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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of the raise of cigarette prices by KRW 2,000
at the beginning of 2015 on the change in smoking behavior among male office workers, and to analyze the
correlation of various factors including their work behaviors and socio-economic factors with their smoking rate.

Methods: In this research, a follow-up observation panel was constituted with 420 smokers as targets from
among male office workers at a bank located in Daegu, South Korea. A cross-analysis and ANOVA analysis
were carried out in order to examine whether changes in smoking status, amount of smoking, stop-smoking
motivation, and reasons for smoking cessation failure after the passage of time since the cigarette price hike were
statistically significant. The level of statistical significance was P <0.05.

Results: After the cigarette price hike, among the 420 smokers who were the target of the panel the rate of
smoking cessation declined at the time-point of the survey to 15.5%, 12.4%, 8.5%, and 5.7% after one month,
three months, six months, and 12 months, respectively. As a result of a follow-up observation of 65 smokers who
stopped smoking immediately after the price hike, the actual non-smoking rate declined to 15.5%, 8.3%, 4.4%,
and 3.1% after one month, three months, six months, and 12 months, respectively. One (1) year after the cigarette
price hike, the non-smoking rate among the 420 smokers reached as low as 3.1% (13 persons). The most
important reason for the failure of the attempts to quit smoking was stress for more than 60% of the smokers
who attempted to stop.

Conclusions: It seems that a powerful anti-smoking policy by the state targeting the nation’s workers is
necessary. For companies, mediation for workers’ job stress can become a strategy for the success of non-
smoking attempts. The government seems to require a practical policy to reduce the smoking rate by actively
carrying out social, economic, and scientific research to come up with a reduction method for the cigarette
hazard, an effective price hike policy, and other non-price policies.
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Table 1. General characteristics of study subjects (N=420) ° 64(15.2%), 400~500%k] mIeko] 37 (8.8%),
k2] o]Alo ™ (76%)°] 2]
Variable Categories N % 5007kl ©l7del 3198 (76%)°1 %A (Table 1).
20-29 17 4.0 ~ ~
30-39 100 23.8 2. AlZHE3to] III'%_ E00{F U FAME] Y5}
Age 40-49 229 54.5 7H % UIE F 4208 T 659 (15.5%)°] =
> 50 74 17.7 AP N Fole 3080 AFAS AFloH
~ High school 160 38.1 177801 AEA %‘?ig sl 521 (12.4%)0] S
Ed;’ecva;“m College / University 252 60.0 Btk 1Y 5 2AIME 528% 2830 A5
Graduate school 8 1.9 S 129 0] FAste] 368 (8.5%)°] FALENA
Income,  300-399 64 152 ok R ER] 1270 & AP E S84 F 178
ten thousand 400-499 37 8.8 o] A stAem sHol AEA FdS 3l 24
wor 2500 319 760 H(5.7%)°] SIS St 1Y F 29
Total 420 1000 &2 15.5%4 1kl 5.7%7H] Aafen &
(14.12.20-31) (“15.1.25-31) (‘15.3.25-31) (‘15.6.25-30) (*16.12.20-31)
Keep Keep Keep Keep
) 338 356 ; 379 .
Smoking Smoking —»| Smoking |——» Smoking
355 368 384 396
(84.5%) (87.6%) (91.5%) (94.3%)
Smokers Quit Quit Quit
420 smoking smoking smoking
i 170 o 110
smoking (4.1%) (4.1%) (2.6%)
65 35 Quit* 19 Quit* 13 Quit*
(15.5%) smoking » smoking » smoking
35 19 13
(8.3%) (4.4%) (3.1%)

Fig. 1. Variation of smoking satus with the lapse of time after the price increase.
*The bottom line of the quit smoking is the target of continuously stopping smoking during the duration of the study.
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Table 2. Price Hike as Occasion for Non-smoking and Change in Amount of Smoking as Time Passed

Person (%)

Price Increase as Occasion

Change in Amount of Smoking

Month for Change in .Amount of  Quit smoking Same Increased Total
Smoking or Reduced
! Yes 128(84.2) 24(15.8) 0(0.0) 152(100.0)
No 73(36.1) 126(62.4) 3(1.5) 202(100.0)
3 Yes 108(82.4) 23(17.6) 0(0.0) 131(100.0)
No 68(28.9) 159(67.7) 8(3.4) 235(100.0)
6 Yes 100(78.1) 28(21.9) 0(0.0) 128(100.0)
No 60(24.2) 181(73.0) 7(2.8) 248(100.0)
1 Yes 102(77.9) 29(22.1) 0(0.0) 131(100.0)
No 77(29.7) 175(67.6) 7(2.7) 259(100.0)

Table 3. Stop-smoking Motivation Based on Time Passed

Person (%)

Time Passed after Price Increase (Month)

Quit-smoking motivation I p ) P*
Cigarette price increase 70(25.4) 2(22.0) 3(10.7) 3(10.6)
New Year’s resolution 38(13.3) 0(0.0) 9(32.4) 11(39.4)
Health concern 147(52.5) 7(78.0) 16(57.2) 14(50.0) 0.002
Inconvenience caused by no smokin;
arca designation Y & 25898 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Total** 280(100.0) 9(100.0) 28(100.0) 28(100.0)
*X2-test

**Non-respondents excluded

http://www.kseh.org/

J Environ Health Sci 2017; 43(1): 64-70



68 ZX|

r

C A

AA

Table 4. Reason for Non-smoking Failure Based on Time Passed

Person (%)

Time Passed after Price Increase (Month)

Reason for past failure pP*
1 6 12
Withdrawal symptoms 25(12.5) 34(13.3) 35(12.2) 35(12.5)
Stress 125(62.5) 161(63.1) 184(64.1) 178(63.4)
Drinking session (Dining, etc.) 47(23.5) 51(20.0) 58(20.2) 58(20.7) 0.959
Weight increase 0(0.0) 2(0.8) 4(1.4) 4(1.4)
Others 3(1.5) 7(2.8) 6(2.1) 6(2.2)
Total** 200(100.0) 255(100.0) 287(100.0) 281(100.0)
*X2-test
**Non-respondents excluded
200 THOE 197 Avigoey e A5t Ay
—~~Withdrawal skt AEFA AFAbe 58ARY] 59 A%
150 __ symvtoms 2 sfefall= GSAW Aole] FAGH Wels} o
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100 Brinking occasions 2 Aol Foldh ARAEA SRk 4209 F 2
—Weight increase A ZAIA F12lEke] ARell= 3217(76.5%)
% o obes ol A7%e I3l FAL AL dPor 419
(9.8%)y HHl7k4 ooz FA8 AL UM
° 1 3 6 12 ok b QY & 1g, 3%1, 64, 129 2AA

Fig. 2. Reason for Quit-smoking Based on Time Passed.
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