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KEY POINTS 
Question: What is the association between e-cigarette marketing exposure and nicotine and 
cannabis vaping behaviors among U.S. adults?  
Findings: In this cross-sectional study of 30,516 adults, those exposed to e-cigarette marketing 
were about 1.3 times more likely to report sole-cannabis vaping and dual-nicotine and cannabis 
vaping compared to those not exposed to e-cigarette marketing. Such associations were not 
found for sole-nicotine vaping.   
Meaning: Greater restrictions on tobacco marketing may have reduced the influence of e-
cigarette marketing on nicotine vaping, while gaps in marketing restrictions for cannabis may 
contribute to the continued influence of e-cigarette marketing on cannabis vaping.   
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ABSTRACT 
Importance. Vaping has become an increasingly common method for consuming nicotine and 
cannabis, a trend potentially influenced by e-cigarette marketing. However, little is known about 
the influence of e-cigarette marketing on cannabis vaping behaviors.  
Objective. To examine the associations between e-cigarette marketing exposure and nicotine and 
cannabis vaping behaviors among adults.  
Design, Setting, and Participants. This cross-sectional study included a U.S. nationally 
representative sample of adults (≥18 years) from the Wave 6 survey of the Population 
Assessment of Tobacco and Health (PATH) Study, conducted from March to November 2021. 
Exposure. Past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure (overall and by ten marketing channels).  
Main Outcomes and Measures. Past 30-day vaping behavior (sole- and dual-vaping of nicotine 
and cannabis) overall and stratified by age.  
Results. The study included 30,516 respondents (48.0% male and 63.9% non-Hispanic White). 
Overall, 52.0% of respondents reported past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure, and 89.8%, 
5.6%, 3.2%, and 1.4% reported no vaping, sole-nicotine vaping, sole-cannabis vaping, and dual-
vaping, respectively. Multinominal logistic regression results show exposure to e-cigarette 
marketing was associated with increased odds of reporting sole-cannabis vaping versus no 
vaping (adjusted risk ratio [aRR], 1.31; 95% confidence interval [CI], 1.09-1.57) and dual-
vaping versus no vaping (aRR, 1.26; 95% CI, 1.01-1.57). Stratification analysis found these 
associations among those aged 18-24 and 25-34 years but not older adults (≥35 years). Those 
exposed to e-cigarette marketing also had increased odds of reporting sole-cannabis vaping 
versus sole-nicotine vaping (aRR, 1.28; 95% CI, 1.04-1.58). Stratification analysis found this 
association only among those aged 18-24 years. E-cigarette marketing exposure via several 
channels (retail stores, billboards, events, newspapers/magazines) was associated with increased 
odds of reporting sole-cannabis vaping. 
Conclusions and Relevance. E-cigarette marketing exposure was only associated with sole-
cannabis vaping and dual-vaping, not sole-nicotine vaping among U.S. adults. Such associations 
were mainly driven by young adults aged 18-24 and 25-35 years and were found for multiple 
marketing channels. Greater restrictions on tobacco marketing may have reduced the influence of 
e-cigarette marketing on nicotine vaping, while gaps in such marketing restrictions for cannabis 
may contribute to continued influence of e-cigarette marketing on cannabis vaping.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 In recent years, e-cigarette or vape products with nicotine, have become one of the most 
commonly used tobacco products in the U.S. The prevalence of past 30-day e-cigarette use with 
nicotine (or vaping nicotine) was 17.0% among middle and high school-aged youth in 20231 and 
17.2% and 5.2% among young adults (ages 19-30) and midlife adults (ages 35-50), respectively, 
in 2022.2 During the same time, many states legalized non-medical (or recreational) cannabis 
retail, coinciding with increased vape product use with cannabis (often called vaping cannabis or 
vape pens). In 2022, 13.9% and 6.3% of U.S. young adults and midlife adults reported past 30-
day cannabis vaping, respectively.2 The share of e-cigarettes or vape products in the cannabis 
market has also expanded—ranking second in 2023, after flower products.3 Overall, vaping has 
become an increasingly common consumption method for both nicotine and cannabis.  
 Mounting evidence has demonstrated that e-cigarette marketing might be one of the main 
contributing factors to the uptake and continued behavior of vaping nicotine across ages.4–7 In 
contrast, there is limited understanding of whether e-cigarette marketing exposure is associated 
with vaping cannabis, including vaping only cannabis and vaping nicotine and cannabis 
concomitantly.8 Previous studies that examined the influence of cannabis product marketing only 
focused on the marketing of all cannabis products without specifically examining cannabis vape 
product marketing or use behaviors.9–14 Additionally, those studies often examined cannabis 
marketing presence and exposure at dispensaries or retailers or used convenience samples of 
participants who did not represent the overall nationwide population. Lastly, these studies rarely 
investigated such associations by marketing exposure channels (e.g., retailers, billboards, 
magazines/newspapers) or the population’s age groups. E-cigarette marketing exposure through 
certain channels may be associated with vaping cannabis more than through other channels; it is 
also likely that such associations only exist or are stronger among younger rather than older adult 
populations.15  

This study used secondary data from the Population Assessment of Tobacco and Health 
(PATH) Study adult survey16,17 to address these research gaps and inform our understanding of 
the associations of e-cigarette marketing exposure with vaping nicotine and cannabis. 
Specifically, the study examined cross-sectional associations between e-cigarette marketing 
exposure (by marketing channels) and vaping behaviors categorized by vaping nicotine, 
cannabis, or both among U.S. adults, stratified by age.  

METHODS 
Study Sample 

We used data from Wave 6 adult survey public-use files of the PATH Study, which 
includes nationally representative, longitudinal cohorts of civilian, noninstitutionalized 
individuals in the U.S.16 In-person data collection and telephone data collection procedures were 
used for Wave 6 and occurred between March and November 2021. Adults who completed the 
interview received $50. More details about the PATH Study can be found elsewhere.16,17 All 
respondents from the adult survey were included in the analysis, resulting in a sample size of 
n=30,516. This study was exempted from Rutgers University institutional review board approval 
because it involves the use of publicly available data whereby subjects cannot be identified. The 
study followed the Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology 
(STROBE) reporting guideline for cohort studies.18 
Past 30-Day E-cigarette Marketing Exposure  

At Wave 6, respondents were asked: “In the past 30 days, have you noticed e-cigarettes or 
other electronic nicotine products being advertised in any of the following places?” (“Yes” and 
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“No” options were displayed for each of the following channels): “Gas stations, convenience 
stores, or other retail stores,” “On billboards,” “In newspapers or magazines,” “On radio,” “On 
television,” “At events like fairs, festivals, or sporting events,” “At nightclubs, bars, or music 
concerts,” “In email messages,” “On social media,” “On other websites online,” and 
“Somewhere else.” We created an overall binary variable that indicated any e-cigarette marketing 
exposure via any channel versus no exposure as well as ten variables based on e-cigarette 
marketing exposure versus no exposure via each channel.4,5,7     
Past 30-Day Vaping Behavior  

Respondents were asked: “In the past 30 days, have you ever used an electronic nicotine 
product, even once or two times? Please do not include marijuana or cannabis when answering 
the following questions about electronic nicotine products.” A variable was created to reflect any 
past 30-day nicotine vaping (Weighted %=6.9%) versus none. Respondents were also asked 
about their use of marijuana (defined by the PATH Study as cannabis, pot, weed, THC, hash, 
kush, or CBD that includes smoked, vaped, or ingested types of marijuana or cannabis).16 Those 
who reported past 30-day marijuana use were further asked, “In the past 30 days, which of the 
following ways did you use marijuana? Choose all that apply.” Those who chose “Vape 
marijuana liquids or oils in an e-cigarette, vape pen, or electronic nicotine product” were 
considered reporting past 30-day cannabis vaping (Weighted %=4.6%) versus none. We then 
used past 30-day nicotine and cannabis vaping measures to create a new variable that captures 
four types of vaping behavior: (1) no vaping (having not vaped nicotine or cannabis), (2) sole-
nicotine vaping (vaped only nicotine), (3) sole-cannabis vaping (vaped only cannabis), and (4) 
dual-vaping (vaped both nicotine and cannabis).19  
Covariates  

Covariates included sociodemographic characteristics: age, biological sex, race and 
ethnicity, sexual orientation, and annual household income (see Table 1 for variable categories). 
Race and ethnicity were included as social constructs instead of biological or generic categories. 
We also included self-rated physical and mental health statuses as well as past 30-day use of 
other cannabis products (smoked dried herb or flower or other ways) and other tobacco products 
(smoked tobacco, or used hookah, snus, smokeless tobacco etc.). Age (18-24, 25-34, 35-54, and 
≥55 years)20–22 was also used as a stratification variable for regression models.  
Statistical Analysis 

Data analyses were conducted between September and November 2023. After descriptive 
analyses, we estimated weighted past 30-day prevalence of e-cigarette marketing exposure (by 
marketing channel) and vaping behaviors overall and stratified by age. We used Chi-square tests 
to examine the differences between covariate variables and e-cigarette marketing exposure. In 
multinomial logistic regression analyses, we used separate regressions to estimate associations 
between past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure and past 30-day vaping behaviors overall 
and stratified by age. We also examined any past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure and 
exposure by ten channels using separate regressions overall and stratified by age. For all above-
mentioned regression analyses, we used both no vaping and sole-nicotine vaping as reference 
groups, allowing us to detect how e-cigarette marketing exposure is related to the probability of 
being in the outcome group (sole-cannabis vaping and dual-vaping) versus the reference group 
(no vaping and sole-nicotine vaping).23 All regression models controlled for covariates.  

We applied the Wave 6 single wave weights for the Wave 4 Cohort when calculating 
proportions with 95% confidence intervals (CI), adopting the balanced repeated replications 
method with a Fay adjustment of 0.3.16 It was recommended by the PATH Study that weights 
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developed for the Wave 4 Cohort should be used for cross-sectional estimation for follow-up 
waves until a new cohort is established.16 To minimize missing data, we used imputed 
demographic variables and derived tobacco use variables included in the PATH public use data 
files and included an “undetermined” category for variables with missing values larger than 5% 
of the sample.4,5,7 For regression models, we used listwise deletion since missing data were 
minimal across variables used for analysis (<0.5%).24 Adjusted risk ratios (aRR) and 95% CIs 
were reported in regression analyses. Statistical analyses were performed using Stata 18.0 (Stata 
Corp, College Station, TX), and 2-sided P values <0.05 were considered statistically significant. 

RESULTS 
The sample of U.S. adults was balanced in terms of sex (female: 52.0%; male: 48.0% 

[Table 1]). In terms of age, 11.7%, 16.9%, 31.7%, and 39.8% were between 18-24, 25-34, 35-54, 
and ≥55, respectively. In terms of race and ethnicity, 63.9%, 11.4%, 16.5%, and 8.2% self-
reported non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic, and non-Hispanic Other, 
respectively. Additionally, 14.6% and 20.9% of the respondents reported past 30-day use of other 
cannabis and tobacco products, respectively. 

Overall, 52.0% of the respondents (∼134 million U.S. adults) reported past 30-day e-
cigarette marketing exposure (Table 1). Select bivariate findings include positive associations 
between exposure and being 18-24 and 25-34 and reporting other cannabis or tobacco product 
use and vaping behaviors. Supplemental Table 1 presents the weighted prevalence of past 30-
day e-cigarette marketing exposure (by marketing channel) stratified by age and vaping behavior.  

Overall, 89.8%, 5.6%, 3.2%, and 1.4% reported no vaping, sole-nicotine vaping, sole-
cannabis vaping, and dual-vaping, respectively (Table 2). Adults aged 18-24 years and 25-34 
years were more likely to report sole-nicotine vaping, sole-cannabis vaping, and dual-vaping 
than those aged 35-55 years and 55 years and above. 

Past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure was 51.1%, 57.1%, 63.8%, and 64.9% among 
those who reported no vaping, sole-nicotine vaping, sole-cannabis vaping, and dual-vaping, 
respectively (Table 3). Respondents were most likely to be exposed to e-cigarette marketing 
through retail stores (42.2%), television (10.9%), and social media (9.3%). Compared to those 
who reported no vaping, those who reported sole-cannabis vaping were more likely to be 
exposed to e-cigarette marketing overall and through six out of the 10 marketing channels; they 
were also more likely to be exposed through three out of the 10 marketing channels compared to 
those who reported sole-nicotine vaping. Those who reported dual-vaping were more likely to be 
exposed to e-cigarette marketing overall and through five or three marketing channels compared 
to those who reported no vaping and sole-nicotine vaping, respectively. 

Table 4 portrays the results from the multinomial logistic regressions. Using no vaping as 
the reference group, compared with adults who were not exposed to e-cigarette marketing, those 
who were exposed to any marketing had increased odds of reporting sole-cannabis vaping (aRR, 
1.31 [95% CI, 1.09-1.57]) and dual-vaping (aRR, 1.26 [95% CI, 1.01-1.57]). Age stratification 
analysis showed that adults aged 18-24 years who were exposed (versus unexposed) had 
increased odds of sole-cannabis vaping (aRR, 1.48 [95% CI, 1.17-1.88]), and adults aged 25-34 
years who were exposed (versus unexposed) had increased odds of reporting sole-cannabis 
vaping (aRR, 1.37 [95% CI, 1.02-1.84]) or dual-vaping (aRR, 1.46 [95% CI, 1.04-2.07]). No 
associations were found for those aged 35-54 years. E-cigarette marketing exposure was not 
associated with sole-nicotine vaping overall or among any age groups.  

Using sole-nicotine vaping as the reference group (Table 4), adults who were exposed 
(versus unexposed) to e-cigarette marketing had increased odds of sole-cannabis vaping (aRR, 
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1.28 [95% CI, 1.04-1.58]). Age stratification analysis showed that adults aged 18-24 years who 
were exposed (versus unexposed) had increased odds of sole-cannabis vaping (aRR, 1.70 [95% 
CI, 1.29-2.24]). No associations were found for those aged 25-34 years or 35-54 years. 
Regression models for those ages 55 and above did not converge due to small sample size. 
 Additionally, in terms of specific marketing channels, using no vaping as the reference 
group (Table 5), adults exposed to e-cigarette marketing through six channels (retail stores; 
billboards; newspapers or magazines; events; email messages, social media) had increased odds 
of sole-cannabis vaping (aRRs range between 1.30 and 1.91). Those exposed to e-cigarette 
marketing through email messages had increased odds of sole-nicotine vaping (adjusted RRs, 
2.95 [95% CI, 2.12-4.12]). Additionally, those exposed to e-cigarette marketing through four 
channels (retail stores; email messages; social media; websites) had increased odds of dual-
vaping (aRRs range between 1.38 and 2.97). 

Using sole-nicotine vaping as the reference group (Table 5), adults who were exposed to 
e-cigarette marketing through five channels (retail stores; billboards; newspapers or magazines; 
events; television) had increased odds of sole-cannabis vaping (aRRs range between 1.30 and 
1.92). Additionally, adults who were exposed to e-cigarette marketing through three channels 
(retail stores; newspapers or magazines; and social media) had increased odds of dual-vaping 
(aRRs range between 1.33 and 1.80). 

Supplemental Tables 2 and 3 represent additional results regarding associations between 
past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure (by marketing channels) and vaping behavior by age 
using both no vaping and sole-nicotine vaping as reference groups. 

DISCUSSION 
 Among a nationally representative sample of U.S. adults in 2021, those who were 
exposed (versus not exposed) to e-cigarette marketing were about 1.3-times more likely to report 
sole-cannabis vaping compared to those who reported no vaping or sole-nicotine vaping. Those 
exposed were also about 1.3-times more likely to report dual-vaping behaviors compared to 
those who reported no vaping. These were true even rigorously controlling for a number of 
socio-demographic, physical and mental health statuses, and substance use factors. Importantly, 
such associations appeared to be mainly driven by young adults aged 18-24 and 25-34 years, and 
no associations were found between e-cigarette marketing exposure and sole-nicotine vaping 
overall or among any age groups.  

It is important to note that in this study, e-cigarette marketing could have been interpreted 
by respondents to include marketing for either or both nicotine and cannabis vape products. Due 
to the high resemblance of the product design and packages (including product shapes and sizes 
and product flavors) of nicotine and cannabis vape products,25 audiences may confuse ads for 
promoting these two vape products. This may be especially true as an increasing number of 
physical and online vape shops sell both nicotine and cannabis vape products,26–29 and in many 
cases, it is difficult to determine the ingredient in the vape products,25 and some vaping products 
can be used with nicotine and cannabis interchangeably.26 Therefore, e-cigarette marketing that 
promotes nicotine vaping products might contribute to vaping cannabis and vice versa. 
Additionally, more recently, multiple tobacco companies have started to invest in the cannabis 
industry, potentially using similar marketing tactics and materials to target the same communities 
and consumers to increase the sales of both nicotine and cannabis products.30,31  

Our findings that e-cigarette marketing exposure was only associated with sole-cannabis 
vaping and dual-vaping behaviors, but not with sole-nicotine vaping, may be explained by 
dissimilar development of advertising restrictions for nicotine and cannabis products in recent 
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years. First, various advertising restrictions and reduced advertising expenditures on nicotine 
vape products may have served to diminish the impact of e-cigarette marketing on nicotine vape 
product use. As the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has tightened marketing 
regulations for nicotine vape products since 2019,32 the tobacco industry expenditure on e-
cigarette marketing through various channels (e.g., print, television, websites) has declined 
significantly.33 Further, the FDA’s premarket tobacco product review process (which began in 
September 2020 for nicotine vape products) considers the influence of the new products’ 
marketing plans on increasing nicotine vaping among young people.34 Given these factors, the 
presence and impact of e-cigarette marketing on prompting nicotine vaping may have been 
measurably reduced prior to the administration of this Wave 6 survey in 2021. According to our 
study results, the only remaining e-cigarette marketing channel with a significant potential 
impact on nicotine vaping is email messaging, a growing direct-to-consumer marketing strategy 
to target future e-cigarette consumers and promote customer loyalty.35,36  

By contrast, there are limited advertising restrictions for cannabis products, including for 
cannabis vape products. Given the current federal illegal status of cannabis, there are no federal-
level cannabis marketing policies, and state and local-level policies related to cannabis 
advertising restrictions vary significantly.37–39 Further, compliance with such restrictions has 
been found to be low,10,40–42 and most restrictions do not apply to hemp-derived cannabis 
products which are rapidly gaining popularity.43 The lack of effective marketing restrictions on 
cannabis products may explain our finding that e-cigarette marketing exposure through many 
channels was positively associated with sole-cannabis vaping. In particular, marketing exposure 
through commercial events, including fairs or festivals, represented the strongest associations 
with sole-cannabis vaping. Unlike the nationwide restrictions on marketing tobacco products 
through commercial events,44 such restrictions do not exist for cannabis products, and many 
states allow cannabis industry-sponsored events as long as they are targeted to individuals 
“reasonably expected to be 21 years or older.”45 Therefore, continued monitoring and evaluation 
of cannabis marketing regulations at the local level is needed to understand their impact on 
cannabis consumption behaviors.  

Our study results also showed that young adults aged 18-24 and 25-34 years have a 
higher prevalence of reporting sole-cannabis vaping and dual-vaping than older age groups, and 
significant associations between e-cigarette marketing exposure and sole-cannabis vaping were 
only found among those young adult age groups. These findings suggest e-cigarette marketing 
may be especially impactful for promoting cannabis vape product use among young adults. With 
the continued rise in cannabis vaping prevalence among young adults in the country,2 more 
research is needed to investigate the role of e-cigarette marketing, and more directly cannabis 
vape product marketing, on cannabis vaping behaviors among this population. For example, it 
may be important to examine the influence of specific marketing features (e.g., flavor 
descriptions, price promotions, human models, health claims, warnings)46–49 on cannabis vape 
product use perceptions and behaviors among young adults.  

Among the limitations of this study are those related to the measures. The PATH Study 
assessment for e-cigarette marketing exposure asks about “e-cigarettes or other electronic 
nicotine products.” However, it is unclear how respondents interpreted and responded to the 
assessment (i.e., considering only nicotine vape products or also cannabis vape products). 
Therefore, research is needed to develop more specific measures that disentangle marketing 
exposure for nicotine versus cannabis vape products and to examine whether the impacts of e-
cigarette marketing on vaping behavior show product use specificity or generalize across product 
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categories. Further, measures to differentiate cannabis use motives (e.g., medical use or 
recreational use or both) or the various types of vaped cannabinoids (CBD vs. THC vs. others) 
were not included, which warrants consideration in future research regarding the impact of e-
cigarette marketing exposure.38,51 Other limitations include the cross-sectional design, which 
limits causal inference, and small cell sizes limiting power (e.g., use among older age groups). 

CONCLUSIONS 
This cross-sectional study highlights the associations between e-cigarette marketing 

exposure and sole-cannabis and dual-nicotine and cannabis vaping in U.S. adults, particularly 
among young adults aged 18-24 and 25-34 years. A striking finding is that sole-nicotine vaping 
was not associated with e-cigarette marketing exposure, suggesting that greater restrictions on 
tobacco marketing in recent years may have reduced the influence of e-cigarette marketing on 
nicotine vaping, while gaps in such marketing restrictions for cannabis may contribute to the 
influence of e-cigarette marketing on cannabis vaping. Continued monitoring and evaluation of 
the tobacco and cannabis industries’ marketing practices and their influence is critically needed 
to inform regulatory actions aimed at minimizing the public harm of nicotine and cannabis 
product use.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 10

REFERENCE 
 

1. Birdsey J. Tobacco Product Use Among U.S. Middle and High School Students — National 
Youth Tobacco Survey, 2023. MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep. 2023;72. 
doi:10.15585/mmwr.mm7244a1 

2. Patrick ME, Miech RA, Johnston LD, O’Malley PM. Monitoring the Future Panel Study 
Annual Report: National Data on Substance Use among Adults Ages 19 to 60, 1976-2022. 
Inst Soc Res. Published online 2023. chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://monitoringthefuture.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/07/mtfpanel2023.pdf 

3. Cannabis Vapor Pens: A look at category trends & performance | Headset. Accessed 
November 14, 2023. https://www.headset.io/industry-reports/cannabis-vapor-pens-a-look-at-
category-trends-performance 

4. Chen-Sankey JC, Unger JB, Bansal-Travers M, Niederdeppe J, Bernat E, Choi K. E-cigarette 
Marketing Exposure and Subsequent Experimentation among Youth and Young Adults. 
Pediatrics. 2019;144(5):e20191119. 

5. Stanton CA, Pasch KE, Pericot-Valverde I, et al. Longitudinal Associations Between U.S. 
Youth Exposure to E-cigarette Marketing and E-cigarette Use Harm Perception and Behavior 
Change. Prev Med. 2022;164(107266). 

6. Mantey DS, Cooper MR, Clendennen SL, Pasch KE, Perry CL. E-Cigarette Marketing 
Exposure Is Associated With E-Cigarette Use Among US Youth. J Adolesc Health. 
2016;58(6):686-690. 

7. Chen-Sankey J, Lopez M, Elhabashy M, Broun A. How the Other Half Sees It: E-cigarette 
Advertising Exposure and Subsequent E-cigarette Use Among US Young Adult Cigarette 
Smokers. Nicotine Tob Res. 2023;25(3):453-461. 

8. Harrell MB, Clendennen SL, Sumbe A, Case KR, Mantey DS, Swan S. Cannabis Vaping 
Among Youth and Young Adults: a Scoping Review. Curr Addict Rep. 2022;9(3):217-234. 
doi:10.1007/s40429-022-00413-y 

9. Krauss MJ, Sowles SJ, Sehi A, et al. Marijuana advertising exposure among current 
marijuana users in the US. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2017;174:192-200. 

10. Whitehill JM, Trangenstein PJ, Jenkins MC, Jernigan DH, Moreno MA. Exposure to 
cannabis marketing in social and traditional media and past-year use among adolescents in 
states with legal retail cannabis. J Adolesc Health. 2020;66(2):247-254. 

11. Cohn AM, Alexander AC, Ehlke SJ, et al. Seeing is believing: How cannabis marketing 
exposure is associated with cannabis use attitudes and behavior in a permissive medical 
cannabis policy environment. Am J Addict. 2023;32(4):333-342. doi:10.1111/ajad.13390 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 11

12. Dai H. Exposure to advertisements and marijuana use among US adolescents. Prev Chronic 
Dis. 2017;14. Accessed November 14, 2023. 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5716812/ 

13. D’Amico EJ, Miles JN, Tucker JS. Gateway to curiosity: Medical marijuana ads and 
intention and use during middle school. Psychol Addict Behav. 2015;29(3):613. 

14. Trangenstein PJ, Whitehill JM, Jenkins MC, Jernigan DH, Moreno MA. Active cannabis 
marketing and adolescent past-year cannabis use. Drug Alcohol Depend. 2019;204:107548. 

15. Pechmann C, Levine L, Loughlin S, Leslie F. Impulsive and Self-Conscious: Adolescents’ 
Vulnerability to Advertising and Promotion. J Public Policy Mark. 2005;24(2):202-221. 
doi:10.1509/jppm.2005.24.2.202 

16. United States Department of Health and Human Services. National Institutes of Health. 
National Institute on Drug Abuse. Population Assessment of Tobacco and Health (PATH) 
Study [United States] Public-Use Files User Guide.; 2023. 

17. Hyland A, Ambrose BK, Conway KP, et al. Design and methods of the Population 
Assessment of Tobacco and Health (PATH) Study. Tob Control. 2017;26(4):371-378. 

18. Von Elm E, Altman DG, Egger M, Pocock SJ, Gøtzsche PC, Vandenbroucke JP. The 
Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) 
statement: guidelines for reporting observational studies. The Lancet. 2007;370(9596):1453-
1457. 

19. Liu J, Winickoff JP, Hanby E, Rees V, Emmons KM, Tan AS. Prevalence and Correlates of 
Past 30-day Dual-Vaping of Nicotine and Cannabis among Adolescents in Five New England 
States. Drug Alcohol Depend. Published online 2023:111055. 

20. Brouwer AF, Jeon J, Hirschtick JL, et al. Transitions between cigarette, ENDS and dual use 
in adults in the PATH study (waves 1–4): multistate transition modelling accounting for 
complex survey design. Tob Control. 2022;31(3):424-431. 

21. Brouwer AF, Jeon J, Jimenez-Mendoza E, et al. Changing patterns of cigarette and ENDS 
transitions in the USA: a multistate transition analysis of youth and adults in the PATH Study 
in 2015–2017 vs 2017–2019. Tob Control. Published online 2023. Accessed November 14, 
2023. https://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/content/early/2023/03/28/tc-2022-057905.abstract 

22. Khorassani FS, Brouwer AF, Hirschtick JL, et al. Patterns of poly tobacco use among adults 
in the Population Assessment of Tobacco and Health (PATH) study, 2013–2017: a multistate 
Markov transition analysis. Tob Control. Published online 2023. Accessed November 14, 
2023. https://tobaccocontrol.bmj.com/content/early/2023/04/24/tc-2022-057822.abstract 

23. Multinomial Logistic Regression. Stata Data Analysis Examples. UCAL Advanced Research 
Computing. Statistical Methods and Data Analytics. Accessed December 15, 2023. 
https://stats.oarc.ucla.edu/stata/dae/multinomiallogistic-regression/ 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 12

24. Chen X, Ender PB, Mitchell M, Wells C. Stata Web Books: Regression with Stata. Academic 
Technology Services; 2013. Accessed November 9, 2023. 
http://www.ats.ucla.edu/stat/stata/webbooks/reg/default 

25. Gammon DG, Gaber J, Lee YO. CBD products that resemble tobacco products enter 
traditional retail outlets. Tob Control. 2021;30(2):237-238. 

26. Leas EC, Moy N, McMenamin SB, et al. Availability and promotion of cannabidiol (CBD) 
products in online Vape shops. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2021;18(13):6719. 

27. Kong AY, Eaddy JL, Morrison SL, Asbury D, Lindell KM, Ribisl KM. Using the Vape Shop 
Standardized Tobacco Assessment for Retail Settings (V-STARS) to assess product 
availability, price promotions, and messaging in New Hampshire vape shop retailers. Tob 
Regul Sci. 2017;3(2):174. 

28. Berg CJ, Barker DC, Meyers C, et al. Exploring the Point-of-Sale among Vape shops across 
the United States: audits integrating a mystery shopper approach. Nicotine Tob Res. 
2021;23(3):495-504. 

29. Berg CJ, Getachew B, Pulvers K, et al. Vape shop owners’/managers’ attitudes about CBD, 
THC, and marijuana legal markets. Prev Med Rep. 2020;20:101208. 

30. Dewhirst T. ‘Beyond nicotine’marketing strategies: Big Tobacco diversification into the 
vaping and cannabis product sectors. Tob Control. 2023;32(3):402-404. 

31. The link between cannabis and tobacco. Truth Initiative. Accessed November 14, 2023. 
https://truthinitiative.org/research-resources/substance-use/link-between-cannabis-and-
tobacco 

32. U.S. Food and Drug Administration. Overview of the Family Smoking Prevention and 
Tobacco Control Act. 2011. Accessed June 17, 2023. http://www.fda.gov/TobaccoProducts/ 
GuidanceComplianceRegulatoryInformation/ucm246129.htm 

33. Ozga J, Stroup A, Abadi M, et al. E-cigarette marketing expenditures in the U.S. from 2016-
2021: targeted media outlets geared toward people who are at increased risk for e-cigarette 
use. Nicotine Tob Res. 25(3):581-585. 

34. Food and Drug Administration. Center for Tobacco Products. Tobacco Products Marketing 
Orders. FDA. Published online July 10, 2023. Accessed October 9, 2023. 
https://www.fda.gov/tobacco-products/market-and-distribute-tobacco-product/tobacco-
products-marketing-orders 

35. Lewis MJ, Yulis SG, Delnevo C, Hrywna M. Tobacco Industry Direct Marketing after the 
Master Settlement Agreement. Health Promot Pract. 2004;5(3_suppl):75S-83S. 
doi:10.1177/1524839904264596 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 13

36. Bogen K, Biener L, Nyman A. Consequences of marketing exceptions in the master 
settlement agreement: Exposure of youth to adult-only tobacco promotions. Nicotine Tob 
Res. 2006;8(3):467-471. 

37. Caulkins JP, Kilborn ML. Cannabis legalization, regulation, & control: a review of key 
challenges for local, state, and provincial officials. Am J Drug Alcohol Abuse. 
2019;45(6):689-697. doi:10.1080/00952990.2019.1611840 

38. Schauer GL. Cannabis policy in the United States: Implications for public health. JNCI 
Monogr. 2021;2021(58):39-52. 

39. Caulkins JP. Advertising Restrictions on Cannabis Products for Nonmedical Use: Necessary 
but Not Sufficient? Am J Public Health. 2018;108(1):19-21. doi:10.2105/AJPH.2017.304199 

40. Moreno MA, Jenkins M, Binger K, et al. A Content Analysis of Cannabis Company 
Adherence to Marketing Requirements in Four States. J Stud Alcohol Drugs. 2022;83(1):27-
36. doi:10.15288/jsad.2022.83.27 

41. Berg CJ, Romm KF, Pannell A, et al. Cannabis retailer marketing strategies and regulatory 
compliance: A surveillance study of retailers in 5 US cities. Addict Behav. 2023;143:107696. 
doi:10.1016/j.addbeh.2023.107696 

42. Marinello S, Valek R, Powell LM. Analysis of social media compliance with cannabis 
advertising regulations: evidence from recreational dispensaries in Illinois 1-year post-
legalization. J Cannabis Res. 2024;6(1):2. doi:10.1186/s42238-023-00208-6 

43. Harlow AF, Leventhal AM, Barrington-Trimis JL. Closing the loophole on hemp-derived 
cannabis products: a public health priority. JAMA. 2022;328(20):2007-2008. 

44. How tobacco companies use experiential marketing. Truth Initiative. Accessed December 13, 
2023. https://truthinitiative.org/research-resources/tobacco-industry-marketing/how-tobacco-
companies-use-experiential-marketing 

45. State Regulation of Adult-Use Cannabis Advertising. Cannabis Regulation Fact Sheet. The 
Network for Public Health Law. Accessed December 13, 2023. 
https://www.networkforphl.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/State-Regulation-of-Adult-Use-
Cannabis-Advertising.pdf 

46. Chen-Sankey J, Elhabashy M, Jeong M, Villanti AC, Wackowski OA. Associations Between 
Noticing E-cigarette Advertising Features and E-cigarette Appeal and Willingness to Switch 
among Young Adult Cigarette Smokers. Abstract presented at the 2023 Society for Research 
on Nicotine and Tobacco Conference. 

47. Chen-Sankey J, Jeong M, Wackowski OA, et al. Noticing People, Discounts, and Non-
Tobacco Flavors in E-cigarette Ads May Increase E-cigarette Product Appeal among Non-
Tobacco-Using Young Adults. Published online first. Tob Control. Published online June 7, 
2022. doi:10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2022-057269 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 14

48. La Capria K, Uriarte C, Elhabashy M, et al. Exploring the Influence of E-cigarette Ad 
Features on Perceived Product Appeal and Use Interest Among Young Adults of Varying 
Tobacco-Use Behaviors. Nicotine Tob Res. ntad150. 

49. Elhabashy M, Wackowski OA, Mercincavage M, et al. Longitudinal Associations Between 
Receiving E-cigarette Price Promotions and Subsequent E-cigarette Use Among U.S. Young 
Adult Cigarette Smokers. Addict Behav. 138(107549). 

50. Hall W, Leung J, Lynskey M. The Effects of Cannabis Use on the Development of 
Adolescents and Young Adults. Annu Rev Dev Psychol. 2020;2(1):461-483. 
doi:10.1146/annurev-devpsych-040320-084904 

51. Budney AJ, Sargent JD, Lee DC. Vaping cannabis (marijuana): Parallel concerns to e�cigs? 
Addiction. Published online August 12, 2015. doi:10.1111/add.13036 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted February 4, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.03.24302079
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 15

Table 1. Participant characteristics overall and by past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposurea-d 
    Past 30-Day E-cigarette Marketing Exposure  
  All respondents Exposed Not Exposed  
 % 95% CI % 95% CI % 95% CI P-value 
Overall   52.0 51.0, 53.0 48.0 47.3, 49.1  
Age        <0.001 
 18-24 11.6 11.5, 11.8 13.6 13.2, 13.9 9.7 9.3, 10.0  
 25-34 16.9 16.4, 17.3 18.8 18.2, 19.6 14.7 14.0, 15.4  
 35-54 31.7 31.1, 32.4 33.0 31.9, 34.1 30.3 29.2, 31.5  
 ≥55 39.8 39.2, 40.3 34.6 33.5, 35.8 45.3 44.2, 46.5  
Biological Sex        0.003 
 Female  52.0 51.8, 52.3 50.6 49.7, 51.6 53.5 52.5, 54.6  
 Male 48.0 47.8, 48.2 49.4 48.5, 50.3 46.5 45.4, 47.5  
Race and Ethnicity        0.005 
 Non-Hispanic White  63.9 63.7, 64.1 64.5 63.6, 65.3 63.3 62.3, 64.4  
 Non-Hispanic Black  11.4 11.2, 11.5 11.8 11.4, 12.2 10.9 10.4, 11.4  
 Hispanic  16.5 16.3, 16.7 16.3 15.6, 17.1 16.7 15.9, 17.5  
 Non-Hispanic Other  8.2 8.1, 8.4 7.4 6.9, 8.0 9.1 8.6, 9.7  
Sexual Orientation         <0.001 
 Heterosexual   92.4 92.0, 92.8 91.4 90.8, 91.9 93.6 92.9, 94.2  
 Non-heterosexual   7.6 7.2, 8.0 8.6 8.1, 9.2 6.4 5.8, 7.1  
Annual Household Income        <0.001 
 <10,000 7.6 7.2, 8.2 6.7 6.2, 7.3 8.7 7.9, 9.5  
 10,000-24,999 13.9 13.3, 14.5 13.6 12.8, 14.5 14.2 13.3, 15.1  
 25,000-49,999 20.7 19.9, 21.5 21.3 20.2, 22.5 19.9 18.7, 21.2  
 50,000-99,999 27.1 26.2, 28.1 28.9 27.6, 30.1 25.2 24.0, 26.6  
 ≥100,000 25.4 24.5, 26.3 25.7 24.6, 26.9 25.0 23.7, 26.4  
 Undetermined  5.3 4.9, 5.8 3.8 3.4, 4.2 7.0 6.2, 7.8  
Physical Health        <0.001 
 Excellent  17.9 17.3, 18.6 16.4 15.5, 17.4 19.6 18.5, 20.7  
 Very good 37.8 36.8, 38.7 38.9 37.6, 40.3 36.5 35.1, 37.9  
 Good 30.5 29.6, 31.4 31.1 29.8, 32.3 29.9 28.7, 31.1  
 Fair 11.6 10.9, 12.3 11.6 10.8, 12.4 11.6 10.6, 12.8  
 Poor 2.2 2.0, 2.5 2.1 1.8, 2.4 2.4 2.1, 2.9  
Mental Health        <0.001 
 Excellent  20.2 19.5, 20.9 18.3 17.3, 19.2 22.2 21.2, 23.4  
 Very good 35.3 34.4, 36.3 35.5 34.2, 36.8 35.2 33.9, 36.6  
 Good 29.0 28.2, 29.8 29.3 28.1, 30.4 28.7 27.5, 29.9  
 Fair 12.7 12.1, 13.3 14.1 13.3, 14.9 11.2 10.4, 12.1  
 Poor 2.8 2.5, 3.0 2.9 2.6, 3.3 2.6 2.3, 2.9  
Past 30-Day Other Cannabis Product Use        <0.001 
 No  85.4 84.8, 86.0 83.5 82.7, 84.2 87.4 86.6, 88.2  
 Yes 14.6 14.0, 15.3 16.5 15.8, 17.3 12.6 11.8, 13.4  
Past 30-Day Other Tobacco Product Use        0.001 
 No  79.1 78.5, 79.7 78.1 77.3, 78.8 80.2 79.2, 81.0  
 Yes 20.9 20.3, 21.5 21.9 21.2, 22.7 19.8 19.0, 20.8  
Past 30-Day Vaping Behavior        <0.001 
 No vaping   89.8 89.5, 90.2 88.2 87.7, 88.8 91.6 91.0, 92.1  
 Sole-nicotine vaping 5.6 5.3, 5.8 6.1 5.7, 6.5 5.0 4.7, 5.4  
 Sole-cannabis vaping 3.2 3.0, 3.5 4.0 3.6, 4.3 2.4 2.1, 2.9  
 Dual-vaping  1.4 1.3, 1.5 1.7 1.5, 1.9 1.0 0.9, 1.2  
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval.  
a. All percentages are weighted.  
b. P-values are from Chi-square test results.  
c. Race and ethnicity were self-identified by respondents and were based on the classifications developed by the U.S. Census 

Bureau (e.g., Hispanic, non-Hispanic Black, non-Hispanic White, and non-Hispanic other [including American Indian or Alaska 
Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and more than 1 race]). 

d. Non-heterosexual category includes lesbian, gay, bisexual, and something else.  
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Table 2. Weighted prevalence of vaping behavior in the past 30 days overall and by age group 
 All Respondents 18-24 Years 25-34 Years 35-54 Years ≥55 Years 
 Weighted % 95% CI Weighted % 95% CI Weighted % 95% CI Weighted % 95% CI Weighted % 95% CI 
No vaping   89.8 89.5, 90.2 75.4 74.4, 76.3 81.1 80.0, 82.2 91.0 90.2, 91.7 97.0 96.4, 97.3 
Sole-nicotine vaping 5.6 5.3, 5.8 14.8 14.0, 15.6 9.9 9.1, 10.7 4.7 4.2, 5.2 1.7 1.4, 2.1 
Sole-cannabis vaping 3.2 3.0, 3.5 5.1 4.6, 5.6 6.1 5.5, 6.8 3.4 2.9, 4.1 1.2 0.9, 1.6 
Dual-vaping  1.4 1.3, 1.5 4.7 4.3, 5.2 2.9 2.5, 3.4 0.9 0.7, 1.1 0.1 0.1, 0.2 
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval.  
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Table 3. Weighted prevalence of past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure (by marketing channel) overall and by past 30-day vaping behaviora 

 
All respondents  No Vaping   Sole-nicotine Vaping Sole-cannabis Vaping Dual-vaping 

 
% 95% CI % 95% CI % 95% CI % 95% CI % 95% CI 

Any marketing channel  52.0 51.0, 53.0 51.1 50.1, 52.2 57.1 54.6, 59.6 63.8 59.7, 67.7 64.9 60.6, 69.0 

At gas stations, convenience stores, or other retail stores 42.4 41.4, 43.5 41.5 40.3, 42.6 47.4 44.7, 50.1 55.3 51.1, 59.4 57.9 53.8, 62.0 

On billboards 8.8 8.3, 9.3 8.7 8.1, 9.2 8.2 6.9, 9.8 12.3 9.9, 15.1 11.1 8.7, 14.1 

In newspapers or magazines 6.1 5.6, 6.6 6.1 5.6, 6.7 4.2 3.4, 5.3 7.8 6.1, 10.0 6.5 4.5, 9.2 

On radio 4.7 4.4, 5.2 4.6 4.2, 5.0 5.7 4.4, 7.5 6.8 4.9, 9.3 5.8 3.7, 8.9 

On Television 10.9 10.3, 11.6 11.0 10.4, 11.8 8.8 7.5, 10.3 11.4 9.2, 14.1 11.4 8.6, 14.9 
At events like fairs, festivals, or sporting events 1.7 1.5, 2.0 1.7 1.4, 1.9 1.8 1.3, 2.5 3.3 2.2, 4.9 2.7 1.4, 5.2 

At nightclubs, bars, or music concerts 2.7 2.4, 3.0 2.5 2.3, 2.8 4.2 3.2, 5.5 4.4 3.2, 5.9 5.2 3.7, 7.4 

In email messages 1.2 1.0, 1.3 0.9 0.8, 1.1 3.7 3.0, 4.6 1.9 1.2, 3.0 3.9 2.7, 5.6 

On social media 9.4 8.9, 9.8 8.8 8.4, 9.3 12.9 11.4, 14.6 14.7 12.2, 17.5 18.3 15.1, 21.9 

On other websites online  3.3 3.0, 3.6 3.1 2.7, 3.4 4.6 3.7, 5.7 5.3 4.0, 7.0 6.8 5.1, 9.0 

Somewhere else 0.6 0.5, 0.8 0.7 0.5, 0.8 0.5 0.3, 1.0 0.3 0.1, 1.0 0.5 0.2, 1.2 
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval.  
e. All percentages are weighted.  
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Table 4. Associations between past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure and past 30-day vaping behavior overall and by agea-d 
 Exposed  Not Exposed Model 1: No 

vaping as the 
reference group 

Model 2: Sole-
nicotine vaping 
as the reference 

group 

Exposed  Not Exposed Model 1: No 
vaping as the 

reference group 

Model 2: Sole-
nicotine vaping 
as the reference 

group 
Weighted % 

(95% CI) 
 Weighted % 

(95% CI) 
Adjusted RR 

(95% CI) 
Adjusted RR 

(95% CI) 
Weighted % 

(95% CI) 
 Weighted % 

(95% CI) 
Adjusted RR 

(95% CI) 
Adjusted RR 

(95% CI) 
 All Adults  Adults Aged 18-24 Years 
No vaping   88.3 (87.7, 88.8) 91.6 (91.1, 92.1) Reference 0.98 (0.87, 1.09) 75.0 (73.7, 76.2) 76.1 (74.5, 77.5) Reference 1.14 (0.98, 1.34) 
Sole-nicotine vaping 6.1 (5.7, 6.5) 4.9 (4.6, 5.4) 1.02 (0.91, 1.14) Reference 14.1 (13.1, 15.1) 15.6 (14.3, 17.1) 0.87 (0.75,1.02) Reference 
Sole-cannabis vaping 4.0 (3.6, 4.3) 2.4 (2.1, 2.9) 1.31 (1.09, 1.57) 1.28 (1.04, 1.58) 6.0 (5.5, 6.6) 3.7 (3.1, 4.6) 1.48 (1.17, 1.88) 1.70 (1.29, 2.24) 
Dual-vaping  1.6 (1.5, 1.9) 1.1 (0.9, 1.2) 1.26 (1.01, 1.57) 1.23 (0.98, 1.55) 4.9 (4.4, 5.6) 4.6 (3.9, 5.4) 0.95 (0.74, 1.23) 1.09 (0.84, 1.41) 
 Adults Aged 25-34 Years   Adults Aged 35-54 Years 
No vaping   79.7 (78.1, 81.2) 83.3 (81.7, 84.8) Reference 0.86 (0.72, 1.03) 90.0 (88.9, 91.0) 92.1 (91.0, 93.1) Reference 0.99 (0.79, 1.24) 
Sole-nicotine vaping 10.0 (9.0, 11.0) 9.5 (8.3, 10.7) 1.16 (0.97, 1.39) Reference 5.0 (4.3, 5.7) 4.4 (3.7, 5.2) 1.01 (0.81, 1.26) Reference 
Sole-cannabis vaping 7.0 (6.1, 8.1) 4.9 (4.0, 6.0) 1.37 (1.02, 1.84) 1.18 (0.89, 1.57) 4.0 (3.3, 4.7) 2.9 (2.2, 3.8) 1.30 (0.89, 1.89) 1.29 (0.82, 2.01) 
Dual-vaping  3.3 (2.8, 4.0) 2.3 (1.8, 3.0) 1.46 (1.04, 2.07) 1.26 (0.86, 1.84) 1.0 (0.8, 1.4) 0.6 (3.5, 1.1) 1.52 (0.73, 3.18) 1.51 (0.73, 3.11) 
 Adults Aged ≥55 Years     
No vaping   96.5 (95.9, 97.0) 97.3 (96.6, 97.8)       
Sole-nicotine vaping 1.8 (1.5, 2.4) 1.6 (1.2, 2.1) NA NA     
Sole-cannabis vaping 1.5 (1.1, 1.9) 1.1 (0.6, 1.7)       
Dual-vaping  0.2 (0.1, 0.3) 0.0 (0.0, 0.0)       
Abbreviations: RR, risk ratio. CI, confidence interval. NA, not available.  
a. Model 1 used no vaping as the reference group for the vaping behavior outcome in the multinomial logistic regressions; Model 2 used sole-nicotine vaping as the reference group for 

the vaping behavior outcome in the multinomial logistic regressions.  
b. The regression models controlled for age, biological sex, race and ethnicity, annual household income, sexual orientation, physical health, mental health, past 30-day use of other 

cannabis products, and past 30-day use of other tobacco products. Other cannabis products: smoke dried herb or flower in a joint, pipe, hookah, or bong; Smoke dried herb or flower 
in a blunt cigar, cigarillo, or filtered cigar; and use marijuana some other way. Other tobacco products: cigarettes, cigarillos, filtered cigars, large cigars, pipe tobacco, hookah, snus, 
smokeless tobacco, and heated tobacco.  

c. Statistically significant associations are bolded.  
d. Results from the regression models for adults aged ≥55 years were omitted due to model convergence issues from small sample size.  
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Table 5. Associations between past 30-day e-cigarette marketing exposure (by marketing channels) and past 30-day vaping behaviora-d 
 

Model 1: No vaping 
as the reference 

group 

At gas stations, 
convenience stores, 

or other retail 
stores 

On billboards 
 

In newspapers or 
magazines 

 

At events like fairs, 
festivals, or 

sporting events 

In email messages 
 

On social media 
 

On other websites 
online 

 

 Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI 

No vaping   Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference 
Sole-nicotine vaping 1.01 0.90, 1.14 0.83 0.67, 1.04 0.80 0.62, 1.02 0.99 0.68, 1.45 2.95 2.12, 4.12 1.05 0.89, 1.25 1.16 0.89, 1.52 
Sole-cannabis vaping 1.32 1.10, 1.58 1.40 1.05, 1.87 1.50 1.12, 2.02 1.91 1.22, 2.98 1.70 1.02, 2.82 1.30 1.02, 1.66 1.35 0.94. 1.93 
Dual-vaping  1.38 1.13, 1.68 1.14 0.84, 1.54 1.44 0.99, 2.08 1.59 0.78, 3.24 2.97 1.80, 4.93 1.40 1.06, 1.84 1.64 1.15, 2.35 

 
Model 2: Sole-

nicotine vaping as 
the reference group 

At gas stations, 
convenience stores, 

or other retail 
stores 

On billboards 
 

In newspapers or 
magazines 

 

At events like fairs, 
festivals, or 

sporting events 

In email messages 
 

On social media 
 

On Television 
 

 Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI Adjust
ed RR 

95% CI 

No vaping   0.99 0.88, 1.11 1.20 0.97, 1.49 1.25 0.98, 1.60 1.01 0.70, 1.47 0.34 0.24, 0.47 0.95 0.80, 1.13 1.29 1.05, 1.59 
Sole-nicotine vaping Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference 
Sole-cannabis vaping 1.30 1.07, 1.59 1.67 1.25, 2.25 1.88 1.25, 2.72 1.92 1.11, 3.33 0.57 0.34, 0.98 1.23 0.96, 1.59 1.59 1.15, 2.21 
Dual-vaping  1.36 1.09, 1.71 1.36 0.99, 1.86 1.80 1.16, 2.80 1.60 0.72, 3.57 1.01 0.63, 1.61 1.33 1.01, 1.74 1.47 0.99, 2.18 
Abbreviations: RR, risk ratio. CI, confidence interval. 
a. Model 1 used no vaping as the reference group for the vaping behavior outcome in the multinomial logistic regressions; Model 2 used sole-nicotine vaping as the reference group for the 

vaping behavior outcome in the multinomial logistic regressions.  
b. The regression models controlled for age, biological sex, race and ethnicity, annual household income, sexual orientation, physical health, mental health, past-month use of other cannabis 

products, and past-month use of other tobacco products. Other cannabis products: smoke dried herb or flower in a joint, pipe, hookah, or bong; Smoke dried herb or flower in a blunt 
cigar, cigarillo, or filtered cigar; and use marijuana some other way. Other tobacco products: cigarettes, cigarillos, filtered cigars, large cigars, pipe tobacco, hookah, snus, smokeless 
tobacco, and heated tobacco.  

c. Statistically significant associations are bolded.  
d. Other marketing channels were not listed here as the associations were not statistically significant.  
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