vs. 0.95±0.02, χ²(1)=5.12, p=0.023) and time (week 4 vs. 8, 1.02±0.01 vs. 0.93±0.025 

χ²(1)=10.52, p=0.001) (see Figure 1). Alternative approaches to handling missing data yielded similar6 

results (see the Supplementary Information). 7 

 8 

 9 

Figure 1. Significant reduction in the number of cigarettes smoked per day from week 4 to week 8. 10 

Abbreviation: ER, emotion reaction. 11 

 12 

DISCUSSION 13 

We found decreased smoking severity at the 8-week timepoint, i.e., four weeks after the end of a mont14 

long GWL exposure. This effect may reflect successful assimilation of warning information through 15 

learning and memory during GWL exposure, leading to tangible behavior change in the long run 10. Th16 

lack of group×time interaction indicates comparable smoking reduction after high-ER and low-ER GW17 

exposure. However, the finding may be particularly relevant to high-ER GWLs, which are less effectiv18 

than low-ER ones during direct and continuous exposure 5. While the mechanisms underlying such 19 
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disparity require further investigation 6-8, our finding suggests that intermittent rather than continuous 1 

exposure of smokers to high-ER GWLs may improve their efficacy.  2 
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