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Campaigns to prevent adolescent smoking increasingly depict the tobacco in-
dustry as deceitful and exploitative. This study was undertaken to determine how
adolescents’ expectations about the trustworthiness of companies, in general,
influence the pathway through which anti-tobacco industry campaigns prevent
smoking. Structural equation modeling was used with survey data from 6,670
adolescents, ages 12 to 17. In the first model, statistically significant coeffi-
cients were associated with paths from mistrust of companies to mistrust of the
tobacco industry, from mistrust of the tobacco industry to anti-tobacco industry
attitudes, and from anti-tobacco indvstry-aifitudes o smoking. In models strat-
ified by mistrust of companies, paths'fren: ' misirusi: ‘of the tobacco industry to
anti-tobacco industry attitudes ‘and’ from’ anti-tobacco ‘industry attitudes to
smoking appeared comparable among youth with both high and low mistrust of
companies. These results suggest that anti-tobacco industry campaigns resonate

with youth because of youths’ trust-related values and expectations.

Increasingly, mass media campaigns that fo-
cus on the deceitful practices of the tobacco in-
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dustry have been used to discourage youth
from smoking in the United States (Farrelly et
al. 2005; Goldman and Glantz 1998;
Niederdeppe, Farrelly, and Haviland 2004).
These anti-industry campaigns reframe the
meaning of smoking to include an image of the
tobacco industry as deceitfully manipulating
smokers into consuming a deadly product.
Because they call attention to the untrustwor-
thiness of the tobacco industry, we suggest that
a better understanding of why this kind of cam-
paign strategy works may come from attending
to youths’ general mistrust of companies and
their practices. In particular, we suggest that
this predisposition to mistrust companies, in
general, influences youths’ attitudes about the
tobacco industry, and, ultimately, their smok-
ing behavior. Illumination of these relation-
ships aims to contextualize anti-industry cam-
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paigns as reflecting trends related to mistrust
within contemporary society.

ANTI-INDUSTRY CAMPAIGNS,
EVIDENCE FOR THEIR EFFICACY,
AND THE MECHANISMS BY WHICH
THEY WORK

Counteradvertisements that aim to prevent
tobacco use and promote cessation in the
United States have increasingly focused on the
deceitful practices of the tobacco industry. The
first ad in the anti-industry genre, for instance,
depicted industry executives sitting in a board-
room, gleefully concocting ways to entice new
smokers to consume their dangerous product.
Some ads describe how tobacco companies
manipulate tobacco products, for example, by
adding ammonia to cigarettes to make them
more addictive. Other ads lay responsibility for
the consequences of tobacco consumption at
the industry’s doorstep, as in one ad that
showed youths piling up hundreds of body
bags outside the headquarters of a major to-
bacco company in order to signify the daily
death toll from smoking. These and other anti-
industry messages depict the tobacco industry
as devious, unethical, and liable to do, almost
anything to sell its deadly, addictive product.

Evidence for the efficacy and mechanisms
through which anti-industry ads work comes
from three statewide campaigns and from the
national “truth®” campaign. In the early 1990s,
advertising agencies helped devise the industry
focus as one of a variety of message types aired
in the California mass media tobacco preven-
tion campaign (Pierce, Emery, and Gilpin
2002; Reid 2005). Soon thereafter, Massa-
chusetts included anti-industry ads in its
statewide anti-smoking campaign, which, as in
California, appeared to account for subsequent
reductions in smoking (Siegel and Biener
2000). Focus group data from both states indi-
cated the appeal of anti-industry ads for adults
and youth alike, leading some researchers to
claim that the “harder-hitting” anti-industry
ads in California accounted for the steeper de-
cline in tobacco consumption there (Goldman
and Glantz 1998). Indeed, some have suggest-
ed that anti-industry ads must be effective in
preventing smoking because the tobacco in-
dustry has lobbied so hard to have these ads re-
moved from anti-smoking campaigns (Balbach
and Glantz 1998). Nevertheless, data from
California and Massachusetts do not distin-
guish the impact of anti-industry ads from the
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impact of ads with different content (e.g., haz-
ards of environmental tobacco smoke) that
were also used in these campaigns.

Stronger evidence for the particular impact
of anti-industry ads among youth comes from
the Florida and national “truth” campaigns. In
1998, Florida developed a youth-targeted cam-
paign that almost exclusively focused on the
tobacco industry. One year after the onset of
this campaign, current smoking and smoking
intentions among Floridian adolescents had de-
clined by 8 percent and 33 percent, respective-
ly. In the rest of the United States, the corre-
sponding percentages had increased by 12 per-
cent and decreased by 1 percent, respectively
(Sly, Heald, and Ray 2001).

The apparent success of the Florida cam-
paign inspired the American Legacy
Foundation to use the anti-industry approach in
its national youth campaign, which began in
2000. With a budget of $100 million a year and
countrywide media purchases, no mass media
anti-smoking effort had occurred at this scale
since the late 1960s. Nationwide exposure to
this campaign has been high, with 72 percent
of youth reporting recent viewing of a truth ad
soon after the start of the campaign (Farrelly et
al, 2002),-while an average of 52 percent re-
ported recent exposure during the period from
2000 to 2003 (Thrasher et al. 2004). To assess
the behavioral impact of the national cam-
paign, Farrelly et al. (2005) used data from be-
fore the campaign launch to estimate what
youth smoking trends would have been like in
the absence of the truth campaign. They con-
cluded that 22 percent of the observed decline
in adolescent smoking from 2000 to 2002 ap-
peared to be attributable to the campaign.
Other studies indicate more specifically how
exposure to anti-industry ads influences youth
smoking.

Anti-industry campaigns may prevent smok-
ing by promoting an image of not smoking as
rebellious and “cool,” thereby decreasing the
social acceptability of smoking (Evans et al.
2003); however, the primary mechanism by
which these campaigns work appears to be
through fostering negative attitudes and beliefs
about the tobacco industry (Hersey et al.
2005). Concomitant with the decline in youth
smoking after the onset of the Florida truth
campaign, negative attitudes about the industry
rose significantly among adolescents in
Florida but not in the rest of the United States
(Sly et al. 2001). Once the national truth cam-
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paign began, however, anti-industry attitudes
began to increase among adolescents across
the United States (Farrelly et al. 2002; Thrasher
et al. 2004). Furthermore, self-reported expo-
sure to anti-industry ads has been associated
both with stronger anti-industry attitudes and
with lower levels of smoking involvement in
Florida (Niederdeppe et al. 2004) and across
the United States (Farrelly et al. 2002; Hersey
et al. 2005). Finally, in a 22-month cohort
study of Floridian adolescents, nonsmokers
who reported exposure to anti-industry ads at
follow-up were more likely have stayed non-
smokers than those who did not report seeing
ads (Sly, Trapido, and Ray 2002). These results
may be explained by selective attention or dif-
ferential exposure across smoking risk groups.
Nevertheless, as a whole, these studies support
the contention that anti-industry messages pre-
vent youth smoking by increasing negative at-
titudes and beliefs about the tobacco industry.

SOCIAL MARKETING, FRAME
RESONANCE, AND MISTRUST

The anti-industry approach to smoking pre-
vention reflects, in part, the increasing incor-
poration of social marketing approaches, into
public health campaigns (Eisenberg et al.
2004; Jacobson et al. 2001; Reid 2005). As
such, the origination and elaboration of anti-in-
dustry ads described above followed from the
growing consensus that public health cam-
paigns are more likely to be successful if they
address the core values and beliefs of the audi-
ence they are trying to influence (Kottler,
Roberto, and Lee 2002; Lupton 1994). This as-
pect of the social marketing orientation paral-
lels sociological discussions of “frame reso-
nance,” a concept used to explain how behav-
ioral or ideological change is motivated
(Benford and Snow 2000; Snow and Benford
1988). Frame resonance concerns whether a
particular way of framing an idea, a behavior,
or a situation is coherent, convincing, and
salient for people within a particular sociocul-
tural milieu. In the 1990s, for example, femi-
nist activists in the United States successfully
lobbied for increased breast cancer research
funding by framing their arguments to address
core values of equity, justice, and family
(Kolker 2004). Frames resonate—and there-
fore are more likely to successfully motivate
people—when they echo the values, expecta-
tions, and identity concerns that people view as
relevant to their lives.
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Anti-industry ads generally focus on how
the industry sells a dangerous product, hides
these dangers, and exploits its consumers, all
of which may resonate with values and expec-
tations that youth hold with regard to honesty
and integrity. Indeed, the current youth gener-
ation appears more “integrity-focused” and
judgmental of unethical behavior than the more
cynical “generation X” that preceded it (Howe
and Strauss 1999; Paul 2001). Moreover, con-
temporary teens list “being honest” as the most
important rule for companies to follow when
advertising to them (Zollo 2004). Anti-industry
ads that focus on the “truth” behind tobacco in-
dustry’s duplicitous behavior may evoke this
yearning for integrity, offering youths a chance
to avoid condoning this behavior through a re-
fusal to consume the industry’s product.

Anti-industry ads may also resonate with
preexisting mistrust among youths, creating an
image of the tobacco industry as a particularly
glaring example of corporate deceit and
malfeasance. Late-modern society appears
fraught with mistrust of others and of the abil-
ity of abstract expert systems, such as the gov-
ernment or the health care system, to effective-
ly manage the present in the hopes of reaching
a/better future (Beck 1992; Beck 2000;
Giddens 1991; Lash 2000). Mistrust of the
market system and of corporate motives may
be a manifestation of this general mistrust.

Intensive youth exposure to marketing ef-
forts appears to have fostered skepticism and
mistrust toward companies. Today’s youth,
more than previous generations, are continu-
ously exposed to marketing efforts through ca-
ble TV, the Internet, radio, magazines, phones,
and even their schools (Howe and Strauss
1999; Voight 2000; Weiss 2003; Zollo 2004).
Numerous studies have found that by the time
youths reach age 11 or 12, cognitive develop-
ments in perspective taking result in low levels
of trust in and greater dislike of advertising
(Roedder John 1999). In other words, youth
gain the ability to attribute and understand the
intentions of others, including the intentions of
companies that want them to buy their prod-
ucts. As among adults (Kanter and Mirvis
1989), negative assessments of advertising
may influence youths’ perceptions of particular
companies, as well as of companies in general.
As one market researcher put it, “years of in-
tense marketing efforts aimed directly their
way have taught this group to assume the worst
about companies trying to coax them into buy-
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ing something” (cited in Neuborne and Kerwin
1999).

These generalizations about mistrust of cor-
porate practices among youth do not explain
any differential effect that mistrust may have in
explaining how anti-industry campaigns and
the beliefs they engender might influence
youth smoking. In this regard, Hardin’s encap-
sulated interest theory of trust is suggestive, as
it addresses some of the theoretical and con-
ceptual ambiguities that characterize much of
the contemporary literature on trust (Hardin
2001; Hardin 2002). Hardin criticizes theories
based on the general trust of others (Kawachi
and Berkman 2000; Putnam 1993; Rotter
1980; Yamagishi 2001) because they assume
that people have a general predisposition to
trust a variety of social referents. Instead,
Hardin stresses how the interaction history be-
tween the truster and trustee, the type of action
on which the trust is based, and context-specif-
ic beliefs influence the perceived trustworthi-
ness of a particular target. This conceptualiza-
tion allows for individual beliefs to articulate
with broader sociocultural trends without ho-
mogenizing the influence of these trends.
Moreover, Hardin’s theoretical formuiation in-
sists that researchers ultimately train their fo-
cus on the target of trust—in this case, the to-
bacco industry—as the most important referent
in conceptualizing trust-related decision mak-
ing.

As a means of reconciling Hardin’s theory
with proposed macro-level social trends relat-
ed to trust, we suggest that youths’ domain-
specific perceptions of the general untrustwor-
thiness of companies will directly influence
their perceptions of the untrustworthiness of
the tobacco industry. Mistrust of the tobacco
industry will, by way of its positive influence
on anti-tobacco industry attitudes, influence
smoking behavior. By examining variation in
the strength of expectations around the trust-
worthiness of companies, we aim to examine
the middle ground between general, macro-so-
ciological theories of widespread mistrust and
Hardin’s more context-specific formulation.

THE CYNICAL HYPOTHESIS:
MISTRUST AS A MODERATOR

The aforementioned hypothesis suggests
that mistrust of companies may partly account
for why anti-industry messages resonate with
youth; namely, because beliefs within this
more general domain should be consistent and
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correlated with beliefs about the tobacco in-
dustry. Alternatively, mistrust of companies
may moderate the associations among mistrust
of the tobacco industry, anti-industry attitudes,
and smoking. Attitude characteristics (e.g., ac-
cessibility, temporal stability), personality
characteristics (e.g., self-monitoring), per-
ceived control over the behavior (e.g., self-ef-
ficacy), and subjective norms around the be-
havior (e.g., perceptions of the approval or dis-
approval of the behavior by significant social
others) have all been found to moderate the re-
lationship between attitudes and behavior
(Cooke and Sheeran 2004; Krosnick and Petty
1995; Petty and Wegener 1998; Umeh and
Patel 2004). Generalized beliefs about the sys-
tem within which the tobacco industry operates
may modify this relationship, as well.

Youths’ general beliefs about the untrust-
worthiness of companies are likely to reflect
their perceptions of market-system norms.
Youth who generally believe that companies
are trustworthy may have relatively higher ex-
pectations for the trustworthiness of any par-
ticular company than youth with greater mis-
trust of companies. When high expectations of
trust are violated and registered as mistrust of
a particular referent like the tobacco industry,
more trusting youth may respond with both
stronger anti-industry attitudes and a greater
likelihood of refusing to consume the product
made by that industry. On the other hand, youth
with stronger mistrust of companies may cyni-
cally view the tobacco industry as untrustwor-
thy and may perceive its behavior as consistent
with the deceitful norms among corporations
that aim to sell their products in order to make
money. As a result, the relationships among
perceived trustworthiness of the tobacco indus-
try, anti-industry attitudes, and smoking would
be relatively weaker among these more un-
trusting and cynical youth. Hence, general mis-
trust of companies would modify both the re-
lationship between perceived trustworthiness
of the tobacco industry and anti-industry atti-
tudes and the relationship between anti-indus-
try attitudes and smoking.

HYPOTHESES

Three primary hypotheses emerge from the
above literature review. First, mistrust of the to-
bacco industry will positively influence anti-
tobacco industry attitudes, which, in turn, will
negatively influence intent to smoke and actu-
al smoking. Second, mistrust of companies will
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positively influence mistrust of the tobacco in-
dustry, which will negatively influence smok-
ing involvement through its impact on anti-in-
dustry attitudes. Alternatively, mistrust of com-
panies will moderate the key study relation-
ships. In particular, the influence of mistrust of
the tobacco industry on anti-tobacco industry
attitudes will be weaker among youth with high
mistrust of companies than among youth with
low mistrust of companies. Furthermore, the
relationship between anti-industry attitudes
and smoking involvement will be weaker
among youth with high mistrust of companies
than among youth with low mistrust of compa-
nies.

METHODS
Data Source and Sample Characteristics

We tested the study hypotheses using data
from the spring and fall 2003 Legacy Media
Tracking Surveys (LMTS), two cross-section-
al surveys designed to evaluate the national
“truth” campaign. The surveys used a two-
stage stratified survey design to ensure that the
sample was nationally representative of youths
ages 12 to 17. Approximately half 0fthe-sam-
ple was contacted by telephone using candorm+
digit dialing, while the other half v/astandor-
ly selected from lists used to oversample mi-
nority youth and youth who lived in four states
with contemporaneous state-sponsored anti-
smoking campaigns (California, Florida,
Minnesota, and Mississippi). All surveys were
telephone-administered in English after receiv-
ing verbal consent from parents. Interviewers
who spoke Spanish were used to obtain consent
from Spanish-speaking parents. Telephone
calls were spread across all days of the week
and times of day, especially evenings and
weekends, to increase chances of finding ado-
lescents and their parents at home. Up to 12
callback attempts were made for each case,
with at least two of these callbacks occurring
during the daytime. Moreover, unless a respon-
dent or parent was adamant about not partici-
pating in the survey, up to two refusal-conver-
sion attempts were made per case.

Using the American Association of Public
Opinion Research calculation number 4
(American Association of Public Opinion
Research 2004), the response rates for the
spring and fall LMTS administrations were es-
timated at 43 percent and 30 percent, respec-
tively. Of the 6,913 12—17 year-old adolescents
who responded, the 6,670 (96%) who had full
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information on the variables of interest com-
prised the analytic sample for this study. Males
(n = 3,361) and females (n = 3,309) were al-
most equally represented, and 53 percent iden-
tified themselves as white (n = 3,552). Youth
who identified as African American or
Hispanic each accounted for about 17 percent
of the sample (n = 1,131 and n = 1,163, re-
spectively), whereas 8 percent identified as
Asian (n = 549) and 4 percent identified as
from different ethnic backgrounds (n = 270).
The mean age of the sample was 14.5 years old,
with an approximately uniform distribution of
youth across age categories from 12 to 17
(range n= 1,102 to 1,278). About 60 percent of
the sample had never smoked and were not sus-
ceptible to smoking (n = 3,983), and 19 percent
had never smoked but were susceptible to
smoking (n = 1,296). Fourteen percent of the
sample (n =932) had tried smoking but had not
smoked in the last 30 days, while 4 percent
were experimental smokers (n = 250) and 3
percent were regular smokers (n = 209). Friend
smoking followed a similar pattern: 69 percent
of participants had no good friends who were
smokers (n = 4,600); lower percentages had
onic (n.= 897), two (n = 557), three (n = 297),
ot four or.more (n = 319) good friends who
smoked.

Measures

Smoking involvement. The items used to
measure smoking status have been validated
and used to measure smoking in other studies
of adolescent populations (Flay, Hu, and
Richardson 1998; Pierce et al. 1996). These in-
clude one item asking whether one had ever
smoked (“Have you ever smoked cigarettes,
even a puft?”), as well as three items on smok-
ing susceptibility (“Do you think you will
smoke a cigarette soon?””; “Do you think you
will smoke a cigarette in the next year?”; “If
one of your best friends offered you a cigarette,
would you smoke it?”’). As has been done in
other studies (Pierce et al. 1996), those who
had never smoked and who responded with
anything but “definitely not” to the suscepti-
bility questions were coded as susceptible.
Participants who had tried smoking were clas-
sified at one of three levels of current smoking
involvement: noncurrent (no cigarette in the
last month); experimenter (smoked in the last
month, but less than 100 lifetime cigarettes);
and regular smoker (smoked in the last month
and smoked more than 100 lifetime cigarettes).
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The resulting ordinal smoking involvement
variable reflected the range of categories used
in most studies of youth smoking. Never-
theless, treating smoking involvement as a
five-level ordinal variable differs from stan-
dard approaches that use the above measures to
derive dichotomous outcomes (e.g., suscepti-
ble vs. not susceptible; ever smoked vs. never
smoked). Some researchers have justified the
use of dichotomous smoking outcomes by ref-
erencing theories of smoking uptake that posit
different risk factors coming into play at dif-
ferent transitions to greater smoking involve-
ment (CDC 1994). However, meta-analyses
have not supported this contention, finding no
distinctive impact of risk factors across smok-
ing involvement (Mayhew, Flay, and Mott
2000).

Mistrust of companies and mistrust of the to-
bacco industry. Items measuring mistrust of
companies and of the tobacco industry reflect-
ed a definition of untrustworthiness as the un-
certainty ascribed to a referent, such that this
referent would be likely to take one’s interests
into account in a cooperative interaction
(Gambetta 1988; Hardin 2001). This definition
is consistent with standard theories of econom-
ic decision-making under risk, providing apar-
ticular focus on the subjective probability of
exploitation through commodity consumption
(Bolle 1999). Item content for both constructs
reflected perceptions of general honesty (e.g.,
“cigarette companies lie”), hiding dangers re-
lated to product consumption (e.g., “compa-
nies often lie about the dangers of their prod-
ucts”), concern for consumers (e.g., “compa-
nies care about the people who buy their prod-
ucts”), and the primary concern with maximiz-
ing profits (e.g., “cigarette companies only
care about making a lot of money”).

Anti-tobacco industry attitudes. Theories of
persuasive communication (Jackson 1997;
Petty and Wegener 1998) and of consumer be-
havior (de Mooij 2004) emphasize how atti-
tudes provide the key link between beliefs and
behavior. Beliefs are foundational to attitudes;
however, attitudes also encompass how posi-
tively or negatively one perceives a particular
referent, highlighting the evaluative dimension
that may be implied, but not necessarily cap-
tured, by beliefs. For instance, according to the
Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA)—which is
widely used in both studies of health behavior
(Montano, Kasprzyk, and Taplin 1997) and
economic psychology (de Mooij 2004; Lunt
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1995)—attitudes toward a behavior are con-
ceptualized as mediating the influence of be-
liefs on behavior. Following these theoretical
orientations, we conceptualized anti-tobacco-
industry attitudes as reflecting evaluations of
the tobacco industry as relatively good or bad.
Items addressed evaluative sentiment toward
the industry (e.g., “I feel angry with tobacco
companies”), evaluation of the respondent’s
feelings about the industry going out of busi-
ness (“I would like to see cigarette companies
go out of business”), and evaluation of possi-
ble identification and collaboration with the in-
dustry through work (“I would not work for a
cigarette company”). [tems measuring mistrust
of the tobacco industry may have also implied
an evaluative dimension, but the content of
those items was squarely focused on industry
practices, while the attitudinal items addressed
more personal evaluations of the industry.
Indeed, previous research has shown the dis-
tinctiveness of tobacco industry attitudes and
beliefs (Hersey et al. 2003).

Control variables. The existing literature on
smoking among youth suggests that age, sex,
race/ethnicity, and friends’ smoking behavior
should be considered as control variables in
this study {American Legacy Foundation 2002;
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
1994, 2001; Tyas and Pederson 1998). For
analysis purposes, race/ethnicity was recoded
to a set of dummy variables, with white youth
as the reference group for each other ethnic
group (i.e., African American, Latino, Asian,
Other). The measure for the number of good
friends who smoke was maintained in its orig-
inal, ordinal response format (0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or
more).

Data Analysis

All analyses involved latent variable struc-
tural equation modeling (SEM), treating all
variables as ordinal (Bollen 1989; Joreskog
and Sorbom 1996). Mplus software (Muthén
and Muthén 2004), version 3.11, was selected
because of its capacity to estimate latent vari-
able models with ordinal observed variables.
SEM with ordinal variables is similar to ordi-
nal logistic regression approaches that are
more common in smoking research (Mayhew
et al. 2000); however, SEM has the advantage
of permitting measurement error in covariates
and the use of multiple ordinal indicators for
latent variables. As is standard for SEM with
ordinal data, the diagonally weighted least
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squares (DWLS) algorithm was used to gener-
ate parameter estimates. The comparative fit
index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and
the root mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA) were used to judge overall model fit.
CFI and TLI values above .90 and RMSEA val-
ues lower than .08 were viewed as minimally
acceptable (Bentler 1990; Hu and Bentler
1999). Chi-square difference tests were used to
compare models with the same structural form
but with different constraints on parameters
(Bollen 1989). Statistically significant chi-
square difference tests were used to indicate
whether the more constrained model (i.e., the
more parsimonious model) provided a signifi-
cantly worse fit to the data than the less con-
strained model. As is common practice, the
less parsimonious, less constrained model was
selected as the better fitting model in case of a
statistically significant result. Otherwise, the
more parsimonious model was selected. All
analyses adjusted for sampling strata and
weights (Asparouhov 2004a; Asparouhov
2004b).

Analysis began with an examinatiox lef each
latent variable within the SEM confirmatory
factor analysis framework. After ‘satisfactory
measurement properties were established, we
examined bivariate associations between pri-
mary study variables and the control variables
within the latent variable framework. Next,
structural models representing hypotheses
were specified and model parameters estimat-
ed. Subsequent models adjusted for the influ-
ence of control variables on all latent variables
of interest, and nested tests were done to assess
whether the elimination of insignificant paths
reduced model fit. If the results indicated ade-
quate fit of the model to the data, path esti-
mates were examined for support or rejection
of study hypotheses. Hypothesis tests of mod-
ification were done by running separate mod-
els for groups defined by levels of the modify-
ing variable (i.e., mistrust of companies).
Confidence intervals around the estimated co-
efficients of interest were examined for evi-
dence of overlap or distinctiveness of the esti-
mates across groups. Consistent increases or
decreases in the strength of the coefficients
across levels of the hypothesized modifying
variable were taken as evidence for modifica-
tion.
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RESULTS
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Confirmatory factor analyses were run for
each of the multi-item constructs. The items
measuring mistrust of companies and mistrust
of the tobacco industry had reasonable factor
loadings and r-squares, and the models provid-
ed a good fit to the data (CFI = .99, TLI = .98,
RMSEA = .05; and CFI = .98, TLI = .99,
RMSEA = .02, respectively). When assessing
anti-tobacco industry attitudes, the overall fit
indices were good (CFI = .99; TLI = .99;
RMSEA = .03); however, the parameter esti-
mates associated with one item—“Cigarette
companies get too much blame for young peo-
ple smoking”—had an unacceptably low load-
ing (1 =.22) and r-square (5%), so it was elim-
inated. Measurement models were then run to
assure adequate fit when all latent variables
were considered together. In particular, we ad-
dressed concerns about correlated measure-
ment error due to similar item wording across
constructs. In the measurement model with er-
ror terms for the two general honesty items
correlated across constructs and error terms for
the twooprofit motivation items correlated
acress constructs, both correlated errors were
highly “significant, and the fit indices were
good (CFI = .96; TLI = .97; RMSEA = .04).
When these correlated errors were constrained
to be equal to zero, the chi-square difference
test indicated a significant decrease in model
fit (x*,; = 378.91, df = 2), and overall fit in-
dices declined. Hence, subsequent analyses
that included both of the mistrust constructs as-
sumed this form.

Despite the use of theory to determine con-
structs, attempts were made to confirm that the
latent variables were distinct from one another.
Exploratory factor analysis methods with all
attitude and mistrust items suggested the exis-
tence of three dimensions (eigenvalues = 3.87,
1.67, 1.18), with some cross-loading of items,
mostly for the items with similar wordings.
Although the use of such data-driven methods
to determine dimensionality are problematic in
the absence of theory (Bollen 1989), the results
generally supported the theoretical constructs
proposed for this study. Since traditional con-
firmatory factor analysis methods were devel-
oped for continuous, normally distributed vari-
ables, not ordinal variables, a fuller treatment
of the distinctiveness of the study’s latent vari-
ables was also considered within the SEM
framework.
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Assessment of construct discrimination in-
volved estimating measurement models that
included the two mistrust constructs in one
model and, in a different model, the two con-
structs with the tobacco industry as a referent.
A formal nested comparison was done in
which a single latent variable was nested with-
in a two-latent-variable model. In other words,
the fit of the theorized two-latent-variable mea-
surement model was compared to the fit of a
single-latent-variable model whose indicators
included all items from the two theorized con-
structs. Whether considering either the mis-
trust constructs or the tobacco industry con-
structs, the results indicated a significantly
worse fit for the model that contained only one
latent variable (x?,,,=229.14, df =1, p <.0001;
and x?,. = 127.83, df = 1, p < .0001, respec-
tively). These results generally confirmed ex-
pectations that the items used in this study
were best viewed as indicators of three distinct
latent variables.

Bivariate Results

The next analytic step involved generating
bivariate correlations among primarny, study
variables and between these variables and cans
trol variables. With regard to the relationghips
among latent variables, all correlations were in
the direction and relative strength that were ex-
pected (see Table 1). For instance, the relation-
ship between smoking involvement and anti-
industry attitudes (r = —.59) was stronger than
for smoking involvement and mistrust of the
tobacco industry (r = —.28). When viewed
alongside the insignificant correlation between
smoking involvement and mistrust of compa-
nies, these results provided further evidence of
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discrimination across two mistrust constructs,
despite the otherwise strong correlation be-
tween them (r = .78). Smoking involvement
was also positively correlated with age and
number of friend smokers, whereas it was neg-
atively correlated with being black or Asian as
opposed to being white. Ethnicity was the on-
ly control variable correlated with mistrust of
companies, with weaker mistrust among Asian
youth than among white youth. As expected,
age and number of friends who smoke were in-
versely correlated with both of the tobacco in-
dustry constructs. Finally, males had marginal-
ly higher mistrust of the tobacco industry than
females. These results were consistent with ex-
pectations.

Tests of Primary Study Hypotheses

The first hypothesis concerning the influ-
ence of mistrust of the tobacco industry on an-
ti-industry attitudes and anti-industry attitudes
on smoking involvement was initially exam-
ined in a model that did not include control
variables. The model fit was good (CFI = .95;
TLI = .96; RMSEA = .05), and, as was found
for the bivariate results, the valence and statis-
ical-siznificance of the paths were as hypoth-
¢sized. Misirust of the industry explained 65
percent of the variance in anti-industry atti-
tudes (y = .79), and anti-industry attitudes ex-
plained 29 percent of the variance in smoking
involvement (3 =—.81). Thereafter, a baseline-
adjusted model was developed in which the
above structural relationships were maintained
while simultaneously regressing each of these
latent variables on age, sex, and ethnicity.
Furthermore, friend smoking was treated both
as having a direct influence on smoking in-

TABLE 1. Bivariate Correlations between Primary Study Variables and Control Variables

Primary Study Variables

Smoking Anti-Tobacco- Mistrust of Mistrust of
Involvement Industry Attitudes Tobacco Industry Companies
Primary Study Variables
Anti-tobacco-industry attitudes -.59 — — —
Mistrust of the tobacco industry -.28 .82 — —
Mistrust of companies —.04rs 45 78 —
Control Variables
Age 31 -30 —-.14 .04ns
Male! .01ns —.04ns .09 .04ns
Black? -.05 —-.01m .02 .02ms
Latino? .01ns —-.06™ .02ns .00ns
Asian? -.10 .01ms .01 —-.06
Other? .01ns .01ns .01ns —.00"s
Friend smoking .56 -42 -17 .02ns

Notes: ns = not statistically significant (i.e., p > .05). 1 = compared to female youth; 2 = compared to white youth.
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volvement and as correlated with mistrust of
companies and of the tobacco industry. This
was done because at least part of the friend-as-
sociated variability in these constructs is likely
due to selection processes, wherein youth se-
lectively affiliate with others who share similar
attributes, including risk profiles for smoking
(Ennett and Bauman 1994; Urberg, Degirmen-
cioglu, and Pilgrim 1997). In traditional multi-
variate regression, this specification is essen-
tially how models adjust for variability in
smoking due to friend smoking. Fit statistics
for this model were reasonable (CFI1 =.93; TLI
= .94; RMSEA = .03), and path estimates be-
tween latent variables were relatively compara-
ble to those in the unadjusted model.

Next, a nested comparison was done to de-
termine whether constraining the values for in-
significant paths to zero would reduce model
fit. The results suggested that the more parsi-
monious model fit the data as well as the fully
adjusted model (x*,, = 4.86, df = 6, p = .56),
and model fit statistics improved slightly (CFI
=.96; TLI = .95; RMSEA = .03). In this final
model (see Figure 1), the strength of the pri-
mary path from mistrust of the tobacco indus-
try on anti-industry attitudes remained strong
(B = .81) while the path from antizindusiry at-
titudes to smoking involvement (3 =—.52) was
attenuated from the unadjusted model, but still
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relatively strong. Overall, this model explained
46 percent of the variance in smoking involve-
ment.

The next set of hypotheses examined
whether mistrust of companies modified the
paths of influence in the above model. First,
factor scores for the mistrust of companies
variable were estimated, and tertile cut-points
were used to classify observations as high (n =
2,188), average (n = 2,260), or low (n =2,222)
mistrust. Afterward, group comparison meth-
ods were followed within the measurement
model framework using both of the tobacco in-
dustry-focused constructs. These comparisons
aimed to determine the equivalence of latent
variable parameters (e.g., thresholds, lambdas)
across groups, so that formal statistical testing
could be conducted on group differences in
other parameters of interest (i.e., paths between
latent variables). The first step involved run-
ning a single model for all groups, with mea-
surement parameters free to vary across
groups. Because there were no hypotheses
around the equivalence of particular thresholds
or loadings across groups, the second model
tested the equivalence of item thresholds
across 2l] groups, as is recommended in the lit-
erature {Muthén and Asparouhov 2002; Muthén
and Christoffersson 1981). The results indicat-
ed a significantly worse fit to the data, whether

FIGURE 1. Final Model of the Adjusted Influence of Mistrust of the Tobacco Industry and Anti-
tobacco-industry Attitudes on Smoking Involvement

-.09 L
(.02) C Fit indices:
Number of CFI = .96
A friend TLI= .95
=22 smokers RMSEA = .03

Mistrust of
Tobacco
Industry

Anti-Industry
Attitudes

Smoking
Involvement

13 (.01 -.58 16™
(.04) (.12) ’
(.04)
Male vs. Age Black vs. Latino Asian vs. Other vs.
female white vs. white white white

Notes: ns = not statistically significant at p <.05. CFI = comparative fit index. TLI = Tucker-Lewis index. RMSEA =

root mean square error of approximation.
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the equality constraints were imposed on the
thresholds (x*,, = 755.34; df = 23; p <.0001)
or the lambdas (x?,, = 643.47; df = 11; p <
.0001). These results suggested that the mea-
surement properties of the latent variables un-
der consideration were different enough across
groups that statistical tests of the differences in
structural parameters relating these variables
may not produce meaningful results.

Despite variance in measurement parame-
ters across levels of mistrust of companies,
separate models were estimated for each
group, and parameter estimates were examined
for qualitative evidence of modification. For
each group, a baseline-adjusted model was run
wherein influences were specified from all
control variables to the latent variables.
Thereafter, nested comparisons were done in
order to determine significant reductions in
model fit when constraining the statistically in-
significant paths to zero. The paths constrained
to zero were slightly different across the three
groups (see Table 2 footnote for model specifi-
cations); however, the results suggested that
the constraints provided no worse model fit for
any group (low: x*,..=2.43,df =6, p= .88;av-
erage: x*,= 13.60, df = 10, p = .19; highz x7;
=794, df=7,p = 34).

The results did not support the modification
hypothesis (see Table 2). Parameter estimates
for the influence of anti-industry attitudes on

©dir
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smoking involvement were similar and charac-
terized by overlapping confidence intervals
across all groups. Moreover, the models for
each group explained a comparable amount of
variance in smoking involvement (12, = 49%;
e = 44%; 12 = 46%). However, the co-
efficients relating mistrust of the tobacco in-
dustry with anti-industry attitudes appeared
relatively stronger in the high mistrust of com-
panies group (3 = 1.07) than in the average (3
= .59) and low groups (3 = .82). The confi-
dence intervals around these estimates slightly
overlapped in the case of both the low and high
groups, and the average and low groups; how-
ever, the non-overlapping estimate for the high
and average mistrust group suggested that the
relationship may be stronger among youth with
high mistrust of companies. This indication of
a stronger, not weaker, relationship between
the two industry-focused constructs among
youth with high mistrust of companies was the
opposite of hypothesized expectations. Indeed,
these results suggested that if a modification
effect existed in this population, it appeared
curvilinear, with the weakest influence of in-
dustry rnistrust on anti-industry attitudes found
amerig those in the average company mistrust
group.

The final hypothesis concerned whether
mistrust of companies directly influenced mis-
trust of the tobacco industry, and, through this

TABLE 2. Adjusted Influence of Mistrust of the Tobacco Industry and Anti-tobacco-industry
Attitudes on Smoking Involvement, by Strength of Mistrust of Companies

Models Stratified by Mistrust of Companies

Model with All
Observations
B (95% CI)

Low Mistrust®
(n=2,222)
B (95% CI)

High Mistrust?
(n=2,188)
B (95% CI)

Average Mistrust®
(n = 2,260)
B (95% CI)

Model parameters

Mistrust of tobacco industry — 1.07 .59 .82 .81

anti-industry attitudes (1.24, .90) (.72, .47) .82(.93, .71) .81(.03)

Anti-industry attitudes — -.58 —.60 —.64 -.52

smoking involvement (—.44,-71) (—42,-.77) (=50, -.77) (.04)
RZ

Anti-industry attitudes 91% 52% 66% 72%

Smoking involvement 46% 44% 49% 46%
Model fit indices

CFI .92 .96 .96 .96

TLI 91 .96 .96 95

RMSEA .04 .03 .03 .03

Notes: CFI = comparative fit index. TLI = Tucker-Lewis index. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.

2 High mistrust model adjusted for age on mistrust of the tobacco industry and anti-industry attitudes, and for age, eth-
nicity, and number of friend smokers on smoking involvement.

b Average mistrust model adjusted for age on mistrust of the tobacco industry and anti-industry attitudes, and for age
and number of friend smokers on smoking involvement.

¢ Low mistrust model adjusted for age and sex on mistrust of the tobacco industry and anti-industry attitudes, and for
age, ethnicity, and number of friend smokers on smoking involvement.
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FIGURE 2. Adjusted Model of the Influence of Mistrust of Companies on Mistrust of the Tobacco
Industry, Anti-tobacco-industry Attitudes, and Smoking Involvement

C Number of Fit indices:
-.09 A friend CFI = .96
41
(.02) smokers (.02) TLI=.96
-23 ' RMSEA = .03
(.02)
79 7 A _44
Mistrust of "\ (.03) Mistrust of "\ (.02) Anti-industry (.04) Smoking
Companies Tob. Industry Attitudes Involvement
A A
15
-15 -.08 (.04)
(.03) .
-.06 ( 01) ~13 ns -.58 16™
(.01) (o7) 04 (12) :
Male vs. Age Black vs. | [Latino vs.| | Asian vs. Other vs.
female white white white white

Notes: ns = not statistically significant at p <.05. CFI = comparative fit index. TLI = Tucker-Lewis index. RMSEA =

root mean square error of approximation.

relationship, indirectly influenced anti-indus-
try attitudes and smoking involvemant. (see
Figure 2). A baseline-adjusted model was
again estimated, where all control vatiables haid
direct influences on all latent variables.
Constraining statistically insignificant paths to
zero did not reduce model fit (x? ;= 12.13, df
=9, p=.21), and the hypothesized model pro-
vided a good fit with the data (CFI = .96; TLI
=.96; RMSEA = .03). The positive path from
mistrust of companies to tobacco industry mis-
trust was strong (3 =.79), accounting for most
of its model-explained variance (> = .52). The
strong path estimate from mistrust of the to-
bacco industry to anti-industry attitudes (B =
.72) accounted for most of the model-explained
variance in these attitudes, as well (r> =.61).
Finally, the negative influence of anti-industry
attitudes on smoking involvement appeared rea-
sonably strong (3 = —.44), making a significant
contribution to the model-explained variance in
smoking involvement (> = .47).

DISCUSSION

Results from this study provide support for
a conceptual focus on trust as a means of un-
derstanding how adolescents’ perceptions of
the tobacco industry influence their smoking
behavior. In particular, mistrust of the tobacco
industry appeared to have a relatively strong

influence on anti-tobacco industry attitudes,
which, in turn, explained significant variabili-
ty inrsmoking involvement. To the extent that
anti-indusity campaigns foster adolescents’
mistrust of the tobacco industry, these changes
appear likely to further prevent and reduce
smoking involvement. This is not to say, how-
ever, that these campaigns should be used in-
definitely, since this prevention strategy could
“wear out” over time. For instance, in states
with established anti-industry campaigns, anti-
industry attitudes are stronger than among
youth in other states but appear to have leveled
off (Evans et al. 2003; Thrasher et al. 2004). To
help ensure a continued decline in youth smok-
ing, it may be important to devise other pre-
vention messages with other content that res-
onates with different values and identity con-
cerns among youth. Nevertheless, anti-indus-
try campaigns could be translated to settings
outside the United States, and this prevention
strategy may prove powerful if ads can be craft-
ed to resonate with the concerns of adolescents
in these settings (Thrasher and Bentley, 2006).

This study also provides evidence that a gen-
eral mistrust of companies provides a basis for
more specific attitudes and beliefs about the
tobacco industry. In the final model, youths’
general mistrust of companies had a strong
positive influence on mistrust of the tobacco
industry. In accord with Hardin’s encapsulated-
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interest theory of trust, these general beliefs
appear likely to have shaped the more relevant
trust-related beliefs about the tobacco industry.
Furthermore, study results did not support
modification of the key relationships between
perceptions of the tobacco industry and smok-
ing involvement, at least in the direction that
was hypothesized. In the end, the results pro-
vided evidence both that mistrust of the tobac-
co industry mediated the influence of mistrust
of companies on smoking and that the rela-
tionship between mistrust and negative atti-
tudes about the tobacco industry was strongest
among youth with high mistrust of companies.
Among these youth, perceptions of the un-
trustworthiness of the tobacco industry ap-
peared to strongly influence the development
of negative attitudes about the industry. Hence,
they did not appear to hold cynical views about
the tobacco industry’s duplicitous practices as
merely reflecting market norms. When viewed
in conjunction with the above study findings
about the direct influence of mistrust of com-
panies on mistrust of the tobacco industry,
these results suggested that anti-tobacco indus-
try messages may actually have capitalized on
and resonated with youths’ predispositions to
mistrust companies. Thus, this kind of messag-
ing strategy appeared viable, even among par-
ticularly mistrustful youth.

The study results should be considered in
light of other studies on the socialization of
consumer behavior and receptivity to market-
ing. Other studies have indicated that youth are
generally mistrustful of and dislike advertising
by the time they are 11 or 12 years old
(Roedder John 1999). The lack of an associa-
tion between age and mistrust of companies
found in our sample of youths ages 12—17 sug-
gests that this disposition may be relatively sta-
ble across adolescence. On the other hand, an
inverse relationship was found between age
and both mistrust of the tobacco industry and
anti-industry attitudes, even after controlling
for youths’ own smoking behavior as well as
for the smoking behavior of their friends.
Hence, against a background of relatively sta-
ble mistrust of companies across adolescence,
tobacco industry marketing practices and mass
media glamorization of smoking may be more
successful in promoting trust and relatively
positive sentiment toward the industry among
older adolescents than among younger adoles-
cents. Indeed, the tobacco industry more ag-
gressively markets its products to older adoles-
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cents and young adults than to younger adoles-
cents (Ling and Glantz 2002), and these older
youth may, as a result, be more receptive to to-
bacco marketing efforts. Current indications
that smoking may be on the rise among young
adults suggest that policies and messaging
strategies may need to target this young adult
population to ensure that gains achieved during
adolescence are not lost (Lantz 2003).

Even though this study found that sex and
race/ethnicity had little, if any, influence on the
primary study constructs, future analyses
should specifically test the applicability of
these models across age, sex, and racial/ethnic
groups. The current study was undertaken to
determine the general relationships among
study variables in a diverse, nationally repre-
sentative sample of youth. These results should
inform the development of specific hypotheses
around differences that may occur by age, sex,
and race/ethnicity.

Future research in this area may benefit
from further refinement and elaboration of the
meanings and dimensions of trust. The mea-
sures used in this study were theory-based and
adapted from existing measures that had rea-
sonable reliability and validity. Nevertheless,
some theories call attention to additional di-
mensions of trust besides uncertainty that may
be important to consider. For instance, some
theories and research call attention to the per-
ceived congruence of values as foundational to
trust perceptions, because shared values imply
a shared behavioral orientation that flows from
those values (Kehoe and Ponting 2003; Knight
2001; Parsons 1968). At first glance, this focus
may seem relatively far afield from a proper
conceptualization of consumption behavior
and health. However, corporations’ attempts to
build brand images, foster trust, and bolster
their reputations through corporate social re-
sponsibility campaigns (Hutton et al. 2001;
Sagar and Singla 2004) are likely to reflect
what they see as the values of their consumers.
Studies are needed to determine whether this
additional dimension of trust adds explanatory
power to the conceptual models examined
here. An analytic focus on value congruence
may help explain, for instance, any differences
found across racial, cultural, or socioeconomic
subgroups of the population.

There were a number of limitations to this
study. Because the data were gathered at one
time point, it was difficult to ensure the tem-
poral ordering of the hypothesized causal rela-
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tionships. For analyses of unchangeable fac-
tors, such as age, sex, or ethnicity, this was not
an issue. Temporal stability may also have
characterized the mistrust of companies con-
struct, as evinced by its lack of association with
age. The same cannot be said for other study
constructs, and the models did not address
feedback relationships that might have oc-
curred among variables. For instance, in spite
of previous studies indicating that anti-industry
attitudes and beliefs influence the extent of
smoking involvement, these domains may have
a reciprocal influence on one another. It is im-
portant to note, however, that most of the study
sample had never smoked, and only 7 percent
of the sample reported smoking in the previous
30 days. Hence, attitudinal adjustment to ratio-
nalize current behavior is less likely to explain
variability in intentions and past behavior,
which are the variables used to define smoking
involvement for 93 percent of the sample.
Nevertheless, to the extent that reciprocal rela-
tionships appear among the study variables,
our results are likely to have overestimated
causal influences. In order to minimize this
problem, we drew from existing theory and
previous empirical results in specifying. con-
structs and their proposed influence on one an-
other (Bollen 1989). Nevertheless, longitudinal
studies may be necessary to sort out the causal
ordering of key study relationships examined
here. The initiation of anti-industry campaigns
in countries besides the United States may pro-
vide a better means for doing so given the ex-
tremely high prevalence of exposure to anti-in-
dustry ads and possible habituation effects to
these ads among U.S. youth.

Another limitation of the study concerned
response bias, which may have been relatively
significant due to the moderate response rate
for the study survey. The 50 percent response
rates for earlier administrations of the LMTS
are average for random-digit-dial studies
(O’Rourke et al. 1998). However, response
rates for the two surveys used for this study
(43% and 30%) fell off despite comparable
sampling and recruitment strategies. This phe-
nomenon likely reflects more general declines
in survey response rates due to the growing
prevalences of cell phones, caller ID, and gen-
eral lack of response (O’Rourke et al. 1998).
Because no data on nonresponders were gath-
ered, we could not determine the generaliz-
abilty of the results reported here. Never-
theless, the nationally representative nature of
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the sample and the oversampling of minority
youth provided some assurances that the re-
sults applied to many American youth.

A related issue concerns potential underre-
porting of smoking intentions and behavior
due to survey mode (i.e., telephone) and setting
(i.e., home) effects. Precautions were taken to
ensure that others present during the interview
could not deduce question content based on
overhearing participant responses; however,
some adolescents may have been concerned
that others could still determine or listen in on
their responses. Studies in California (Mosko-
witz 2004) and Massachusetts (Currivan et al.
2004) indicate that self-reported 30-day smok-
ing estimates for adolescents are substantially
lower when using data from telephone-admin-
istered surveys (9% and 12%, respectively)
than from school-based surveys (14% and
26%, respectively). We did not attempt to esti-
mate the extent of underreporting in our sam-
ple. In the end, however, any underreporting
would likely bias estimates toward finding no
effect, as was concluded in a recent study that
compared data from national school-based
samples with data from early waves of LMTS
data (Hersey et al. forthcoming).

A number of methodological limitations
characterized the group comparisons made in
this study, as well. The continuous nature of the
mistrust of companies construct and the ab-
sence of studies reporting meaningful thresh-
olds for its influence on study variables did not
allow grouping of observations into either nat-
urally occurring or theoretically discrete cate-
gories. Indeed, this issue may help explain
study results in favor of both mediation and
moderation hypotheses that involved this con-
struct. An alternative strategy for addressing
moderation hypotheses would have involved
deriving an interaction latent variable whose
indicators were the product of items from both
mistrust of companies and the latent variables
whose influence mistrust was hypothesized to
modify (Rigdon, Schumacker, and Wothke
1998). However, the suitability of this method
is not well-established when the data are ordi-
nal variables. Also, existing software did not
allow for ordinal variables with more than 10
values, a limit that would have been surpassed
when multiplying together items with four or
more response categories, as in this study. An
analogous limitation concerned the variance of
latent variable parameters across groups at dif-
ferent levels of mistrust, which resulted in an
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inability to conduct meaningful statistical tests
of the differences in structural coefficients
across groups. Hence, the similarities and dif-
ferences in structural parameter estimates
across groups may have been an artifact of
group differences in the measurement of latent
variables rather than reflecting true similarities
or differences.

The study results were suggestive of the po-
tential role of mistrust in anti-industry cam-
paigns among youth, but we did not directly
examine exposure to anti-industry ads.
Although a self-reported exposure variable was
collected in the surveys, responses were sub-
ject to recall bias; perhaps more importantly,
responses did not account for ad exposure
more than six weeks prior to the interview date.
The data for this study were gathered 3 to 3V,
years after the launch of an anti-industry cam-
paign with national media purchase, and expo-
sures to campaign ads before the six-week time
frame may have already changed attitudes and
beliefs about the tobacco industry. Indeed, the
high rate of recent exposure to “truth” ads
across the campaign’s existence (72% within
six months of the campaign launch and a mean
of 52% from 2000 to 2003) suggests that most
youth would have already been exposed to
campaign ads before the period captured in this
study. Finally, the national scope of this mass
media campaign may have indirectly influ-
enced youth by generally shifting social norms
around and the salience of beliefs about the to-
bacco industry. Given these limitations around
assessing exposure, this study was focused, in-
stead, on the social and social-psychological
domains that capture and resonate with the be-
liefs that anti-industry ads target, as well as the
strength of association between these beliefs
and smoking.

CONCLUSION

Despite these limitations, this study supports
the use of a theoretical framework that includes
expectations about trustworthiness as a means
of understanding how perceptions of the tobac-
co industry prevent smoking. This conceptual-
ization suggests that prevailing mistrust among
youth may help explain the meaningfulness of
prevention messages that focus on the deceitful
practices of the tobacco industry. Given that
the perceived untrustworthiness of companies
was strongly related to perceptions of the to-
bacco industry as untrustworthy, youths’ pre-
dispositions to mistrust companies may shape
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their receptivity to prevention messages target-
ing tobacco. Indeed, the lack of support for
moderation hypotheses suggested that there
may be little need to use other kinds of mes-
sages to affect smoking among youth with
strong mistrust of companies, because this
mistrust does not appear to make them cynical
about tobacco industry practices. Concerns
that this approach to tobacco prevention may
“wear out” are warranted; even so, this study’s
attempt to contextualize the anti-industry strat-
egy may inform the development of anti-in-
dustry messages for use in campaigns outside
the United States. Finally, this study suggests
that a focus on the perceived trustworthiness of
companies could enrich our understanding of
other health-related consumption behaviors,
such as those involving the fast food industry.
A focus on trust may open up novel ways to
frame health promotion campaigns so they res-
onate with the values, expectations, and identi-
ty concerns of target populations.
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