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Abstract

:

Background: Although higher socioeconomic status (SES) indicators such as educational attainment are linked with health behaviors, the Blacks’ Diminished Return theory posits that the protective effects of SES are systemically smaller for Blacks than Whites. Aims: To explore the Black/White differences in the association between education and smoking. Methods: This cross-sectional study used the Health Information National Trends Survey (HINTS) 2017 (n = 3217). HINTS is a national survey of American adults. The current analysis included 2277 adults who were either Whites (n = 1868; 82%) or Blacks (n = 409; 18%). The independent variable was educational attainment, and the dependent variables were ever and current (past 30-day) smoking. Demographic factors (age and gender) were covariates. Race was the focal moderator. Results: In the pooled sample, higher educational attainment was associated with lower odds of ever and current smoking. Race interacted with the effects of higher educational attainment on current smoking, suggesting a stronger protective effect of higher education against current smoking for Whites than Blacks. Race did not interact with the effect of educational attainment on odds of ever smoking. Conclusions: In line with previous research in the United States, education is more strongly associated with health and health behaviors in Whites than Blacks. Smaller protective effects of education on health behaviors may be due to the existing racism across institutions such as the education system and labor market.
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1. Introduction


1.1. Background


Smoking is the top cause of death in the US [1]. About 15.5% of all adults (17.5% of males and 13.5% of females) are current smokers [2], which is about 37.8 million people [3]. In the US, cigarette smoking causes more than 480,000 deaths annually, which is 1300 deaths every day [4]. Smokers die 10 years earlier on average compared to nonsmokers [5]. Total economic cost of smoking in US is more than $300 billion a year, including $170 billion in direct medical care [6] and more than $100 billion in lost productivity due to premature death [4].



In the US, socioeconomic status (SES) is a strong determinant of smoking prevalence, smoking severity, smoking duration, and acquiring health conditions due to smoking [7]. People living above the poverty level and people who have high educational attainment have lower rates of cigarette smoking than the general population [8,9]. Smoking prevalence is highest among people with only a GED certificate (40%), compared to any other SES group [9]. People with high SES also tend to smoke cigarettes less heavily. People with a family income of three times the poverty rate smoke cigarettes for a duration of less than half that of people in poverty [10]. People with at least a bachelor’s degree smoke cigarettes for a duration of half that of people with a high school education [10]. Although SES does not impact the likelihood of making quit attempts, high SES individuals are more likely to quit smoking cigarettes than low SES individuals [8]. Some of the additional burden of smoking in low SES populations is due to the higher density of tobacco retailers [11] and advertising campaigns of the tobacco industry [8] in low-income neighborhoods [11]. Tobacco companies have historically targeted low SES populations through the distribution of discount coupons, point-of-sale discounts, direct-mail coupons, and the development of brands that appeal to them [12].



According to the Blacks’ Diminished Return theory [13,14], healthful effects of higher SES are smaller for Blacks compared to Whites. There are unequal gains when the distribution of socioeconomic resources is the same across racial groups, which explains the persistent racial health gaps despite enormous investments in the US to achieve health equity [14]. Social and economic resources such as education [15,16], employment [17,18], neighborhood quality [19], and social contacts [20] all have stronger protective effects in Whites than Blacks. It is still unknown, however, whether the Blacks’ Diminished Return theory is valid for smoking, despite smoking being the number one cause of death.



The smaller health gains for Blacks compared to Whites have been attributed to institutional racism. How SES affects health is dependent on race, which shapes how individuals can access resources, navigate institutions, and have personal autonomy over their lives [13,14]. As Blacks are more likely to be treated unfairly and unjustly than Whites, there is a perpetual disadvantage compared to Whites in benefitting from the opportunity structures. In addition, pervasive racism and discrimination increases the psychosocial stress of upward social mobility for non-Whites. For example, residential and job segregation, the lack of a universal health care access, and inadequate social safety nets in the US increase the challenges of upward social mobility experienced by minority groups [13]. Enormous racial gaps in wealth accumulation and SES exist across the life course [13,14,21,22].



A considerable body of research has recently shown that the health gain of SES indicators such as education is smaller for Blacks than Whites. In a 15-year longitudinal study of a birth cohort, SES at birth had protective effects against future obesity among Whites but not Blacks [23]. Similar results are shown for the effects of education on alcohol use [15], physical activity, diet [24], breastfeeding, hunger [24], sleep quality [25], self-rated health [26,27], and depression [28,29,30]. We are, however, not aware of any study about Blacks’ Diminished Return of education on smoking.




1.2. Aim


To extend the current knowledge on the Blacks’ Diminished Return theory [13,14], and in continuation of previous work on the multiplicative effects of race and education on health [28,29], this study investigated whether education, a central indicator of SES, had smaller effects on smoking for Black than White adults in the US. We hypothesized a weaker association of education and smoking for Blacks than Whites.





2. Methods


2.1. Design and Setting


The current study used the most recent version of HINTS (also called HINTS 5, Cycle 1), which was conducted between January and May 2017. HINTS is a nationally-representative survey that has been periodically administered by the National Cancer Institute (NCI) since 2003. The HINTS target population is non-institutionalized American adults (age ≥ 18) who reside in the US. The primary purpose of the HINTS is to provide a comprehensive assessment of the American adults’ access to and use of information about cancer [31,32,33].




2.2. Ethics


All participants provided informed consent. HINTS 5 was approved by the Westat’s Institutional Review Board (B03-00004038-R1). HINTS was deemed exempt from IRB review by the NIH Office of Human Subjects.




2.3. Sampling


The HINTS 5, Cycle 1 sampling strategy consisted of a two-stage design. The first stage was a stratified sample of addresses derived from all residential addresses. The second stage included the selection of one adult from each sampled household. The list of addresses was provided by the Marketing Systems Group (MSG). All non-vacant residential addresses in the US were eligible for sampling. The sampling frame of addresses was grouped into two sampling strata: (1) areas with a high concentration of minorities; and (2) areas with a low concentration of minorities. An equal-probability sample of addresses was selected from each sampling stratum [34].




2.4. Surveys


The survey was conducted exclusively by mail. Two toll-free telephone numbers were provided to respondents: one was used for English calls and one was used for Spanish calls [34].




2.5. Measures


Demographic variables. Age and gender were collected at baseline (in 1995). Age was operationalized as a continuous measure. Gender was operationalized as a dichotomous variable (male was the reference group).



Educational attainment. Education was the main SES indicator in our study. Educational level was reported as (1) less than high school, (2) high school graduate, (3) some college, (4) bachelor’s degree, and (5) post-baccalaureate degree. Education was operationalized as a continuous measure, with higher scores reflecting more education.



Smoking Status. Smoking status was measured using the following items: (1) “Have you smoked at least 100 cigarettes in your entire life (yes/no)?”, and (2) “Do you currently smoke?” Response options to both questions were yes/no. Using these items, we calculated two variables: ever smoker and current smoker [35,36,37,38]. These items have been used in National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) and several other major national behavioral surveillance systems [39]. Self-reported smoking has shown strong concurrent, criterion, and divergent validity [40]. National surveys of the general population show no significant difference between national estimates of smoking prevalence based on self-reported versus urinary cotinine concentrations, indicating that self-reported data on smoking status provide a valid estimate of the prevalence of smoking [41]. As in the NHANES, ever smokers were defined as individuals who had smoked 100 or more cigarettes in their entire life. Current smokers were defined as ever smokers who reported smoking at the time of study [42].



Moderator. Self-identified race, conceptualized as a social construct, was measured [43]. Race was operationalized as a dichotomous variable (Whites = 0 [reference group], Blacks = 1). We only included Blacks and Whites in the study because the aim was to test Black-White differences.




2.6. Statistical Analysis


Data Analysis. We used Stata 13.0 (Stata Corp., College Station, TX, USA) for our data analysis. We applied sampling weights available in the HINTS public us files to account for strata, clustering, and non-response. Jackknife standard errors were calculated. For univariate statistics, we described weighted mean and proportions (frequencies), along with their standard errors. We used Stata’s svy commands with the subpop option for all our analyses. For bivariate analysis, we used an independent sample t test and Pearson Chi square tests to compare Blacks and Whites. For multivariable analysis, we estimated four logistic regression models. In these logistic regression models, we used education as the independent variable, current or ever smoking as the dependent variables, demographics (age and gender) as covariates, and race as the focal moderator. First, two logistic regressions were estimated in the pooled sample. The first model did not include race by education interaction. We then ran a model with the race by education interaction term. Subsequently, we performed race-specific logistic regressions (Model 3 for Whites and Model 4 for Blacks). Adjusted odds ratio (OR), 95% Confidence Intervals (CI), and p values were reported. Age and education were operationalized as a continuous measure. As such, the ORs for age were indicative of differences in the odds ratio of smoking comparing a one unit increase in age and education. A p of value less than 0.05 was considered statistically significant.





3. Results


3.1. Descriptive Statistics


This study included 2277 adults who were either Whites (n = 1868, 82%) or Blacks (n = 409; 18%). Table 1 provides descriptive statistics of the study variables in the overall sample and by race. Blacks had lower education than Whites. Blacks reported less ever smoking than Whites; however, current smoking was not different between Blacks and Whites (Table 1).




3.2. Multivariable Models for Current Smoking Status


Table 2 presents the results of four logistic regression models with education as the independent variable and current smoking as the dependent variable. Models 1 and 2 were estimated in the pooled sample. Model 1 only included the main effects of education and race. Model 2 also included an interaction term between race and education. Based on Model 1, high education was associated with lower odds of current smoking above and beyond all covariates. Model 2 showed a significant interaction between race and education on current smoking, suggesting that the protective effects of education on current smoking are larger for Whites than Blacks. Model 3 was estimated in Whites and Model 4 in Blacks. Model 3 showed that high education was associated with lower odds of current smoking for Whites. Model 4 showed a marginally protective effect of education on current smoking for Blacks (Table 2).




3.3. Multivariable Models for Ever Smoking Status


Table 3 presents the results of four logistic regression models with education as the independent variable and ever smoking status as the dependent variable. Aside from a different outcome, the models were setup similarly to those shown in Table 2. Based on Model 1, high education was associated with lower odds of ever smoking above and beyond all covariates. Model 2 did not show any interaction between race and education on ever smoking. Model 3 showed that high education was associated with lower odds of ever smoking for Whites. Model 4 also showed a protective effect of education on ever smoking for Blacks (Table 3).





4. Discussion


Using nationally representative data, this study explored Black-White differences in the protective effects of educational attainment on smoking status. The current study found a stronger inverse association between education and current smoking status among Whites than Blacks.



Our finding about the main effect of education against smoking is consistent with previous research, which has shown that high SES is protective against smoking in the US [8,9]. Education [8] and income [9] are both protective against the prevalence, severity, duration, and consequences of smoking [7]. Smoking prevalence is highest among people having only a General Equivalency Diploma (GED) certificate (40%), compared to any other SES group [9]. This study, we believe, is the first to test the Blacks’ Diminished Return theory when smoking is a health outcome.



The racial differences in the effects of education on smoking status that we observed are in line with stronger protective effects in Whites than Blacks for several other risk factors [44,45,46,47,48,49]. Studies on correlates of smoking in Whites and Blacks have found many more significant associations for Whites than Blacks [44]. In one study, maternal religiosity and scholastic attitudes were protective against smoking in Whites but not Blacks [44]. The protective effects of having peers [47,49] and parents [48] who do not smoke are stronger in Whites than Blacks. Thus, it is not just education but many other protective factors that have smaller effects for Blacks.



Our findings are important given that smoking is one of the most salient behavioral risk factors for morbidity and mortality in the US and for low SES groups and racial minorities such as Blacks [50]. The findings help explain why the consequences of smoking and other substances are disproportionately worse for Blacks compared to Whites [51,52]. The Blacks “telescoping effect” suggests that on average Blacks transition more rapidly from gateway substances such as smoking and alcohol to heavier substances and illicit drugs [53,54]. At the same time, Blacks may have lower success with quitting cigarettes [55].



The observed racial inequalities in the protective effects of education on smoking may be due to inequalities in the education system, labor market, and other institutions. Lower education quality due to the scarcity of educational resources within majority Black areas may be responsible for the observed differential effect of education across races [56]. The educational system also discriminates against Blacks [57], which reduces the gains that follow education. The magnitude of the education effect on health is conditional upon how education translates into income and wealth, which itself depends on race [58,59,60,61]. Despite anti-discrimination regulations, the labor market continues to provide less employment opportunities for non-White racial groups than Whites [62]. Labor market preferences favor Whites, thus reducing the benefits of education for minority groups including Blacks [63]. For example, the labor market discriminates against Blacks in hiring and wages [64,65,66,67,68]. Due to residential segregation, Blacks may have difficulty with commuting to work and competing for high paying jobs [69]. Applicants with Black names are less likely to be selected for job interviews [70,71,72]. In 2006, among men with a master’s degree, Blacks earned $27,000 less than Whites [16,73]. Dual market theory suggests that occupations are roughly divided into two categories: primary jobs that have high wages, good working conditions, and opportunities for advancement; and secondary jobs with minimum wages, poor working conditions, stressful and unstable conditions, and minimal opportunity for growth and promotion [74]. At each level of education, Blacks are more likely to work in secondary jobs [75]. At each level of education, Blacks are exposed to more stress that hinders their health gain. SES resources have smaller protective effects in Blacks than Whites in the presence of several other risk factors [76,77,78,79,80,81]. Highly educated Blacks do not enjoy equal access to the opportunity structure compared to their White counterparts [82,83]. All these mechanisms result in a smaller health gain from education for Blacks compared to Whites.



The differential effect of SES on smoking by race may be due in part to the policies and practices of the tobacco industry and access to smoking cessation services that disproportionately affect racial minorities. At least some of this pattern may be due to factors such as predatory marketing [84], flavoring [85], and the density of tobacco retailers [86,87]. Blacks may be also more sensitive to tobacco industry marketing than Whites [88]. There is evidence of predatory marketing in poor and minority neighborhoods [84]. There is flavor branding according to race (mentholated cigarettes targeting Blacks) [85]. Although the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has banned tobacco flavoring, menthol, which disproportionately affects Blacks, is still an exception [85]. There is poor access to cessation services in urban areas where most Blacks live [89]. Even with access to cessation services, the impact of such programs is smaller for Blacks than Whites [89].



The current study extends previous evidence by examining smoking as an outcome. The finding that there are smaller protective effects of educational attainment on smoking outcomes among Blacks compared to Whites is in line with the results of other studies on racial differences in the effects of education on other behaviors and health outcomes. Smaller effects of education on alcohol consumption [15], diet [74], and depression [28,29,30] are shown for Blacks compared to Whites. Other studies have shown larger protective effects of education on mortality for Whites than Blacks [16,18,65,90,91]. Non-additive effects of race and SES on health support the views of Navarro [92], Williams [93], and Mehta [94], who have argued that race and SES interact in terms of health. Health disparities should be seen as a consequence of complex nonlinear inter-related interactions between race and SES resources that disfavor minorities. Blacks experience less of the protective influence of higher SES than Whites. That is, socioeconomic resources better serve the majority then the minority group.



4.1. Implications


The results have several implications. First, smoking is the main cause of mortality in the US, and worldwide, and in minority populations such as Blacks [1]. The unequal effect of education on smoking favoring whites may help explain some of the racial differences in mortality due to smoking in the US. Second, the results contribute to better understanding racial differences in health consequences of smoking [95]. Although smoking rates are somewhat similar for Blacks and Whites [95], and SES is protective against smoking [95], race and class interact to shape smoking-related health disparities. Third, the results about the interactions of SES and race on smoking may help design programs for tobacco use prevention. For example, programs that serve participants of a similar SES should provide more program dose and other strategies to Black participants because they may experience less of the protective effects from SES resources than their White counterparts. While overall, low SES individuals need more investment for smoking prevention and cessation programs compared to high SES individuals [8,9], this distinction seems to be more relevant to Whites than Blacks. High SES Blacks need more exposure to tobacco prevention and cessation programs than high SES Whites. Closing the gap between White and Black health is likely not possible by eliminating the racial gap in SES alone.




4.2. Limitations


This study is not free from limitations. First, with a cross-sectional design, our study does not allow any causal inferences. Longitudinal studies are needed to observe how baseline SES impacts change in smoking behaviors over time. Thus, there is a need to replicate these findings using longitudinal data. Second, we had two simple measures of smoking. But, these measures are widely accepted and used in many behavioral risk factors surveillance systems in the US and worldwide [39,42]. For examples, our definition of current and ever smoking was similar to that of the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) [39,42]. Future research should use more comprehensive measures of smoking behavior that focus on daily smoking, such as number of cigarettes smoked per day and quitting. Third, potential underlying mechanisms behind the observed differential effects were not investigated. Family structure, childhood SES, wealth, employment, and psychosocial stress may be some explanatory factors. Lastly, due to the lower sample size of Blacks than Whites, this study had a lower statistical power in Blacks than Whites. Despite the above limitations, this study extends the existing literature on the Blacks’ Diminished Return theory and the interactive effects of race and SES on smoking. The nationally representative sample is an advantage of this study. The prevalence of smoking outcomes in our sample of Whites and Blacks was comparable to reports by CDC [7,9], which is indicative of the robust sampling methodology for the survey data used in this study.





5. Conclusions


To conclude, race modifies the protective effects of education on health outcomes, and smoking is not an exception. That is, in America, education constantly generates a greater benefit for the majority than for the minority group. There is a need for policies and programs that reduce Blacks’ diminished returns of education. Policies should go beyond increasing minorities’ access to SES resources, and identify ways to increase Blacks’ capacity to use them. There is a need to reduce discrimination across levels such as the labor market, education system, and correctional setting. There is a need to reduce structural and institutional racism in the US. Without such changes, merely eliminating the racial gap in access to SES resources will not be enough to eliminate the racial gap in health.







Acknowledgments


Shervin Assari is partially funded by Heinz C. Prechter Bipolar Research Program and Richard Tam Foundation at the University of Michigan Depression Center.




Author Contributions


Shervin Assari designed the conceptual model of the study and performed the analysis. Ritesh Mistry helped with the interpretation of the findings, drafting, and then revision of the paper. Both authors approved the final version of the paper.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflicts of interest.




References


	



Mokdad, A.H.; Marks, J.S.; Stroup, D.F.; Gerberding, J.L. Actual Causes of Death in the United States, 2000. JAMA 2004, 291, 1238–1245. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Garrett, B.E.; Dube, S.R.; Trosclair, A.; Caraballo, R.S.; Pechacek, T.F. Cigarette smoking—United States, 1965–2008. Morb. Mortal. Wkly. Rep. Suppl. 2011, 60, 109–113. [Google Scholar]

	



Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Current cigarette smoking among adults—United States, 2005–2016. Morb. Mortal. Wkly. Rep. 2018, 67, 53–59. [Google Scholar]

	



US Department of Health and Human Services. The Health Consequences of Smoking—50 Years of Progress: A Report of the Surgeon General; Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, Office on Smoking and Health: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2014.

	



Jha, P.; Ramasundarahettige, C.; Landsman, V.; Rostron, B.; Thun, M.; Anderson, R.N.; McAfee, T.; Peto, R. 21st Century hazards of smoking and benefits of cessation in the United States. N. Engl. J. Med. 2013, 368, 341–350. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Xu, X.; Bishop, E.E.; Kennedy, S.M.; Simpson, S.A.; Pechacek, T.F. Annual healthcare spending attributable to cigarette smoking: An update. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2014, 48, 326–333. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



CDC. Fact Sheet. Available online: https://www.cdc.gov/tobacco/data_statistics/fact_sheets/fast_facts/index.htm (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Advani, P.S.; Reitzel, L.R.; Nguyen, N.T. Financial Strain and Cancer Risk Behaviors among African Americans. Cancer Epidemiol. Biomarkers Prev. 2014, 23, 967–975. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



CDC. Cigarette Smoking and Tobacco Use among People of Low Socioeconomic Status. Available online: https://www.cdc.gov/tobacco/disparities/low-ses/index.htm (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Siahpush, M.; Singh, G.H.; Jones, P.R.; Timsina, L.R. Racial/Ethnic and socioeconomic variations in duration of smoking: Results from 2003, 2006 and 2007 tobacco use supplement of the current population survey. J. Public Health 2009, 32, 210–218. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Yu, D.; Peterson, N.A.; Sheffer, M.A.; Reid, R.J.; Schneider, J.E. Tobacco outlet density and demographics: analysing the relationships with a spatial regression approach. Public Health 2010, 124, 412–416. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Brown-Johnson, C.G.; England, L.J.; Glantz, S.A.; Ling, P.M. Tobacco industry marketing to low socioeconomic status women in the USA. Tobacco Control 2014. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S. Health disparities due to diminished return among Black Americans: Public policy solutions. Soc. Issues Policy Rev. 2018, 12, 112–145. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Assari, S. Unequal gain of equal resources across racial groups. Int. J. Health Policy Manag. 2018, 7, 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S.; Lankarani, M.M. Education and alcohol consumption among older Americans; Black-White differences. Front. Public Health 2016, 4. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S.; Lankarani, M.M. Race and urbanity alter the protective effect of education but not Income on mortality. Front. Public Health 2016, 4. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S.; Barnett, T. Education attainment promotes healthy diet among Whites but not Blacks. Behav. Sci. 2017. under review. [Google Scholar]

	



Assari, S. Life expectancy gain due to employment status depends on race, gender, education, and their intersections. J. Racial Ethn. Health Disparities 2018, 5, 375–386. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S. Perceived neighborhood safety better predicts risk of mortality for Whites than Blacks. J. Racial Ethn. Health Disparities 2016. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S. Whites but not Blacks gain life expectancy from social contacts. Behav. Sci. 2017, 7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Shapiro, T.; Oliver, M.L. Black Wealth/White Wealth: A New Perspective on Racial Inequality; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 1995. [Google Scholar]

	



Shapiro, T. The Hidden Cost of Being African American: How Wealth Perpetuates Inequality; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2004. [Google Scholar]

	



Assari, S.; Thomas, A.; Caldwell, C.H.; Mincy, R.B. Blacks’ diminished health return of family structure and socioeconomic status; 15 years of follow-up of a national urban sample of youth. J. Urban Health Bull. N. Y. Acad. Med. 2017. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S.; Begmans, R. The effects of socioeconomic resources on hunger and breastfeeding are smaller for Black than White mothers. J. Health Soc. Behav. 2018. under review. [Google Scholar]

	



Assari, S.; Nikahd, A.; Malekahmadi, M.R.; Lankarani, M.M.; Zamanian, H. Race by gender group differences in the protective effects of socioeconomic factors against sustained health problems across five domains. J. Racial Ethn. Health Disparities 2017, 4, 884–894. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S.; Caldwell, C.H.; Mincy, R. Maternal Educational Attainment at Birth Promotes Future Self-rated Health of White but not Black Youth; A 15-Year Cohort of a National Sample. J. Clin. Med. 2018. under review. [Google Scholar]

	



Farmer, M.M.; Ferraro, K.F. Are racial disparities in health conditional on socioeconomic status? Soc. Sci. Med. 2005, 60, 191–204. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S. Combined racial and gender differences in the long-term predictive role of education on depressive symptoms and chronic medical conditions. J. Racial Ethn. Health Disparities 2017, 4, 385–396. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S. Social Determinants of depression: The intersections of race, gender, and socioeconomic status. Brain Sci. 2017, 7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Assari, S.; Caldwell, C.H. High risk of depression in high-income African American boys. J. Racial Ethn. Health Disparities 2017. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nelson, D.; Kreps, G.; Hesse, B.; Croyle, R.; Willis, G.; Arora, N.; Rimer, B.; Vish Viswanath, K.; Weinstein, N.; Alden, S. The health information national trends survey (HINTS): Development, design, and dissemination. J. Health Commun. 2004, 9, 443–460. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rutten, L.J.; Squiers, L.; Hesse, B. Cancer-related information seeking: Hints from the 2003 Health Information National Trends survey (HINTS). J. Health Commun. 2006, 11, 147–156. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hesse, B.W.; Moser, R.P.; Rutten, L.J.; Kreps, G.L. The health information national trends survey: Research from the baseline. J. Health Commun. 2006, 11, 7–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



National Cancer Institute. Health Information National Trends Survey 5 (HINTS 5) Cycle 1 Methodology Report. Available online: https://hints.cancer.gov/docs/methodologyreports/HINTS5_Cycle_1_Methodology_Rpt.pdf (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



King, B.A.; Dube, S.R.; Tynan, M.A. Current tobacco use among adults in the United States: Findings from the national adult tobacco survey. Am. J. Public Health 2012, 102, e93–e100. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hays, R.D.; Smith, A.W.; Reeve, B.B.; Spritzer, K.L.; Marcus, S.E.; Clauser, S.B. Cigarette smoking and health-related quality of life in medicare beneficiaries. Health Care Financ. Rev. 2008, 29, 57–67. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	



Ryan, H.; Trosclair, A.; Gfroerer, J. Adult current smoking: Differences in definitions and prevalence estimates—NHIS and NSDUH, 2008. J. Environ. Public Health 2012, 2012, 918368. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Yong, L.C.; Luckhaupt, S.E.; Li, J.; Calvert, G.M. Quit interest, quit attempt and recent cigarette smoking cessation in the US working population, 2010. Occup. Environ. Med. 2014, 71, 405–414. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



CDC. National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey. 2011–2012 Data Documentation, Codebook, and Frequencies. Available online: https://wwwn.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/2011-2012/SMQ_G.htm (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Ramo, D.E.; Hall, S.M.; Prochaska, J.J. Reliability and validity of self-reported smoking in an anonymous online survey with young adults. Health Psychol. 2011, 30, 693–701. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Wong, S.L.; Shields, M.; Leatherdale, S.; Malaison, E.; Hammond, D. Assessment of validity of self-reported smoking status. Health Rep. 2012, 23, 47–53. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	



Tomar, S.L.; Asma, S. Smoking-attributable periodontitis in the United States: Findings from NHANES III. National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey. J. Periodontol. 2000, 71, 743–751. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Mersha, T.B.; Abebe, T. Self-reported race/ethnicity in the age of genomic research: Its potential impact on understanding health disparities. Hum. Genom. 2015, 9, 1. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Griesler, P.C.; Kandel, D.B. Ethnic differences in correlates of adolescent cigarette smoking. J. Adolesc. Health 1998, 23, 167–180. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Robinson, L.A.; Klesges, R.C.; Zbikowski, S.M.; Glaser, R. Predictors of risk for different stages of adolescent smoking in a biracial sample. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 1997, 65, 653–662. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gibbons, F.X.; Pomery, E.A.; Gerrard, M.; Sargent, J.D.; Weng, C.Y.; Wills, T.A.; Kingsbury, J.; Dal Cin, S.; Worth, K.A.; Stoolmiller, M.; et al. Media as social influence: Racial differences in the effects of peers and media on adolescent alcohol cognitions and consumption. Psychol. Addict. Behav. 2010, 24, 649–659. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Headen, S.W.; Bauman, K.E.; Deane, G.D.; Koch, G.G. Are the correlates of cigarette smoking initiation different for black and white adolescents? Am. J. Public Health 1991, 81, 854–858. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gritz, E.R.; Prokhorov, A.V.; Hudmon, K.S.; Chamberlain, R.M.; Taylor, W.C.; DiClemente, C.C.; Rosenblum, C.K. Cigarette smoking in a multiethnic population of youth: Methods and baseline findings. Prev. Med. 1998, 27, 365–384. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ellickson, P.L.; Orlando, M.; Tucker, J.S.; Klein, D.J. From adolescence to young adulthood: Racial/ethnic disparities in smoking. Am. J. Public Health 2004, 94, 293–299. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Sussman, S.; Dent, C.W.; Flay, B.R.; Hansen, W.B.; Johnson, C.A. Chapter 2: Psychosocial predictors of cigarette smoking onset by White, Black, Hispanic, and Asian adolescents in Southern California. Morb. Mortal. Wkly. Rep. 1987, 36, 11S–16S. [Google Scholar]

	



Delva, J.; Tellez, M.; Finlayson, T.L.; Gretebeck, K.A.; Siefert, K.; Williams, D.R.; Ismail, A.I. Cigarette smoking among low-income African Americans: A serious public health problem. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2005, 29, 218–220. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Moon-Howard, J. African American women and smoking: Starting later. Am. J. Public Health 2003, 93, 418–420. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Johnson, P.B.; Richter, L.; Kleber, H.D.; McLellan, A.T.; Carise, D. Telescoping of drinking-related behaviors: Gender, racial/ethnic, and age comparisons. Subst. Use Misuse 2005, 40, 1139–1151. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Alvanzo, A.A.; Storr, C.L.; La Flair, L.; Green, K.M.; Wagner, F.A.; Crum, R.M. Race/ethnicity and sex differences in progression from drinking initiation to the development of alcohol dependence. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2011, 118, 375–382. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Thompson, A.B.; Moon-Howard, J.; Messeri, P.A. Smoking cessation advantage among adult initiators: Does it apply to black women? Nicotine Tob. Res. 2011, 13, 15–21. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Grogger, J. Does school quality explain the recent Black/White wage trend? J. Labor Econ. 1996, 14, 231–253. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rosenbloom, S.R.; Way, N. Experiences of discrimination among African American, Asian American, and Latino adolescents in an urban high school. Youth Soc. 2004, 35, 420–451. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zajacova, A.; Hummer, R.A. Gender differences in education effects on all-cause mortality for White and Black adults in the United States. Soc. Sci. Med. 2009, 69, 529–537. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Montez, J.K.; Hayward, M.D.; Brown, D.C.; Hummer, R.A. Why is the educational gradient of mortality steeper for men? J. Gerontol. Ser. B Psychol. Sci. Soc. Sci. 2009, 64, 625–634. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Anderson, N.B.; Bulatao, R.A.; Cohen, B. National Research Council (US) Panel on Race, Race/Ethnicity, Socioeconomic Status, and Health; National Academies Press (US): Washington, DC, USA, 2004. Available online: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK25526/ (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Mackenbach, J.P.; Stirbu, I.; Roskam, A.J.; Schaap, M.M.; Menvielle, G.; Leinsalu, M.; Kunst, A.E. European Union Working Group on Socioeconomic Inequalities in Health. Socioeconomic inequalities in health in 22 European countries. N. Engl. J. Med. 2008, 358, 2468–2481. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Annie E. Casey Foundation. Race Matters: Unequal Opportunities in Education (Race Matters Edition). Available online: http://www.aecf.org/resources/race-matters-1/ (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Rosenfeld, J.; Kleykamp, M. Organized labor and racial wage inequality in the United States. Am. J. Sociol. 2012, 117, 1460–1502. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Reimers, C.W. Labor market discrimination against Hispanic and black men. Rev. Econ. Stat. 1983, 65, 570–579. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hayward, M.D.; Hummer, R.A.; Sasson, I. Trends and group differences in the association between educational attainment and US adult mortality: Implications for understanding education’s causal influence. Soc. Sci. Med. 2015, 127, 8–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kochhar, R.; Fry, R.; Taylor, P. Wealth Gaps Rise to Record Highs between Whites, Blacks, Hispanics. Retrieved 20 December 2017. Available online: http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2011/07/26/wealth-gaps-rise-to-record-highs-between-whites-blacks-hispanics/ (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Shapiro, T.; Meschede, T.; Osoro, S. The Roots of the Widening Racial Wealth Gap: Explaining the Black-White Economic Divide. Research and Policy Brief. Available online: http://health-equity.lib.umd.edu/4120/ (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Tomaskovic-Devey, D. The gender and race composition of jobs and the male/female, white/black pay gaps. Soc. Forces 1993, 72, 45–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jencks, C.; Mayer, S. Chapter 5: Residential segregation, job proximity, and black job opportunities. In Committee on National Urban Policy, Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences Education, & National Research Council; Inner-City Poverty in the United States; Lynn, L., Jr., McGeary, M., Eds.; National Academies Press: Washington, DC, USA, 1990; pp. 187–222. [Google Scholar]

	



Watson, S.; Appiah, O.; Thornton, C.G. The effect of name on pre-interview impressions and occupational stereotypes: The case of black sales job applicants. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 2011, 41, 2405–2420. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Smith, S.S. “Don’t put my name on it”: Social capital activation and job-finding assistance among the black urban poor. Am. J. Sociol. 2005, 111, 1–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



King, E.B.; Mendoza, S.A.; Madera, J.M.; Hebl, M.R.; Knight, J.L. What’s in a name? A multiracial investigation of the role of occupational stereotypes in selection decisions. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 2006, 36, 1145–1159. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Institute for Women’s Policy Research. Importance of Social Security by Gender, Race/Ethnicity, and Marital Status, 2010 (Quick Figures No. IWPR #Q011). Available online: https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/wpallimport/files/iwpr-export/publications/Q011%20Social%20Security.pdf (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Doeringer, P.B.; Piore, M.J. Internal Labor Markets and Manpower Analysis, 1st ed.; Routledge: Armonk, NY, USA, 1985. [Google Scholar]

	



Dickens, W.T.; Lang, K. A test of dual labor market theory. Am. Econ. Rev. 1985, 75, 792–805. [Google Scholar]

	



Dowd, J.B.; Zajacova, A. Does the predictive power of self-rated health for subsequent mortality risk vary by socioeconomic status in the US? Int. J. Epidemiol. 2007, 36, 1214–1221. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Dowd, J.B.; Zajacova, A.; Aiello, A. Early origins of health disparities: Burden of infection, health, and socioeconomic status in US children. Soc. Sci. Med. 2009, 68, 699–707. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ferraro, K.F.; Kelley-Moore, J.A. Self-rated health and mortality among black and white adults: Examining the dynamic evaluation thesis. J. Gerontol. Ser. B Psychol. Sci. Soc. Sci. 2001, 56, S195–S205. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Flegal, K.M.; Kit, B.K.; Orpana, H.; Graubard, B.I. Association of all-cause mortality with overweight and obesity using standard body mass index categories: A systematic review and meta-analysis. JAMA 2013, 309, 71–82. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Lee, S.J.; Moody-Ayers, S.Y.; Landefeld, C.S.; Walter, L.C.; Lindquist, K.; Segal, M.R.; Covinsky, K.E. The relationship between self-rated health and mortality in older black and white Americans. J. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 2007, 55, 1624–1629. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Dowd, J.J.; Bengtson, V.L. Aging in minority populations. An examination of the double jeopardy hypothesis. J. Gerontol. 1978, 33, 427–436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Heitzeg, N.A. Education or Incarceration: Zero Tolerance Policies and the School to Prison Pipeline. Forum on Public Policy Online, 2009, 2. Available online: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ870076 (accessed on 13 April 2018).

	



Wald, J.; Losen, D.J. Defining and redirecting a school-to-prison pipeline. New Dir. Stud. Leadersh. 2003, 99, 9–15. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Barbeau, E.M.; Wolin, K.Y.; Naumova, E.N.; Balbach, E. Tobacco advertising in communities: Associations with race and class. Prev. Med. 2005, 40, 16–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Cruz, T.B.; Wright, L.T.; Crawford, G. The menthol marketing mix: Targeted promotions for focus communities in the United States. Nicotine Tob. Res. 2010, 12, S147–S153. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rodriguez, D.; Carlos, H.A.; Adachi-Mejia, A.M.; Berke, E.M.; Sargent, J.D. Predictors of tobacco outlet density nationwide: A geographic analysis. Tob. Control 2013, 22, 349–355. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fakunle, D.O.; Milam, A.J.; Furr-Holden, C.D.; Butler, J., III; Thorpe, R.J., Jr.; LaVeist, T.A. The inequitable distribution of tobacco outlet density: The role of income in two Black Mid-Atlantic geopolitical areas. Public Health 2016, 136, 35–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Moran, M.B.; Heley, K.; Pierce, J.P.; Niaura, R.; Strong, D.; Abrams, D. Ethnic and socioeconomic disparities in recalled exposure to and self-reported impact of tobacco marketing and promotions. Health Commun. 2017, 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Cokkinides, V.E.; Halpern, M.T.; Barbeau, E.M.; Ward, E.; Thun, M.J. Racial and ethnic disparities in smoking-cessation interventions. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2008, 34, 404–412. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Roelfs, D.J.; Shor, E.; Davidson, K.W.; Schwartz, J.E. Losing life and livelihood: A systematic review and meta-analysis of unemployment and all-cause mortality. Soc. Sci. Med. 2011, 72, 840–854. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Everett, B.G.; Rehkopf, D.H.; Rogers, R.G. The Nonlinear Relationship between Education and Mortality: An Examination of Cohort, Race/Ethnic, and Gender Differences. Popul. Res. Policy Rev. 2013, 32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Navarro, V. Race or class versus race and class: Mortality differentials in the United States. Lancet 1990, 336, 1238–1240. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Williams, D.R.; Mohammed, S.A.; Leavell, J.; Collins, C. Race, socioeconomic status, and health: Complexities, ongoing challenges, and research opportunities. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 2010, 1186, 69–101. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Mehta, N.; Preston, S. Are major behavioral and sociodemographic risk factors for mortality additive or multiplicative in their effects? Soc. Sci. Med. 2016, 154, 93–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jamal, A.; Homa, D.M.; O’Connor, E.; Babb, S.D.; Caraballo, R.S.; Singh, T.; King, B.A. Current cigarette smoking among adults—United States, 2005–2014. MMWR Morb. Mortal. Wkly. Rep. 2015, 64, 1233–1240. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]








[image: Table] 





Table 1. Descriptive statistics in the overall sample and by race.






Table 1. Descriptive statistics in the overall sample and by race.





	

	
All (n = 2277)

	
Whites (n = 1868)

	
Blacks (n = 409)




	
Mean or % (SE)

	
Mean or % (SE)

	
Mean or % (SE)






	
Age

	
48.80 (0.34)

	
50.10 (0.46)

	
47.72 (1.22)




	
Education *

	
3.12 (0.02)

	
3.17 (0.02)

	
3.08 (0.10)




	
Gender

	

	

	




	
 Female

	
50.63 (0.00)

	
50.84 (0.00)

	
60.86 (0.04)




	
 Male

	
49.37 (0.00)

	
49.16 (0.00)

	
39.14 (0.04)




	
Education

	

	

	




	
 Less than High School

	
8.37 (0.01)

	
5.54 (0.01)

	
13.69 (0.03)




	
 High School Graduate

	
22.67 (0.01)

	
20.16 (0.01)

	
24.01 (0.03)




	
 Some College

	
32.98 (0.01)

	
41.03 (0.01)

	
19.36 (0.03)




	
 Bachelor’s Degree

	
22.38 (0.01)

	
20.37 (0.01)

	
26.04 (0.04)




	
 Post-Baccalaureate Degree

	
13.60 (0.01)

	
12.91 (0.01)

	
16.91 (0.04)




	
Smoking

	

	

	




	
 Current

	
16 (0.01)

	
16 (0.02)

	
16 (0.02)




	
 Ever *

	
38 (0.01)

	
45 (0.02)

	
29 (0.04)




	
 Former *

	
23 (0.01)

	
28 (0.01)

	
14 (0.03)




	
 Never *

	
62 (0.01)

	
55 (0.02)

	
71 (0.04)








Weighted means and percent values along with standard errors are provided. * p < 0.05 for comparison of Blacks and Whites.
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Table 2. Summary of logistic regression on current smoking models in the overall sample.






Table 2. Summary of logistic regression on current smoking models in the overall sample.





	

	
All (n = 2277)

	
Whites (n = 1868)

	
Blacks (n = 409)




	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI




	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3

	
Model 4






	
Race (Blacks)

	
0.87

	
0.50–1.52

	
# 0.40

	
0.16–1.05

	

	

	

	




	
Gender (Male)

	
1.25

	
0.76–2.05

	
1.26

	
0.77–2.06

	
1.13

	
0.64–1.99

	
# 2.61

	
0.95–7.12




	
Age

	
** 0.98

	
0.97–0.99

	
** 0.98

	
0.97–0.99

	
** 0.98

	
0.96–0.99

	
1.01

	
0.98–1.04




	
Education (1–5)

	
*** 0.59

	
0.49–0.71

	
*** 0.56

	
0.45–0.69

	
*** 0.55

	
0.45–0.69

	
# 0.79

	
0.60–1.04




	
Race * Education

	
-

	
-

	
* 1.33

	
1.00–1.78

	

	

	

	




	
Intercept

	
2.24

	
0.68–7.42

	
2.62

	
0.77–8.93

	
# 3.32

	
0.91–12.07

	
# 0.16

	
0.02–1.28








# p < 0.1, * p < 0.5, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 3. Summary of logistic regression models on ever smoking in the overall sample.






Table 3. Summary of logistic regression models on ever smoking in the overall sample.





	

	
All (n = 2277)

	
Whites (n = 1868)

	
Blacks (n = 409)




	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI

	
OR

	
95% CI




	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3

	
Model 4






	
Race (Blacks)

	
** 0.53

	
0.34–0.85

	
0.74

	
0.24–2.27

	

	

	

	




	
Gender (Male)

	
* 1.44

	
1.06–1.96

	
* 1.44

	
1.06–1.95

	
# 1.36

	
0.99–1.88

	
# 2.25

	
0.96–5.29




	
Age

	
* 1.01

	
1.00–1.03

	
* 1.01

	
1.00–1.03

	
* 1.01

	
1.00–1.03

	
1.02

	
0.99–1.06




	
Education (1–5)

	
*** 0.73

	
0.64–0.83

	
*** 0.74

	
0.63–0.87

	
*** 0.74

	
0.63–0.87

	
** 0.67

	
0.51–0.88




	
Race * Education

	

	

	
0.89

	
0.65–1.23

	

	

	

	




	
Intercept

	
0.88

	
0.36–2.18

	
0.84

	
0.33–2.14

	
0.90

	
0.34–2.36

	
0.30

	
0.04–2.10








# p < 0.1, * p < 0.5, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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