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ABSTRACT

Background To estimate the impact of smoking on quality-adjusted life years (QALY) for US adults aged 65 years and older.

Methods Using the 2003-08 National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey Linked Mortality File, we estimated the mean QALY
throughout the remaining lifetime by participants’ smoking status as well as smoking intensity and time since cessation.

Results Never, former and current smokers had a mean QALY of 16.1, 12.7 and 7.3 years, respectively. Among current smokers, those who
started smoking before age 18 had fewer QALYs than those who started at or after age 18 (6.0 and 8.5 years, respectively) and those smoking
>20 cigarettes per day had fewer QALYs than those smoking <20 cigarettes per day (6.6 and 8.1 years, respectively). QALYs also declined with
a longer duration of smoking and a shorter time since cessation. The potential gains if a person quit smoking would be 5.4 QALYs, and the
gains would increase with a longer time since quitting as well as quitting at a younger age.

Conclusions This study demonstrated the dose—response effect of smoking status on QALY. The results indicate the health benefits of tobacco
cessation at any age and sizeable losses for former or current smokers.
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Introduction the gain from engaging in the other three healthy lifestyle

factors.

In the USA, smoking is the leading cause of preventable Although the risk due to smoking has been portrayed as a

death and impacts neatly every organ in the body."?
Although some of these adverse health effects may be seen
within minutes to months, other health risks, in the form
of chronic diseases and premature death, may take many
years of smoking to clinically manifest." With this in mind,
investigators have quantified the burden of disease attribut-
able to smoking with regard to both increased risk of death
and its associated comorbidities.”™’ These analyses have
been based on a summary index, such as quality-adjusted
life years (QALYs) and disability-adjusted life years
(DALY), that combines both years of life lost and deterior-
ating health status of smokers versus non-smokers.””’ For
example, Fransen ¢ a/. examined the burden of disease for
four modifiable lifestyle factors (smoking, body mass
index, physical activity and diet) in a prospective cohort
study.” Compared to current smokers, never smokers had
the greatest increase in QALY, a gain that was larger than

three-level variable (i.e. current, former and never smokers)
or a dichotomous variable (with former smokers excluded
or combined with one of other two categories),4_7 the rela-
tionship between smoking status and health is far more
complex. Factors such as age of initiation, duration of smok-
ing, number of cigarettes smoked per day and number of
pack-years smoked have been noted to play a role in the risk
of developing cancers and other diseases as well as all-cause
mortality."*™'* However, these studies did not quantify the
overall burden of disease attributable to these factors in a
single value index, such as QALY or DALY, which reflects
all aspects of health, including both non-fatal illness and pre-
mature death.
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It 1s difficult to estimate the lifetime impact of smoking
because many smokers begin smoking in their teenage years,
and the health effects of smoking may not be apparent until
decades later. Ideally, a prospective cohort study could
record participants’ smoking status and health conditions on
a regular basis over many decades from the teenage years
until death. To deal with this lack of cohort data, most previ-
ous studies calculating QALY relied on the life table method
that used cross-sectional data by obtaining mortality rates
and health-related quality of life (HRQOL) scores across dif-
ferent ages of the target populatjon.AH’ Therefore, this meth-
od could not be used to examine the effects of factors such
as age of smoking initiation, duration of smoking and smok-
ing cessation at a younger age. An alternative is to examine
these effects in an elderly population using a relatively short
follow-up time because most smokers in this population had
smoked for many decades, enabling exposure information
to be obtained retrospectively. Additionally, because of the
high smoking prevalence 50 years ago, many people in this
population smoked at a younger age, so the impact of fac-
tors such as age of smoking initiation and smoking cessation
could be examined.'

QALY is a health outcome measure that weights life years
lived with preference-based HRQOL scores.'” Preference-
based HRQOL, also called health utility value, is a summary
score that assesses the values of one health state versus
another. The value is anchored at 0 for death and 1 for per-
fect health,' so 1 year lived in a reduced health state of util-
ity value of 0.5 is equal to 0.5 QALYs, the same as living
one half year in perfect health. Unlike DALY, QALY uses
the health utility value to weight years of life lived and, there-
fore, can be used for calculating the economic costs of a
condition or a risk factor and for analyzing the cost-
effectiveness of alternative treatments, intervention pro-
grams and health policies.' >

However, calculation of QALY throughout the remaining
lifetime is difficult because most participants would still be
alive at the end of follow-up. A recent study proposed a
hybrid method to estimate mean QALY by extrapolating
quality-adjusted survival time beyond the end of follow-up
and demonstrated relatively reliable QALY estimates even
with a small sample size of ~100."” With the application of
this novel method, the current study examines the burden of
disease attributed to smoking by estimating the dose—
response effect of smoking status on QALY throughout the
remaining lifetime for US adults aged 65 years and older. We
aimed to examine not only smoking status (current, former
and never) but also the age at initiation, number of cigatettes
petr day, years of smoking, years since quitting and age last
smoked. Using results from this analysis, we estimated
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potential gains in QALY if a person quit smoking by com-
paring current smokers with former smokers (overall, by
years they since quit smoking and by age in which they last
smoked).

Methods

We ascertained respondents’ HRQOL scores and mortality
status from the 2003-04, 2005-06 and 2007-08 cohorts of
the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
(NHANES) Linked Mortality File."'” The NHANES is an
ongoing
institutionalized civilian population of the USA.'® With the
use of the design weight and adjustment for non-coverage

survey of random samples from the non-

and non-response, the distribution of respondents was repre-
sentative of that of the US general populz\tion.18 The
NHANES Linked Mortality File was created by the National
Center for Health Statistics by linking the NHANES respon-
dents to the National Death Index."” The respondents in this
analysis had mortality follow-up through 31 December 2011.
We included only respondents aged 65 years and older, yield-
ing a total sample size of 3652.

The NHANES included a questionnaire that asks respon-
dents to rank their general health from 1 (excellent) to 5
(poor) and to report numbers of their physically unhealthy
days, mentally unhealthy days and days with activity limita-
tion during the past 30 days.”’ Because these measures are
not preference-based, they cannot be used to calculate qual-
ity-adjusted life expectancy (QALE) directly.”*" Thus, this
study employs a previously constructed mapping algorithm
based on respondents’ age and answers to these four ques-
tions to obtain values of a frequently used preference-based
HRQOL measurement, the EuroQol Groups EQ-5D
index, to calculate QALY.?" This algorithm provides valid
estimates of EQ-5D scores for respondcnts,21’22 and the
bias of estimated EQ-5D has been estimated to be <1% of
that using the actual EQ-5D questjons.22

The NHANES asked participants a number of smoking-
related questions.18 These questions included whether parti-
cipants had smoked at least 100 cigarettes during their life,
whether participants now smoke cigarettes, the age at which
they started to smoke cigarettes regulatly, how long it has
been since they quit smoking cigarettes, the age at which
they last smoked cigarettes regularly, and the average num-
ber of cigarettes per day during the past 30 days. These
analyses categorized participants as current smokers, for-
mer smokers and never smokers. The current smokers
were categorized according to number of cigarettes smoked
per day and the age that they started smoking regulatly.
Current and former smokers were categorized according to
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number of years smoked. Former smokers were categot-
ized according to how long ago and the age that they had
quit smoking.

Statistical analysis

We applied a hybrid method that calculated QALY from
two parts: QALY during the follow-up period (to 31
December 2011) and QALY beyond the follow-up petriod
(after 31 December 2011). Details of this method were
described previously.'” To summarize, QALY during the
follow-up period was estimated based on the Kaplan—Meier
method. QALY beyond the follow-up period was estimated
by extrapolating survival time beyond the end of follow-up
using a Weibull model."”

The QALY loss due to current smoking was defined as
the difference in QALY for never smokers and for current
smokers.*'” Similarly, the QALY loss due to having for-
metly smoked was defined as the difference in QALY for
never smokers and for former smokers. A propensity score
method was used to account for the systematic difference in
participants’ characteristics, such as age and sex, between
persons of different smoking status.”

Results

The average age was 73.7 years (SD = 6.0 years) at the start
of the study (Table 1). Women comprised 55.8% of the
population and non-Hispanic whites comprised 83.8% of
the population. Only 8.0% were non-Hispanic blacks and

Table 1 Baseline characteristic, 2003-08 NHANES

Characteristics N % or mean® SE
Age: mean (SD) 3652 73.7(6.0)
65-74 1882 56.6% 1.4%
75-84 1481 37.4% 1.2%
>85 289 6.0% 0.5%
Women 1802 55.8% 0.8%
Race
Non-Hispanic whites 2334 83.8% 1.6%
Non-Hispanic blacks 581 8.0% 1.0%
Hispanics 656 5.5% 0.9%
Other 81 2.7% 0.4%
Died during the follow-up 909 21.2% 1.0%
Mean EQ-5D index 3652 0.827 0.005
Mortality® 3652 4.06 0.16

“Weighted percentage or mean, accounted for sampling design,
non-coverage and non-response.
Mortality rate, per 100 person-years.

5.5% were Hispanics. In this population, the mean EQ-5D
index was 0.827. About 21.2% of participants died during
the follow-up, yielding a mortality rate of 4.06 deaths per
100 person-years. The mean QALY throughout the remain-
der of lifetime was 13.6 years (Table 2), 11.4 years for men
and 16.1 years for women.

With regard to smoking status, only 8.2% of participants
reported currently smoking and 45.2% reported having for-
merly smoked. The mean QALY differed according to
(Table 2).
Specifically, never, former and current smokers had a mean
QALY of 16.1, 12.7 and 7.3 years, respectively. This repre-
sented a loss of 3.5 QALYs or 21.5% QALYs for former
smokers and a loss of 8.8 QALYs or 54.8% for current
smokets.

smoking status in the predicted manner

The adverse impact of current and former smoking on
QALY was 3—4 times larger for persons aged 65-74 years
than for persons aged 75 years or older (Fig. 1). Specifically,
QALY losses due to current smoking were 10.4 and 3.3
years for persons aged 65-74 years and for persons aged
75+ years, respectively, and losses due to former smoking
were 5.9 and 1.4 years, respectively. Of note, the much larger
QALY loss for younger participants was mainly because
younger participants had a much larger QALY than older
participants.

The similar patterns between the number of QALYs and
smoking status were observed for both men and women and
for the three racial/ethnic subgroups: 6.9-10.6 years of
QALY lost due to current smoking and 2.6-4.3 years of
QALY lost due to former smoking. Although the QALY
losses due to current and former smoking were greater for
women than men and the losses due to current smoking were
less for non-Hispanic blacks than for non-Hispanic whites
and Hispanics, the differences were not statistically significant.

Among current smokers, those who smoked 20 or more
cigarettes per day had 1.5 QALYs less than those who
smoked <20 cigarettes per day (6.6 versus 8.1 QALYs).
With regard to smoking initiation, those who reported
smoking regularly prior to 18 years of age had 2.5 QALYs
less than those who reported smoking regularly at or after
age 18 (6.0 versus 8.5 QALYs).

Among current and former smokers, QALYs declined and a
greater percentage loss was noted with increasing duration
of smoking, Those who smoked <10 years had a similar
number of QALY as never smokers (16.1 QALYs for both
groups). By contrast, those who had smoked for 50 or more
years had only 6.3 QALYs, a loss of 9.8 QALYs or 60.7%.
Those who treported smoking between 10-29 years and
3049 years had QALY that were between the other two
groups (i.e. 14.6 and 11.2 QALYs, respectively).

Downl oaded from https://academni c. oup. coni j pubheal th/ articl e-abstract/39/4/e194/3003017
by M Ibank Menorial Library user
on 26 February 2018



Downl oaded from htt
by M| bank Menori al
on 26 February 2018

DOSE-RESPONSE EFFECT OF SMOKING STATUS ON QUALITY-ADJUSTED LIFE YEARS

e197

Table 2 QALY by smoking status and QALY loss due to smoking, 2003-08 NHANES

Smoking status N Percent® SE QALY? SE Loss® SE % Loss
Total 3652 100% — 13.6 0.9 — — —
Smoking status
Never smokers [reference group] 1704 46.5% 1.2% 16.1 1.4 — — —
Former smokers 1619 45.2% 1.1% 12.7 1.0 3.5 1.2 21.5%
Current smokers 319 8.2% 0.5% 7.3 0.8 8.8 1.5 54.8%
Among current smokers
No. cigarettes per day
<20 168 45.0% 3.8% 8.1 0.8 8.0 0.8 49.7%
>20 151 55.0% 3.8% 6.6 1.0 9.5 1.0 59.0%
Age start smoking regularly
>18 years 161 50.4% 4.5% 8.5 0.9 7.6 0.9 47.3%
<18 years 158 49.6% 4.5% 6.0 1.0 10.1 1.0 62.6%
Among former & current smokers
Years of smoking
<10 years 152 9.6% 0.9% 16.1 1.6 0.0 1.3 0.1%
10-29 years 559 32.4% 1.7% 14.6 1.3 1.5 1.3 9.3%
30-49 years 681 39.2% 1.6% 11.2 0.9 5.0 0.9 30.8%
>50 years 361 18.7% 1.2% 6.3 0.7 9.8 0.7 60.7%
Among former smokers
Years since quit smoking
>30 years 734 45.1% 1.6% 14.8 1.2 1.4 1.1 8.4%
15-29 years 490 30.8% 1.4% 12.4 1.2 3.8 1.4 23.3%
<15 years 395 24.1% 1.2% 9.1 0.7 7.0 0.7 43.7%
Age last smoked
<40 years 513 33.6% 1.8% 14.3 1.1 1.8 1.0 11.0%
40-64 years 895 55.5% 1.9% 12.3 1.0 3.9 1.3 23.9%
>65 years 211 10.9% 0.9% 9.4 1.1 6.7 1.1 41.8%

“Weighted percentage, accounted for sampling design, non-coverage and non-response.

PMean QALY throughout remainder of lifetime, adjusted for age and sex for subgroups.

“Decrease in QALY in comparison with never smokers.

Among former smokers, those who quit smoking 30 or more
years ago had 14.8 QALYs, a loss of 1.4 QALYs as com-
pared to never smokers; those who quit smoking between
15 and 29 years ago had 12.4 QALYs, a loss of 3.8 QALYs;
and those who quit <15 yeats ago had 9.1 QALYs, a loss of
7.0 QALYs. Similarly, those who quit smoking before age 40
had 14.3 QALYs, a loss of 1.8 QALYs as compared to
never smokers; those who quit smoking between age 45 and
64 years had 12.3 QALYs, a loss of 3.9 QALYs; and those
who quit after 65 years of age had 9.4 QALYs, a loss of
6.7 QALYs.

Using these results, we estimated ‘potential gains in QALY
if a person quit smoking’ as the difference in QALY between
current smokers and former smokers (Table 3). Overall, the
potential gains would be 54 QALYs (73.7%) and the gains
would increase with a longer time since quitting as well as
quitting at a younger age. The potential gains would be 7.5
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QALYs (103%) if a person had quit smoking for 30 or more
years and 5.1 QALYs (69.7%) if a person had quit smoking
for between 15 and 29 years. Even if a person quit smoking
for <15 years, he/she could be expected to gain 1.8 QALY's
(24.6%). When examined by age of quitting, the potential gain
would be 7.1 QALYs (96.9%) if a smoker had quit smoking
before age 40; 5.0 QALY (68.4%) if he/she had quit smok-
ing between age 40 and 64 years; and 2.1 QALY (28.7%) if
he/she had quit smoking at ot after age 65.

Discussion

Main findings of this study

Compared to never smokers, both former and current smo-
kers had sizable losses in QALY and current smokers had a
greater QALY loss than did former smokers. This finding
was noted for both males and females as well as for
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non-Hispanic whites, non-Hispanic blacks and Hispanics.
Among current smokers, a higher daily cigarette consump-
tion and a lower age of initiation resulted in a greater QALY
loss; among former and current smokers, a longer duration
of smoking was associated with less QALY; and among

Qualty-Adjusted Life Years (QALY) Loss due to Former Smoking

- 95% Cl ®m QALY loss
15
10
5 T ® 59 T I T T
4.3
+ 35 3.0 T 3.6 26 W29
1.4
Tar loszal s [ w1 ¢ | wl 5]
All 65-74 >75 M F W B il
5 Age Sex Race
20 Qualty-Adjusted Life Years (QALY) Loss due to Current Smoking
- 95% Cl = QALY loss
15
104 106 |
10— —
8.8 8.9 9.6
m’2 6.9
5 T
T 3.3 L
All 65-74 | >75 M | F W | B | H
5 Age Sex Race

Fig. 1 QALY loss for former smokers and for current smokers, overall, by
age and gender and for three racial/ethnic subgroups, 2003-08 NHANES
QALY loss, 95% Cl Race: W, Non-Hispanic whites; B, Non-Hispanic blacks;
H, Hispanics.

Table 3 Potential gains in QALY after quitting smoking, 2003-08 NHANES

former smokers, a shorter time since smoking cessation was
associated with less QALY and a younger age of quit smok-
ing was associated with more QALY. There were significant
gains in QALY if a person quits smoking and the gains
would increase with a longer time since quitting as well as
quitting at a younger age.

What is already known on this topic?

Dose response: delayed smoking initiation and
number of cigarettes smoked

These analyses illustrate the ability to reduce some of the
tobacco-related damage by delaying smoking initiation, redu-
cing the number of cigarettes smoked per day and quitting
at an carlier age. Because a younger age of initiation is asso-
ciated with current daily smoking and consuming more
cigarettes per day, efforts should continue to be made to
prevent initiation of smoking among adolescents as well as

into adulthood.”**

General population surveys indicate that
smokers who consume fewer cigarettes have a lower risk of
heart disease compared to smokers who consume more
cigarettes.26 A systematic review focusing on persons aged
60 years and older revealed a dose—response relationship
between the amount of cigarettes smoked and premature
death.”’ By contrast, reducing smoking intensity at mid-life
is associated with a lower mortality risk and higher odds of
surviving to age 80.%®

Gains in QALY after quitting smoking

These analyses also illustrate the ability to reduce some of the
tobacco-related damage by encouraging smoking cessation.
Studies of smoking cessation have tended to focus on young-
er smokers, but research suggests that their findings may not
generalize to adults aged 65 and older.”’ Smoking cessation

Smoking status N QALY? SE Gains® SE % Gain
Current smokers [reference group] 319 7.3 0.8 — — —
Former smokers 1619 12.7 1.0 5.4 1.3 73.7%
Years since quitting
>30 years 734 14.8 1.2 7.5 1.4 102.6%
15-29 years 490 12.4 1.2 5.1 1.4 69.7%
<15 years 395 9.1 0.7 1.8 0.8 24.6%
Age last smoked
<40 years 513 14.3 1.1 7.1 1.3 96.9%
40-64 years 895 12.3 1.0 5.0 1.1 68.4%
>65 years 211 9.4 1.1 2.1 1.1 28.7%

Mean QALY throughout remainder of lifetime, adjusted for age and sex for subgroups.

bGains in QALY for those who quit smoking as comparison to current smokers.
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programs should target eldetly smokers in addition to young-
er and middle-aged smokers, given that even participants who
quit smoking <15 years ago had significantly higher QALY
than current smokers. This finding is consistent with what is
known about the health benefits of smoking cessation at any
age.”! Although the elderly might have more opportunities
to interact with the health care system, many were not asked
about their smoking status and elderly smokers might not be
offered counseling to stop Smoking.32 A recent analysis of
data from Medicare Advantage participants failed to find sig-
nificant changes in smoking prevalence or cessation from
2005 to 2012, a period duting which national smoking cessa-
tion interventions had been implemented.*’

What this study adds

Smoking is one of the leading risk factors with regard to the
burden of disease in the USA™® and, as such, obtaining a
more detailed portrait of its health impact is critical for pub-
lic health practitioners, policymakers and clinicians. Our
investigation draws upon the work of Jha e¢# a/, who calcu-
lated the mortality benefits in quitting at 25-34, 35-44 and
45-54 years of age, by also examining morbidity and focus-
ing on an older population.33 Understanding patterns of
tobacco use and cessation is especially important for the eld-
erly, given that the population aged 65 and older is projected
to nearly double between 2012 and 2050.”* Unlike past stud-
ies, this study was able to examine QALY not only accord-
ing to smoking status (never, former and current) but also
to smoking intensity, time since smoking cessation, age of
smoking initiation and duration of smoking, factors that
have been associated with all-cause mortality in older
adults.”

Limitations of this study

This study examined the long-term health impact of smok-
ing in an elderly population in order to observe any differ-
ence among participants during a much shorter follow-up
time period (i.e. a few years as opposed to many decades).
As a result, the study has a number of noteworthy limita-
tions. First, smoking status was based on self-report and
was not validated by biochemical tests. Second, the number
of cigarettes smoked is based on average cigatettes per day
during the last 30 days only. Third, years of smoking was
estimated based on the age in which the participant began
smoking regularly and his/her current age or age at which
he/she stopped smoking. Since people may smoke intermit-
tently, the actual years of smoking may be less than our esti-
mated value. Fourth, the NHANES did not include the
preference-based HRQOL questions. We used a mapping

algorithm to obtain EQ-5D index scores for respondents
based on their answers to other HRQOL questions.
Estimates of QALY loss would also likely be underestimated
due to regression toward the mean.* However, a previous
study that examined the bias of QALY estimates showed
that these underestimations were ~2.5% for QALY loss.”
Fifth, due to short follow-up time, this study had to extrapo-
late survival time beyond the end of the follow-up to calcu-
late QALY throughout the remainder of the lifetime. The
extrapolation requires a sufficient number of deaths during
the follow-up in order to obtain a reliable estimation of
QALY. Therefore, this method cannot provide a reliable
QALY estimation for a younger population or groups with
lower mortality."”

In summary, this study estimated the burden of disease
attributable to smoking for US eldetly by calculating QALY
throughout the remainder of life according to the partici-
pants’ smoking status. Using QALY provides not only a
comprehensive portrait of smoking’s impact on health but
also a common denominator for the impact of interventions
to be assessed.'>'® This study used a novel method to esti-
mate mean QALY throughout the remaining lifetime and,
therefore, was able to examine the lifetime health impact
according to not only smoking status (never, former and
current) but also to smoking intensity, time since smoking
cessation, age of smoking initiation and duration of smoking.
The results indicate sizeable losses for former or current
smokers and the health benefits of tobacco cessation at any
age. Ultimately, these findings might be of assistance to clini-
cians, public health practitioners and policymakers in their
ongoing efforts to counsel and treat individual patients, imple-
ment public health policies and reduce health disparities.

Ethical statements

This analysis used de-identified data produced by federal
agencies in the public domain. Data were downloaded from
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Website

(ftp:/ / ftp.cde.gov/pub).

References

1 US. Department of Health and Human Services. The Health
Consequences of Smoking: 50 Years of Progress. A Report of the Surgeon
General. Atlanta, GA: US. Department of Health and Human
Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and Health
Promotion, Office on Smoking and Health, 2014. http://www.
surgeongeneral.gov/library/reports/50-years-of-progress / full-
report (12 April 2016, date last accessed).

2 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Health Effects of
Cigarette Smoking. http:/ /www.cde.gov/tobacco/data_statistics /fact_

Downl oaded from https://academni c. oup. coni j pubheal th/ articl e-abstract/39/4/e194/3003017
by M Ibank Menorial Library user
on 26 February 2018


ftp://ftp.cdc.gov/pub
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/library/reports/50-years-of-progress/full-report
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/library/reports/50-years-of-progress/full-report
http://www.surgeongeneral.gov/library/reports/50-years-of-progress/full-report
http://www.cdc.gov/tobacco/data_statistics/fact_sheets/health_effects/effects_cig_smoking

€200

JOURNAL OF PUBLIC HEALTH

sheets/health_effects/effects_cig_smoking (12 April 2016, date last
accessed).

18

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). National Center
Jfor Health Statistics (NCHS). National Health and Nutrition Examination
Survey Data. Hyattsville, MD: US. Department of Health and

3 US Burden of Disease Collaborators. The state of US health, 1990— ) ) i
2010: burden of diseases, injuries, and risk factors. | Aw Med Assoc Human Setvices, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2005
2013;310(6):591—608. —2006. http://wwwn.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/search/nhanes05_06.

12 April 2016, date last ssed).

4 Jia H, Zack MM, Thompson WW ¢/ a/. Quality-adjusted life expect- aspx (12 Apr  date last accessed)
ancy (QALE) loss due to smoking in the United States. Qual Life 19 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). National Center for
Rer 2013:22:27-35. Health Statistics (NCHS). NCHS' Data inked to Mortality Files. Hyattsville,

MD: US. Department of Health and H Services, Centers f

5 Muennig P, Fiscella K, Tancredi D ef al. The relative health burden Discasc (‘orm:)rl)znd lc;;evznﬁo 2()11?1?1 :/ ;\I:\?;nwcdimcjj nch:?d?; acc)r
of selected social and behavioral risk factors in the United States: cess/ data‘ linkage/mortali ’hu;” 12 A rl'tItIZOl 6 dat.e ]as%(;cceii od) -
implications for policy. A J Public Health 2010;100:1758—1764. T o P ’ ) 7

6 Stewart ST. Cutler DM. R AB. US trends i ity adiusted 20 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Measuring Healthy Days:

ewart ST, Cutler , Rosen AB. rends in quality-adjuste; . ) .
life expectancy from 1987 to 2008: combinine na'ricc)]nal tsyurvle <o Population Assessment of Health-Related Quality of Life. U.S. Department
i dl y i the health f. b . §’A B ‘/9/' I—yl b of Health and Human Services. Centers for Disease Control and
rzr(l)(;r;m;oamy r;;lc the health of the nation. A J Public Hea Prevention. National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and
SHPE/O=CO /. Health Promotion. Division of Adult and Community Health, 2000

7 FPransen HP, May AM, Beulens JWJ ¢ 4l. Association between life- http:/ /www.cdc.gov/hrqol/pdfs/mhd.pdf (12 April 2016, date last
style factors and quality-adjusted life years in the EPIC-NL Cohort. accessed).

) ;9(11): . . . L
PLoS One 2014,9(11):e111480 21 Jia H, Lubetkin EI Estimating EuroQol EQ-5D scores from

8 Doll R, Peto R, Borcham, Sutherland 1. Mortality in relation to Population Healthy Days data. Med Decis Making 2008;28(4):491-499.

;;18011{15111% 50 years” observations on male British doctors. BMJ 2004; 22 Jia H, Zack MM, Moriarty DG e al. Predicting the EuroQol
' ' Group’s EQ-5D index from CDC’s ‘Healthy Days’ in a US sample.

9 Schane RE, Ling PM, Glantz SA. Health effects of light and inter- Med Decis Making 2011;31(1):174-185.
mittent smoking: a review. Cireulation 2010;121(13):1518—1522. 25 Austin PC. An introduction to propensity score methods for redu-

10 Funatogawa I, Funatogawa T, Yano E. Impacts of carly smoking cing the effects confounding in observational studies. Mu/tivar Bebav
initiation: long-term trends of lung cancer mortality and smoking Res 2011;46(3):399-424,
g}l&até)on f;g;r;.;e%%afziécross—secnonal surveys in Great Britain. 24 Everett SA, Warren CW, Sharp D ¢/ a/. Initiation of cigatrette smok-

M] Open e ' ing and subsequent smoking behavior among U.S. high school stu-
11 US. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Swoking and dents. Prev Med 1999 Nov;29(5):327-33.
Iljel"fb’ 5”;7 ’j{”’_g A‘\){Z"’g C"’”’”’tg"sf” g” Surgeon Ge”;"‘l/{ ‘”fl:ff 25 Glied S. Is smoking delayed smoking averted? A | Public Health
ublic Health Service. Washington: U.S. Depattment of Health, 2003:93(3):412_416
Education, and Welfare, Public Health Service, Center for Disease ) 9303 o ' ) ) ) )
Control, 1964, PHS Publication No. 1103. 26 Shields M, Wilkins K. Smoking, smoking cessation and heart disease
isk: a 16-yeat follow-up study. Health Rep 2013;24(2):12-22.

12 Strandberg AY, Strandberg TE, Pitkild K ¢z a/. The effect of smok- st & Shryear foflowrup stucy. Heat PA @ )
ing in midlife on health-related quality of life in old age: a 26-year 27 Gellert C, Schéttker B, Brenner H. Smoking and all-cause mortality
prospective study. Arch Intern Med 2008;168(18):1968-1974. in older people: systematic review and meta-analysis. Arch Intern Med

2012;172(11):837-844.

13 Gold MR, Stevenson D, Fryback DG. HALYS and QALYS and an ) ) o
DALYS, Oh my: similarities and differences in summary measures 28 Gerbfzr _Y’ Myers Y’ ‘Golclibourt U. Srnokmg reduction at midlife
of population health. Annu Rev Public Health. 2002;23:115-134. and lifetime mortality risk in men: a prospective cohort study. A |

. ) ) Epidemiol 2012;175(10):1006-1012.

14 National Research Council. Accounting for health and health care: ] o
approaches to  measuring the sources and costs of their improvement. 29 Isenb-erg JY, Qumo‘nes AR, Slatore‘CG ¢ al. Trends in clgarette
Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2010. Panel to smoking and cessation among Medicare managed care reciplents,
Advance a Research Program on the Design of National Health 2005-2012. Addict Behav 2016;58:155-160. doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.
Accounts, Committee on National Statistics, Division of Behavioral 2016.02.037.
and Social Sciences and Education. 30 US. Department of Health and Human Services. The Health Benefits of

15 Gold MR, Siegel JE, Russell LB, Weinstein MC. Cost-effectiveness in Smoking Cessation. A Report of the Surgeon general RO'CkVﬂle MDy): US
Health and Medicine. New York: Oxford University Press, 1996, 1996. Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health Service,

16 B DS, Jia H, Zack MM ¢ al, Using health-related lty of I Centers for Disease Control, National Center for Chronic Disease

rown DS, Jia H, Zad ¢t al. Using health-related quality of life Preventi d Health P don. Offi Smoki d Health
and quality-adjusted life expectancy for effective public health sur- 1 ;;;eti)zll—lasnpub]f:aﬁon ;)go(gg’c) 89c86 4;)f moking and T,
veillance and prevention. Expert Rev Pharmacoecon Outcomes Res 2013; ' i ]
13(4):425-427. 31 Allen SC. Tobacco smoking in older people. Rev Clin Gerontol 2009;
19(3):185-192.

17 Jia H, Lubetkin EI Impact of nine chronic conditions on @

32 Thorndike AN, Rigotti NA, Stafford RS e# a/. National patterns in

quality-adjusted life years for U.S. adults aged 65 years and older.
Qunal Life Res 2016;25(8):1921-1929.

the treatment of smokers by physicians. | Aw Med Assoc 1998;279:
604-608.

Downl oaded from https://academni c. oup. coni j pubheal th/ articl e-abstract/39/4/e194/3003017
by M Ibank Menorial Library user
on 26 February 2018


http://www.cdc.gov/tobacco/data_statistics/fact_sheets/health_effects/effects_cig_smoking
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2016.02.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2016.02.037

DOSE-RESPONSE EFFECT OF SMOKING STATUS ON QUALITY-ADJUSTED LIFE YEARS 201

33 Jha P, Ramasundarahettige C, Landsman V e al 21st century Aging U.S. Population-Phase 1I. Committee on Population, Division

hazards of smoking and benefits of cessation in the United States. of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education. Board on

N Engl | Med 2013;368:341-350. Mathematical Sciences and Their Applications, Division on
34 National Academies of Sciences, Engincering, and Medicine. The Engineeting and Physical Sciences.

growing gap in life expectancy by income: implications for federal programs and 35 Miezzinler A, Mons U, Gellert C ¢/ a/. Smoking and all-cause mor-

policy responses. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, tality in older adults: results from the CHANCES Consortium. .4

2015. Committee on the Long-Run Macroeconomic Effects of the ] Prev Med 2015;49(5):¢53—¢63.

Downl oaded from https://academni c. oup. coni j pubheal th/ articl e-abstract/39/4/e194/3003017
by M Ibank Menorial Library user
on 26 February 2018



	Dose-response effect of smoking status on quality-adjusted life years among U.S. adults aged 65 years and older
	Introduction
	Methods
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Main findings of this study
	What is already known on this topic?
	Dose response: delayed smoking initiation and number of cigarettes smoked
	Gains in QALY after quitting smoking

	What this study adds
	Limitations of this study

	Ethical statements
	References


