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Adolescents: public vulnérable 1 jeune sur 5 rapportait Mise en place de politiques
fumer en Europe en 2015 de contréle du tabac

Politiques de réglementation Incohérences quant a l'efficacité
du tabac dans les écoles de ces politiques
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METHODE

© Basé sur les données des projets SILNE et SILNE-R

© 6 villes de 6 pays européens

O Namur G Coimbra -|- Tampere
‘ Hanovre : Amersfoort ) Latina

© 38 écoles en 2013 et 2016

© 18 502 éleves (32- 4° année secondaire)
439 membres du personnel scolaire

@ Score de politique scolaire :

Globalité, application et communication '
Perceptions des éleves et du personnel
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RESULTATS
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Fumeurs hebdomadaires (%), SILNE-R, 2013-2016
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Expérimentation du cannabis (%), SILNE-R, 2013-2016
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Expérimentation de la cigarette électronique (%), SILNE-R, 2016
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Comportements tabagiques parmi les fumeurs en 2013 (n=9,305) et 2016 (n=9,197),
normalisé selon I'age, SILNE-R
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Evolution des politiques de réglementation de tabac a I'école, SILNE-R, 2013-2016

Scores (0-10)

Dimensions 2013 2016
Perception du personnel 6,1(1,1) = 6,1(1,1)
Globalité 7,6 (1,5) A 7,8 (1,4)
Application 4,9 (2,1) N 4,3 (1,8)
Communication 5,9 (1,5) A 6,3(1,2)
Perception des éléves 5,9 (2,0) A 6,2 (2,4)
Globalité 7,9 (1,8) A 8,0(2,5)
Application 3,8(2,6) 2 4,3 (2,9)
Score total de réglementation 6,0 (1,3) / 6,1(1,5)
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Comportements tabagiques en fonction des politiques de réglementation du taj
regressions logistiqgues multiniveaux: SILNE-R, 2013-2016

Moins Plus

Fumer dans I'enceinte de I'école
Année (ref =2013) |—e—

Score total ———

Fumer juste a I'extérieur de I'école

Année (ref = 2013) | .
Score total e
Année (ref = 2013) ——
Score total e
0,5 1 1,5
Odds Ratios

Effet de I'année et du score total de réglementation du tabac a I'école, école en effet random, controlé pour les variables

Institut de Recherche Sante et Société (IRSS) confondantes (age, sexe, statut socio-économique, habitudes tabagiques de la famille, habitudes tabagiques a la maison

Score total de
P —_— politique de

réglementation

12




CONCLUSIONS
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Forte politique de réglementation du tabac a I'école = moins tendance a fumer dans I'enceinte de I'école

Forte sévérité percue par les éleves =9 moins tendance a fumer dans I'enceinte de I'école
Importance d’une application stricte

Forte politique de réglementation du tabac a I'école @ moins tendance a fumer juste a I'extérieur de I'école
Pas d’impact sur I'entrée et les alentours de I'école! Maintien de la visibilité du tabagisme!
Recommandation d’étendre les réglementations de tabagisme aux alentours de I'école

Forte politique de réglementation du tabac a |I'école )é moins tendance a fumer régulierement
Pas de réel impact des réglementations scolaires de tabac en dehors du contexte scolaire.
Ces réglementations doivent faire partie d’une stratégie plus large de réduction du tabagisme

Scores tres faibles pour I'application de la regle - sanctions
Promouvoir des stratégies d’éducation et d’assistance en plus des sanctions de type disciplinaires




Merci pour votre attention!
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@ Dimensions des réglementations de tabac a I’école pour les éléves et le personnel scolaire

Dimensions Perception du personnel Perception des éleves

Globalité Globalité de la regle Existence de la regle

Application Sanctions Sévérité de la regle

. L. Communication aux éleves
Communication ) -
Information aux autres

& Score total de réglementation de tabac a I'école

© Comportements tabagiques étudiés:

= Fumer dans l'enceinte scolaire
“ Fumer juste a I'extérieur de l'enceinte scolaire
= Fumer régulierement (au moins une cigarette par semaine)




B (intervalle de confiance), SILNE-R, 2013-2016

Fumer dans ’enceinte de

’ & Moins Plus

’ecole o lus
— Année (ref = 2013) |—
‘l’_’ GlObal]té - Staff —e—
E GlObal]té - Eléves —e—
a Application - Staff ——
Wl
gs Application - Eléves — .

Communication - Staff | .
0,5 1 1,5

Odds Ratios

Année et dimensions inclues simultanément, école en effet random, contrélé pour les variables confondantes
th and Society (IR(3ge, sexe, statut socio-économique, habitudes tabagiques de la famille, habitudes tabagiques a la maison)

onction des dimensions de réglementation du
el et des éleves, 0—10), regression logistique multiniveaux:
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RESULTS IV

. . . Moins Plus
Fumer juste a ’exterieur de

- —
’enceinte de l’école
Année (ref = 2013) | .
Globalité - Staff R
Globalité - Eleves —e—i
Application - Staff e
Application - Eléves —e—

Communication - Staff i

0,5 1 1,5

Odds Ratios

Année et dimensions inclues simultanément, école en effet random, contrélé pour les variables confondantes
Health and Society (IHage, sexe, statut socio-économique, habitudes tabagiques de la famille, habitudes tabagiques a la maison)
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Moins Plus

Fumer régulierement — —_
Année (ref = 2013) —e—
5 Globalité - Staff .
I:; Globalite - Eleves e
=
5I Application - Staff e
e Application - Eléves e
o Communication - Staff e
0,5 1 1,5

Odds Ratios

Année et dimensions inclues simultanément, école en effet random, contrélé pour les variables confondantes
Institute of Health and Society (IHage, sexe, statut socio-économique, habitudes tabagiques de la famille, habitudes tabagiques a la maison)




Moins Plus Score total de
D ’ réglementation

Fumer dans l’enceinte de |’école

Année (ref =2013) |——e——

Score total ———

Fumer juste a U’exteérieur de ’école
Année (ref = 2013) | .
Score total —e
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Fumer régulierement

Année (ref = 2013) —e—

Score total —e—

0,5 1 1,5
Odds Ratios

Effet de 'année et du score total de réglementation du tabac a I'école, école en effet random, controlé pour

Institute of Health and Society (IRSE)S varlables: confor.\dantes (age, sexe, statut socio-économique, habitudes tabagiques de la famille, habitudes
tabagiques a la maison)

—<—
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Smoking on school

Smoking just outside

premises (%) * school premises (%) * Weekly smoking (%)
2013 2016 2013 2016 2013 2016
Namur 22.48 18.00 62.05 60.89 23.47 18.21
Tampere 17.74 15.97 55.48 50.00 14.68 6.43
Hanover 23.53 17.95 35.29 46.15 9.03 4.97
Latina 67.08 46.55 38.2 36.72 25.31 21.04
Amersfoort 41.59 23.29 34.96 32.88 14.70 10.91
Coimbra / / 32.11 40.58 19.16 13.16
All 39.72 30.17 44.61 44.48 19.24 14

* Among current smokers




30

Fumeurs hebdomadaires (%)
25
20

25
23
21
18
15 15 15
%
11
10 9
6 5
| I l.
o = =S LB | LB L& B

Namur Tampere Hanovre Latina Amersfoort Coimbra Tous
w2013 m2016

Z
O
-
=)
-l
O
>
Ll

L]

Institute of Health and Society (IRSS)




Tabagisme des adolescents européens, 2016 (%)
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ltems — 1. Comprehensiveness

» STAFF
1) Does that policy specifically prohibit smoking cigarettes at each of the following
locations for each of the following groups?

Students Visitors

* School buildings

* On school grounds, including car parks
and playing fields.

* In school buses or other vehicles used to
transport students

* At off-campus, school -sponsored events

2 ) Does that policy specifically prohibit smoking cigarettes at each of the following
times for each of the following groups?

Students Staff Visitors

* During school hours
* During non-school hours




ltems — 1. Comprehensiveness

» STAFF
3) Does that policy specifically prohibit smoking cigarettes at each of the following
locations for each of the following groups?

Students Visitors

* Does your school have a smoking
area/zone (e.g. a room or location ) for :

Comprehensiveness — Staff = Average of these three items

29



ltems — 1. Comprehensiveness
e

» STUDENTS
2013: Is there a rule against tobacco in your school?

Comp=0 Comp=1

1 =There is no rule 2 =There is arule but it isn't enforced
5 =Don't know 3 =There is a rule and it is sometimes enforced
4 =There is a rule and it is strictly enforced

2016: Are students allowed to smoke on the school premises?

Comp =0 Comp =1

3 = Yes, students are allowed to 1 = No, students are not allowed to smoke. This
smoke in certain areas rule is strictly enforced

4 = Yes, students are allowed to 2 = No, students are not allowed to smoke. But
smoke anywhere on the school this rule is not strictly enforced

premises

5 = Don't know




ltems — 2. Enforcement

» STUDENTS
1) 2013: Is there a rule against tobacco in your school?

Strictly Not strictly

4 =There is a rule and it is strictly 1 =There is no rule

enforced 2 =Thereis arule but it isn't enforced

3 =There is a rule and it is sometimes enforced
4 =There is a rule and it is strictly enforced

5 =Don't know

2016: Are students allowed to smoke on the school premises?

Strictly Not strictly

1 = No, students are not allowed to 2 = No, students are not allowed to smoke. But
smoke. This rule is strictly enforced this rule is not strictly enforced

3 = Yes, students are allowed to smoke in
certain areas

4 = Yes, students are allowed to smoke
anywhere on the school premises

5 =Don't know




ltems — 2. Enforcement

» STAFF What were the consequences for students who were caught violating your school's

smoking rules since September?
(TREATING POLICY INFRINGEMENTS AS A HEALTH ISSUE )
* Encouraged, but not required, to participate in an assistance, education, or quit-smoking programme
* Required to participated in an assistance, education, or quit-smoking programme

(TREATING POLICY INFRINGEMENTS AS A DISCIPLINARY ISSUE )
* Warning issued (written or verbal)

* Referred to a school administrator

» Referred to a school counsellor

* Parents informed

* Tobacco confiscated

* Assigned additional classwork

e Assigned to help around the school

* Fine

* Detention 2 points: at least one of the health-related consequences
* Suspension

* Expulsion

1 point: at least one of the disciplinary-related consequences.

32




ltems — 2. Enforcement

» STAFF
What were the consequences for students who were caught violating your

school's smoking rules since September?

Maximum of consequences score if:

In the last six months, how many students have broken the school's smoking rules?

1 =None
2 =Afew
3 =Some

4/5 = Most/All
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ltems — 3. Communication

STAFF

Which of the following methods does your school use to communicate its rules on
cigarette smoking to students?
- In writing in a student diary
- In writing in a school handbook
- In writing in a school newsletter
- Verbally, in discussions with students (e.g. assemblies, school council)
- Posted on school website(s)
- Ondisplay at school
- Email

Written => Formal

STAFF
Does your school have procedures for informing all students...
- About rules related to cigarette smoking by students?
- About what happens if they break the rules?
+ Information to students’ families, to staff and to visitors

Communication — Staff = Average of these items

34



Smoking outcomes

» Smoking on school premises

Where do you usually smoke cigarette ? - On the school premises
» Smoking just outside school premises
Where do you usually smoke cigarette ? - Just outside the school

» Smoking status

How many cigarettes have you smoked during the last 30 days ?

Weekly smoker

3 =1 to 2 cigarettes per week

4 = 3-7 cigarettes per week

5 =1 to 5 cigarettes per day

6 = 6 to 10 cigarettes per day

7 =11 to 20 cigarettes per day

8 = 21 to 30 cigarettes per day

9 = More than 30 cigarettes per day

Non weekly smoker

0 = | have never smoked
1 =None
2 =1 to 2 cigarettes during the last 30 days

35



orceived school tobacco policies (/10) by students (n=18,502) and school staff members
IN 2013 and 2016, SILNE and SILNE-R projects

» Sehool taffs perception | ¢ 1

—

) 7.6
Comprehiensiveness | | 7 ¢
4,9
— Enforcement
3
Communication 2,9
6,3

P Sdents perception R ¢,

—

3,8

® Total STP score

—_—
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Description of STP dimensions (scale 0-10), according to students’

and school staff members' perceptions, by city and year (mean

(Std)), SIENE-R StUdVcias svels U CITIES, 2013-2010
Dimensions Namur Tampere Hanover Latina Amersfoort Coimbra Total
/10 (Nschools = 7) (Nschools = 8) (Nschools = 5) (Nschools = 7) (Nschools = 5) (Nschools = 6)
2013 2016 2013 2016 2013 2016 2013 2016 2013 2016 2013 2016 2013 2016

School staff’s
5.6(0.7) | 5.6 (0.6) | 6.5(0.9) | 6.1(0.6) | 5.9(1.1) | 6.1(1.2) | 5.4(0.6) | 6.2(1.0) | 6.0(1.2) | 5.1(0.9) | 7.5(1.0) | 7.6(0.7) | 6.1(1.1) | 6.1(1.1)

Comprehensiveness 7.4(1.1) | 7.7(1.2) | 83(1.2) | 83(09) | 74(2.1) | 8.1(1.1) | 6.1(0.9) | 8.2(1.2) | 7.5(2.1) | 5.4(1.2) | 9.1(0.7) | 8.6(1.1) | 7.6(1.5) | 7.8 (1.4)

Enforcement 40(1.0) | 3.5(0.7) | 4.8(2.3) | 4.0(1.1) | 5.6(2.7) | 46(3.1) | 4.3(2.5) | 3.4(1.7) | 4.7(3.0) | 3.7(0.9) | 6.2(2.0) | 6.7(1.2) | 4.9(2.1) | 4.3 (1.8)

Communication 5.5(0.6) | 5.6(1.1) | 6.3(1.2) | 5.9(0.7) | 4.8(1.5) | 5.6(1.2) | 5.7(1.6) | 7.0(0.9) | 5.8(1.8) | 6.2(1.2) | 7.4(1.2) | 7.5(0.9) | 5.9(1.5) | 6.3(1.2)
5.3(0.8) | 6.4(1.2) | 6.9(0.7) | 7.6(1.3) | 7.4(0.8) | 7.1(2.3) | 29(1.0) | 3.9(1.2) | 5.5(1.8) | 3.3(3.5) | 7.6(1.5) | 8.1(21.1) | 5.9(2.0) | 6.2(2.4)

Comprehensiveness* | 7.5 (0.6) | 9.5 (0.4) | 9.4 (0.4) | 9.3(0.5) | 8.1(0.4) | 9.0(0.4) | 55(2) | 6.6(1.6) | 7.7(1.8) | 3.7(3.8) | 9.5(0.3) | 9.2(0.5) | 7.9(1.8) | 8.0(2.5)

Enforcement* 3.2(1.6) | 3.3(2.3) | 43(1.2) | 6.0(2.2) | 6.8(2.3) | 5.2(2.2) | 0.3(0.2) | 1.3(1.2) | 3.3(2.0) | 2.8(3.3) | 5.7(2.8) | 7.1(1.7) | 3.8(2.6) | 4.3(2.9)
5.5(0.7) | 6.0(0.7) | 6.7(0.4) | 6.9(0.8) | 6.7(0.8) | 6.6(1) | 4.1(0.7) | 5.1(1.0) | 5.7(0.8) | 4.2(2.0) | 7.6(21.1) | 79(0.7) | 6.0(1.3) | 6.1(1.5)

Scores are aggregated at the school level (N = 38). Significant changes between 2013 and 2016 (p < .05) are in bold.
* The wording changed between 2013 and 2016.




Associations between outcomes measured in 2016 and the
change in STP over time, multilevel logistic regression: odds ratio
(confidence interval), SILNE-R study in six EU cities, 2013-2016

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Smoking on school premises @

ChangeinSTP 4 76 (0.52-1.10) 0.64(0.47-0.87)*" 0.65(0.47 - 0.89)**
Smoking just outside school
premises

ChangeinSTP 4 06 (0.83-1.36) 1.05(0.82-1.35) 1.09(0.86-1.38)
Weekly smoker

ChangeinSTP |, 04(0.82-131) 0.97(0.84-111) 0.97(0.86 - 1.10)

Model 1: Effect of STP change (STP2016 - STP2013), school as random effect; Model 2: Model 1 including
the STP score in 2013 and smoking prevalence in 2013. Model 3: Model 2 including confounding variables
(age, gender, socio-economic status, family smoking, and smoking environment at home)

"p<.05 " p<.01, " p<.001

a Analyses of smoking on school premises do not include Coimbra.
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