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EXECUTIVE 
SUMMIARY 

Ih late 1984, tHe Human Resources Policy Corporation, Los 
Angeles, Calif., surveyed 1100 of the nation's lhrgest andlfast- 
est growing comparues to determine the natirre and extent of 
their workplace smoking policies. Results of this survey, com- 
pleted in May 1985, challenge the widely repented trend to+ 
ward restrictive workplace smokmg policies in major corparat 
tions. 

The Hhman Resources Policy Corporation sent an eightk 
page questionnaire to Fortune 11000 service and industrial com- 
panies, andto Inc. magazine's la0 fastest growing companies. 
Surveys were sent to the chief executive officer or the vice 
president for hurnantesources. 

The survey questioned respondknts on the existence of 
corporate smokmg policies and neasons for implementation. 

Most workgllme smoking policies that are in place apply 
only to certain empiayeas, 

The general company workplace policy proHibits so~lle employ- 
ees from smoking while working. This ocours mast frequently 
with employees who deal with HazaIidous substances, sensitive 
machinery and equipment, or food. Few companies prohibit all 
emplloyees from smokmg wMe on company premises (2.5 per- 
cent)moc db they prohibit all emplayees from srnoking while 
working (2.9 percent). 

Most policies are initiated by management for safety 
reasom. 

Wutually no companies reportedimplementing smoking policies 
to increase productivity or reduce costs. 

Results are based on responses from445 companies. The 40 The majoritg ofwOrkPtaee smoking poIn'Cies kaDo 
percent response rate is acueptable, given the sensitive rfitune esrllished because oPincreasedpu(ib pressures 
of the data. The responses are rep~esentative of the ft11 popu- or legisfation. 
lation wHen analyzed by regionand industry type. Among the 
results: Since publiu pressure for restrictive workplace smoking legisla- 

tion has come a b u t  in tHe past three to five years, most com- 
Workplace smoking policies are net a trend among pany smokmg policies cannot be attributed to this factor be- 

Most respondbnts (63.8 percent) do not  have a formal smok- 
ing palicy, but ratHeIi encornage their employees to use com- 
mon sense and courtesy to solve pnoblems among themselves. 

Companies in the north uentral region (28.1 percent$ and 
the south (22.1 percent) are less k l k  to have a smoking 
policy than those in the west (44.7 percent). 

Empllogees cam work problem out for themseloes. 
Of the 63.8 percent of companies without smoking policies, 35 
percent reported considering and rejecting one. 

Of the companies that considered but rejected a smoking 
policy, most (59.3 percent) said they did not believe a policy 
would be accepted well by employees. When a smoking prob- 
lkm arises, 70.8 percent of all nespondtnts said they encourage 
employees to work problems out far themselkes. Fewer than 

; one pencent said the supervisor oIiders the employee to stop 

cause most have been in effect for longer than five years. 
Only nine percent of respondents saidthey had imple- 

mentled a policy w i t h  tHe last year. Companies in the west 
(22.4 percent), followed by the northeast (10.4 percent) were 
most likely to have implemented policies withintHe past year. 
These regions of the country are facing the greatest number; of 
legislative workplace restriction proposals. 

MwE companies cCo not consider smokittg to be a tactor 
in. hiring, 

Eighty-five point four percent of companies said they never 
consider whether a job applicant smokes and 81.1 percent 
never ask about an applicant's smoking habits. Onlb foul per- 
cent always ask. 

Ninety-nine point one percent said they hire smokers. 
Only four of the 445 respondents said they refused to hire 
smokers. 

Companies do mot wand ta segregate their workers or 
m k s  -or changes in the workpilaoc. 
Most (87.4  percent^) db not assign employees to work areas or 
offices according to  whethen they smoke and 40.7 peraent said 
they do not modify thle work environment to accommodate 
nonsmoke~rs. 
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SUMMARY 

Over the past several years there has been considerable de- 
bate over the need for legislation to restrict smoking in the 
workplace. Proponents of legislation claim a trend toward 
workplace smoking policies among major companies. 

There is no trrend. This comprehensive survey by the Hut 
man Resources Policy Conporation, Los Angeles, CaliE, of the 
nation's largest and fastest growing companies reveals less 
than one-thiod have some form of smokmg policy. 

Inmost instances, the policy prohibits some employees 
from smoking while working with hazardous matertals or sensi. 
tive eq~pment .  These policies are generally accompanied by 
other safety regulations that are necessary because of tHe haz- 
ardous nature of the work. Most workplace smoking policies 
have been in effect for more than five years, long before em- 
ployee smoking legislationcame into vogue. 

Companies are not instituting radical changes to accomrna- 
date nonsmokers. Few aompanies consider smoking behavior 
in their k i n g  practioes and virtually no companies refuse to 
hire smokers. 

Companies will provide adequate ventdationr post signs or 
even rearrange certain work areas to accommodhte nonsmok- 
ers. But few are willing to construct new partitions or to seg- 
regate smokers from nonsmokers. Most companies simply en- 
courage employees to work out problems among themselves. n 

Companies rarely consider cost savings, profit increases 
or employee moralk when they consider a smoking policy. Poli- 
cies usually are implemented by management because of safety 
factors. When companies reject smoking policies it is usuallv 
because of the difficulty of implementing a policy, the fact tHat 
employees wouldobject, or; the belief that any protibms can be 
worked out among employees. 

Companies in centain regions of the country, partidanlk 
- the west!, and in certain industries, usualli where smoking may 

pose a safety h a d ,  are more Wdy than others to Have a 
' workplaae smoking policy. However, most policies have simply 
i formalized safety practices that have existed for years. 

l h s  survey clearly demonstrates that employers Have 
and will continue to handle responsibly the issue of workplaae 
smoking. State or local legislation concerning the issue is not 
needed. Employens place high confidence intHe ability of their 
employees to work out any problems among themselves. 

The Sumpie 

In 1984, the Human Resources Policy Corporation of Los Ant 
geles, Calif., surveyed the nation's largest and fastest growing 
companies to determine the nature and extent of their work- 
place smoking policies. 

The large sample included Fortune 100 sermce and in- 
duskiai companies and IRC. magazine's 10  fastest growing 

companies. Chief executive officers or human resource vice 
presidknts of each company received an eight-page questlont 
naire asking about the existence of corporate smok~ng pollclcs 
and reasons for implementation. 

Four hundred forty-five of the 110 camparues surveyed 
responded. ?This 40 percent response rate is acceptable gvenl 
the sensitive nature of the data. If anything, oompanies having 
policies are Like19 to be overregnesented in the number of re- 
spondents, as  they would be more Weljr t~ take tlrne to com- 
plete the questionnahe. These responses are representative of1 
the full population when analyzedby industry type fses Table 
1). 

Responses also ace repnesentative of industry by region 
(see Tabh 2). Overall, 17i1 percent of respondents are located 
in anarea wit1 wonkplace smoking legislation. Sixteen point 
nine percent of respondents are located inan area in whsh 
workplace smolung legislation is being considbred. 

R i m  of the Study 

Ih conducting the study, Human Resources Policy Corporation 
wanted to determine and understand formal smokmg pollcles 
and other practices as they relate to employee snoklng In large 
corporations, The study attempts to establisH the exrent and 
nature of smolung policies, what type of companies have them, 
why they were impltmented, and how lbng they have beenm 
effect. In addition, the stud) examines the relationship of 
smoking to company hiring practices, and how companies deal 
with smoking c o m p ~ t s .  

The stud9 tlests severalassumptions such as the "trend" 
towardworkplace smoking restrictions and that smokers are 
finding it increasingly difficult to find employment. The results 
are presented in the hope that any corporate or pubhc policy 
decision-malhing concerning smoking in the workplace will be 
Based on factual information. 

Research Director 

Lewis C. Solmon, economist\ deanof the gradhate school of 
education at UCLLA, and president of Human Resources Policy 
Corporation, developed and supervisedthe survey. Human 
Resources Policy Corporatlionis a souial saienoe and economic 
r;esearch organization. The survey was sponsored by The To- 
bacco Institute. 



IHE SURWEV; 
I N  DETAIL 

Most covnpamies do nst have smoking plieies. 

Contrary to the widel) reported trend toward restrictive 
workplace smoking policies, most companies (63.8 percent) db 
not have a formal polioy. Companies least likely to have a 
smoking policy ane those located inthe south (22.1 percent) 
and north central region (28.1 pencent). Not surprisingly, comt 
panies most likely to have policies are in areas where a work- 
place smoking law is in effect (69.2 percent) and in the west 
(44.7 percent). 

Industries least likely to have a policy are mining (1111 
percent), metals (16.1 percent) and diversified senwices (18.5 
percent). Industries most Likely to have a policy are pharma- 
ceuticals (57.1 percent), insurance (56.0 percent), and finance 
(51.5 percent). See Tabh 3. 

Most workplace smoking policies apply only to certain 
workers. 

Virtually no companies (on]) 2.5 percent) prohibit allemploy- 
ees from smoking on the premises nor dothey pnohibit smok- 
ing while working (2.9 percent). Thirty-four point eight per- 
cent of respondents said they prohibit certain employees from 
smoking whlle working. See Table Z 

Fifteen point seven percent of respondents sald they re- 
strict smoking for employees holilmg certain jobs. Those most 
likely to be ~rohibited from smoking are those emplbyees who 
work with dangerous substances, sensitive machinery and 
food. 

Smoking is most frequently restricted or prohibited in 
areas where there are sensitive cliemicalb, supplies and equip- 
ment as well as  in food processing areas. Companies haue considered and rejected smoking 

Companies post signs, inform emplbyees individually, or @licies. 
distribute a policy manual to let employees know about theu 

Twenty-four point three percent of all respondents said they 
have considered and rejected a workplace smoking policy. Re- 
spondents said they rejectedpolicies because employees would fmr&ased public pressure & a factor in 

not aacept a policy (59.3 percent), because employees can han- ~ ~ t ~ b ~ ~ ~ e n ~  of w o ~ k ~ h ~ e  smoking poGciesb 
dle problems on their own (58.3 percent), or because apolicy 
would be too difficult tlo implement (38.9percent9, Nineteen 
point eight percent of respondentis said they believed a smok- 
ing ban would decrease employee morale. See Table 4. 

Policies are rejected most frequently in the north central 
region (28.1 percent) and the soul3 (24.2 percent). Policies are 
rejected l tss  frequently in the west (22.4 percent) and the 
northeast (21.5 percent). See Table 5. 

Compamies encourage employees ta work problem out 
for Yhemelves. 

When a smoking problem arises, most oompmies (70.8 per- 
cent) encourage employees to work problems out for them- 
selves with common courtesy Virtually no respondents (.9 

: percent) said they ordkr an employee 110 discontinue smoking. 
: See Table 6. 

i 
Twenty-two point five percent of respondents said they 

will encourage an employee to reduce smoking when a com+ 
plaint arises. Nine point seven percent said they do nothing 

I when a complaint arises. 

Only nine percent of respondents saida workplace smoking 
policy was initiated within the last year. Most companies (20 
percent) responded that their policy has been in effect for over 
five years. Onlb 3.6 percent of the policies Have been ineffect 
for between three and five years. See Table 8. 

Since public pnessure for restrictive workplace s m o h g  
legislation has come about in the past three to five years, most 
company smoking policies cannot be attributed to ttus factor- 
most have been in effect for more than five yeafis. 

Workplace smoking golicies are more likely attributed to 
tHe reahties and dangers in the workplace that have existedfor 
many years. This is demonstrated by the fact that industries 
most likely to have had apolicy for over five years are food 
(48.3 peroent), pharmaceuticals (35.7 percent) and chemicals 
(31.8 percent). And 39.9 pencent of companies where there 
are hazardous materials or sensitive machinery lave had smok- 
ing ~olicies for oven five years. See Table 9. 

Com~anies located in an area with a wofiliplace smoking 
law (29 percent) and the west (22.4  percent^) are most likely to 
have implemented a policy within the last year. Industries most 

1 likely to have implemented a policy w i h h  the hs t  year are in- 
surance, 6ianoe and scientific eqpiprnent. 



Workpluce sm~king paliciss are initiated tiy 
management. 
Most workplace smoking policies were initiatedlby manage- 
ment (37.3 percent). Only 153 percent of fiespandents said the 
policy was initiated because of a state or l o d  ordinance. See 
Table 10. 

Virtually no companies implemented smolung policies to 
increase employee productivity or to reduce costs. See Table 
11, Safety was the reason most often cited for initiating the 
policy (25~4 percent). 

Mmt umpanies cdb not segregate smokers From 
mresmkers. 

Mbst~ companies (87,4 percent) do not assign employees to 
work areas or offices according to whetheo they smoke. See 
Table I2. Rearrangement of work areas to segregate smakers 
from~monsmokers is l h s t  likely in the south (16.8 percent) and 
north central regions (22.3 percent). Et is most likely in areas 
where a workplace smoking law is in effect (53,9 percent) and 
in the west (40.8 percent). 

Industries least likely to rearrange work areas to segre- 
gate smokers fi-om, nonsmokers (See Tabb 13) are food (10~3 
percent), rnininglpetroleum refining (11.1 percent) and con- 
sumer goods (13,3 percentl). Industries mast ke ly  to do so are 

, insurance (48 percentg, finance (38.2 peruent) and scientific 
equipment (35.1 percent). 

Practicadlg all companies hire smakers. 
Contrary to anti-smoking literature, smoMers are not finding it 
difficult~ to secure employrnentt Vhtually all (99.1 percent) re- 
s ~ n d e n t s  said they h e  smokers. 

Only four (1.9 percent) of the 445 respondents said thev 
refuse to hire smokers (See Tabb 14). Even in the westl, only 
1.3 percent of respondtnts said they had such a policy. 

Eighty-one point one percent of respondknts never ask 
about a job appliuant's smolung, while four percent said thev al- 
ways ask. Companies in utilities (90.9 percent), food (89!7 per- 
cent) and paper/publishg (89.5 percent) are least likely to asl4 
(See Table 15). Even those industries most Wtely to question an 
applicant about smoking-pHarrnaceuticals, metals and trans- 
portat iondid so only 14.3, 9.7 and 9.1 percent of the time, 
respectively. 

EigHty-five point four percent of respondents said they 
never consider whether a job applicant smokes, Only 2.2 per- 
cent take smoking history into account. The retailing andtrans- 
portation services industry (92.9 percent) is least1 l&ely to take 
this into account. The scientific eqpiprnent industry (8.1 per- 
cent), with its highly sensitive machinery, is most Miel) to take 
smoking into cansideration. 

Only 4!3 percenh of respondents said they do not hire 
smokers for certain jobs. This is more likely to be the case in 
highly re~latedcompanies where employees deal with sensi- 
tive machinery, hazardous substances and food1 When dangers 

workplace. Companies in the west and in areas where a work- Moart companies do nod assume the cost of  smoking 
 lace smoking law is ineffect a e  most likely to modify. cessation program. 

C ~ ~ ~ j e s  do nod wf fro, make war changes in the exist in the workplace, smoking is either regulated or smokers 
~8orklpBme. ace precluded from a o s e  jobs altogether. Even those indus- 

Forty point seven percent of respondents said they do not tries most likely not to hire smokers for certain jobs-d~versi- 

Industries least likely modify are miningt~tro'eum re- Although 42.9 percent of respondents said they offer a smok- 
fining, ~ebwhemical  and diversifiedsentices. Industries most ing cessation onlh 29.0 percent oh those companies 

i keib' to da so are pharmaceuticals, and assume the cost (See Tabh 16). Only 16,7 percent of respon- 
The most frequent rnditkations to accommodate non- dents said they allow employees to participate on company 

srnoliens are provision of adequate ventilation (40,4 percent), the. 

I posting of signs (27.0 percent) and venbihtion improvement1 
026.5 percent). The most unlkel) changes a e  new partitions 

, (4.3 percent) and s e w a t e  offices for smokers andmonsmokers 

I 

) (4.0 percent). 

I 

modify the wookplace to accommodate smokers andnonsmok- fied services, metals and u t i l i t t es4d  so only llL1, 9.7 and 9.5 

ers. Companies in the s o u u  are least likely to modify the percent of the time, respectively. I 
I 



TABLE 1 
THE MMPUE 

Sample Idumber K Sample Responses % Responses 

llndustry 
Faad 

Food 
Beverages 

Chemicals 

MininglPetroleum 
Patroleurn Refinlng 
Mining, Crude Oil Product~on 

Melals 
MUal Manufacturing 
Mktal Products 

Consumer Goods 
Electronics. Appliances 
Mhsical Instruments, Toys 
Anparel 

Transportalon Ptoduds 
SHipbuildlng, Railroads, Transportation 
Motar Vehlcles 
Industrial Farm Equipment 
&raspace 

Scientific Equ~pment 
Offlce Equ~pment, Computers 
Measurement, Screntlflc 8 PHato Equ~pment 

Finance 
Commeraal Banks 
Dlverslf~ed Flnanae 

Insurance 

Diverslfled Servlces 

Utllitles 

Petrochemical Produats 
Temtiles, Vinyl Flooring 
Rubber. Plast~oo 
Glass, Concrete. Gypsum 

Pharmaceuticals 
Pharmaceuticals 
Soaps, Cosmetics 

Retailing 

Transportation Servlaes 

PaperlPublirhing 
Publishing. Printing 
Paperr Rber, M o d  

Northeast 
South 
North Central 
west 1 



DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE BY REGION. 
INDUSTRY AND EXISTENCE OF LAW 

Northeast South Worth Central West 

Law In Effect 15 6 1  9,3 l8,O 32 9 
Law Bang lDacussed 14 8i 15 8 7 9 38 2 

Food 
CHemicalS 
M~ninglPatroleum 
Metals 
ConsumerlQods 
Transportat~on ProductS 
Sc~entdic Equ~pment 
hnance 
lnsurance 
hersified Services 
Ut~lities 
Petrochemlal Produds 
Pharmaceuticals 
Retailing I 
Transportat~on Senr~ces 
Paper 

TABLE 3 
EXISTENCE AND TYPE OF POLICY . . 

(by industry) 

Company Has Smoking Policy 

No Sinalung Mbile Working For All 
No Smuking While Working her Some 

I No Smoking On Premises b r  All I 
No Smoking On Premises Por Some 

I Restrict Smoking By Job Description 
i 

1 Restrid ShoKing For All 

Mining 
Petroleum 

Food Chem~oals Refining Metals 

31 .O 311.8 11.1 16 1 

Trans- 
Consumar portahon 

Goods Products 

10.3 29.5 

Petro- Trans- 
I Diwersified chem~cah Pharma- portatron Paper1 

Insurance S e ~ c e s  Utillties Products wutlcals Retailing Serv~ces Publ~shing~ 

56.0 18.5 28.6 3418 57.1 21.4' 21.4 42 1 

No Smoking While Working For All 0 3.7 0 8 7 0 0 (1 1 5 3 
No Smoking While Marking For Some 40.0 29.6 33.3 47 8 50.0 28.6 28.6 36 8 
No Smoking On Premises For All 01 3.7 0 4.3 7.1 0 0 5 3 
Na Smoking On Premises For Some 4 .O 7.4 14.3 17 4 0 114.3 14 3 5 3 
Restr~ct Smoking Ey Job kc r ip t i on  8.0 16.8 19 0 2117 28.6 21.4 114 3 15 8 
Restnct Smoking For All l 52.0 25.9 38 1 30 4 4P.9 21 4 21 4 52 6 



TABLE 3 
EXISTENCE AND TYPEl OF POl!IUY 
(by i n d l u s t f i y ) ~  

Campany Has Smoking Policy 

No Smoking Wtiile Working For All 
No Smoking While Working For Some 
No Smoking On Premlses For All 
Nb Smoking Un Premises For Some 
Restrict SmokingBy Job Decscrrption 
Restrict Smoking  for All 

Food Chem~oals 

31 .O 31.8 

619 9.1 
37.9 31.8 

3.4 4.5 
0 4.5 

34.5 18.6 
27.6 27.3 

Company HBs Smoking Policy 56.0 

No Smokrng WhdC Warkng For All 0 
No Smokrng Whll& Norking For Sbme 40.0 
No Smokrng On Premlses For Ill 0 
No Smoklnrg On Premlses For Same 4.0 
Restrrct Smmklng By Job Description 8.0 
Restrict Smoktng For All 52.0 

Mrnlng 
Petroleum 
Refrnlng 

11 1 

(overall percentage, by region, by workplace smoking law) 

Overall 

Too Costly To Implement 4.6 
Too Difficult Ta Implement 38.9 
Not Accepted lBy: empbyees 59.3 
Nbt Aacepted Eiy Clients 10 2 
Employees Gan HandlL On Own 58.3 
No Camplaints About Smoking1 28.7 

Metals 

16 1 

0 
25.8: 

0 
6.5 

12.9 
9.7 

Consumer 
Goods 

13 3 

3 3 
23.3 

3 3 
0 

20 0 
10 0 

Trans- 
portatlon 
Products 

29 5 

0 
38 6 

0 
9 1 

18 2 
22 7 

Petro- 
chemical 
Products 

34 8 

8 7 
47 8 

4 3 
17 4 
21 7 
30 4 

Pharma- 
ceut~oals 

57.1 

0 
50 a 

7 1 
0 

28 6 
42 9 

RegIan 

Nbrth- Narth 
east South Central West 

0 1 3lO 5 1 0 
31 .O 47 8 51 3 11.8 
69.0 60 9 a4 1 29 4 
13 8 8 7 12 8 0 
65.5 65.2 43 6 70 6 
20.7 30.4 23 1 52 9 

Trans- 
portatiun 
Services 

21 4 

0 
28 6 
0 

14 3 
14 3 
21 4 

Workplaoe SmoYlng Law 

In Being I 
Effect Dlscusred Neither 

0 9 7 3 4 
26.3 45 2 39.7 
57.9 45 2 67 2 
15.81 0 1318 
42.1 51.6 67 2 
15.8 29 0 32 8 



! TABLE 5 
; REJECTION OF SMOKlNQ POLICIES 

(overall percentage; by region; by workplacresrnoking law) 

Regran MbrKplace Srnoklng Uaw 

Nbrth- North In Belng 
Overall east South Central West Effect D~scussed Ne~ther 

Pol~cy ConsrderedlFor Company BCt Relqcted 24 3 21 5 24 2 28,t 22.4 25 0 41 3 19 7 

TAME 61 
COMPLAIWT PROCEDURES 
(overall percenltage, by region, by workpllilce smoking Ihvw) 

Encuurage Employees To Wark Out Problems 
Complainer Moved To New Area 
Try To Gat Smoker Moved Ta New Area 
Try To Get Smoker To Reduce Smoking 
Order Smoker Tb Disaontinue Smoking I 
Nothing I s  Dane 
Other Measures Taken 

- 
Overall 

70.8 
8.3 
3.4 

22.5 
.9 

9.7 
3.1 

Reg~on 

NortH~ North1 
east Sbuth Oentral West 

69.6 78 9 66 2 71 1 
5.2 6 3 5 8: 9!2 
3.7 3 2 2 9 3.9 

17.0 24 2 21 6 31 .B 
.7 0 2 2 0 

11.1 10 5 9.4 6 6 
2.2 0 2.9 9 2 

Worldplace Smokrng Law 

In king 
Effect Discussed Nerther 

7 1  1 73 3 70 1 
10 5 6 7 5 1 

6 6 5 3 2 01 
28 9 2913 19 a 

1 3  a1 1 0  
o 5 3 in 3 
6 6 2 7 2 4 



EXISTENCE AND TYPE OF POLICIES 
(overall percenltage, by region, by wortplace smoking law) 

Company Has Smoklng Policy 

No Smok~ng While Working For All 
No Smoklng While Working For Some 
No Smoking On Premises For All 
No Smoking On Premlses For Some 
Restrict Smoklng By Job Description 
Restrlct Smoklng Far All 

- 

Overall 

Reaion Workolaae Smokina Law 
North- North 
east I South Central west 

35 6 22 1 28 1 44 7 

TABLE 8 

(overall percentage, by region1 by workplaae srnokin~g law) 

- 

Overall I 

Less THan SIX Mbnths 3,4l 
Sim Months TO One Year 5.6 
One To Three Years 8.1 

I 
Three To F~ve Years 3.6 
Over Five Yaars 20.0 
No Pol~oylDo Hot Know 59.3 

Reglon 

North- North 
east Shuth Oentrah West 

3.7 1 1  1 4  9 2 
6.7 3.2  2 2 13,2 

lP.6 5.3 4 3 1 0 5  
3.0 3.2 5 8i 1 3  

14.8 23.2 25 2 15 8 
59.3 64.2 61 2 50 0 

In Be~ngl 
Effect Discussed Ne~ther 

Workplace Smoldlng Law 

In Being 
Ettect O~bcussed Nelther 

13 2 1 3  1 4  
15.8 5 3 3 1 yl 

14.5 10 7 5 8 
7 9 2.7 2 7 
18 4 12.0 22 4 
30.3 68 0 64 6 



I TIME SMOKING POLICY; IN1 EFFEUT 
(by industry) 

1 Mlnlng 
Petroleum I 

Food Chernlcals RBflnlng 
r I 

Less Than SIX Months 0 0 a)  
0 0 7 4 
0 9 1  3 7 

Three To Five Years 6.9 0 0 
O~er  Fiver Years 4813 31 8 7 4 
Nb PollcylDa Not Know 44 8 59 1 81 5 

i 3 

k s s  Than Six Mbnths 
Six Mbnths To One Year 
One Ta Three Yeaffi 
Three To Five Yem 

f' Over Flve Yaars 
1 No PollaylOo Not Know 

Dlvers~fied 
Insurance Services Utilities 

81,o 3.7 4.8 
8.0 3.7 4.8 
12.0 7.4 9.5 
4.0 7.4 14 3 
28.W 14.8 4.8 
40.0 63 0 61.9 

TABLE 110 
i SMOKING I POLlUY ORIGINATION 
3 (overall percentage, by region, by wor;k~lhce smoking law) 6 

Okrall 

Statellocal Ordinances 13.3 
Employee Pleti~seite .7 
Employee Union .9 1 
Management 1 37.3 
MedicallHRalth Personnel 12.f 
Legal Staff J,1 
Other 6.3 

Consumer 
Mktal$ Goods 

0 3.3 
0 0 
6 5 6 7 
0 0 
lP.9 16.7 
80.6 73.3 

Trans- 
portatlon Salentlflc 
Products Equ~prnent Flnance 

6 8 2 7 5 9 
4 5 8 11 8 8 

1 1  4 10 8 I47 
0 2 7 5 9 

1 1  4 16.2 19 1 
65 9 99!5 48,6 

Petm- 
cHern~cal Pharma- 
Products ceutloals 

a 0 
4.3 114 3 
0 7 1 
8 7 7 1 1  
26 1 35 7 
60 9 35 7 

Reg~an 

Worth- North 
east South Central West 

12.6 12.6 9 4 22 4 
.7 O i l  7 13 
1.5 U 1 4l 0 

41c5 32 8 3617 36.8 
18.3 9 5 1 1  5 3,9 
2.2 1.1 5 0 319 
6.7 3 2 5.a 11 a 

Trans- 
portatlon Paper1 

Retailing I Senn~ces Publ~shlng 

0 0 10 5 
0 14,3 15 8 
0 1 0 10 5 
a 1 a 0 
21 41 7 1 31 6 
78 6 78 6 31 6 

Worldplace Smoklng Law 

In Being 
Effect Discussed NeitHer 

59.3 10.2 30 5 
113 1 3  3 
0 2.7 .7 
53.9 24.0 36.4 
19.7 13.3 9.9 
10 5 1.3 117 
6.6 10.7 5.1 



REASONS FOR ORlGlNATltlG POLICY 
(overall percentage, by region, by workplhce smoking law) 

Legal Mlandatbs 
Safety Regulations 
Health Reasans 
Employee Preference 
Increase Employee Productivity 
Reduce Costs And Increase Prof~ts 
Annoyance To Custbrners 
Management Opposes Smoklng 

RegIan 

Worth- Nhrth 
Overall east South Central West 

16 0 15 6 9 5 16 1 26 3 
25.4 27.4 29.5 25 2 17 1 
19.6 27 4 9 5 18 0 21 1 
15.5 20 o 10 5 ie 9 18 4 
2 0 7 3 2 2 2 2 6 
2.7 3 0 2 11 2 9 2 6 
7 4 8 9 8 4 7 2 3 9 
4.5 2 2 4l2 2 9 1 1  8 

Worldplace SrnoMlng Law 

In 8e1ng 
Effect O~scussed Netther 

53 91 9 3 7 81 
26 3 18 7 26 9 
32 9 20 0 16 0 
23 7 20 0 12 2 
2 8 4 0 1 41 
5 3 6 7 1 0  

11  8 6 7 615 
5 3 6 7 317 

TABLE 12 
WORKPLACE MIODIF~CATION - - 
(overall percentage, by regiomr by wolrkplace smoking I~M)  p. 

Reg~on Workplace Smok~ng Law 

North- North In Being 
Overall east South Central West Effect D~scussed Melther 

No Segregation In Work Plreas 87.4 91 9 87 4 89 gl 75 0 77 6 86 7 90 1 
Smokers And Ntrnsrnokers In D~fferent Offices 4.0 5 2 11 1 3 6 6 8 10 5 5 3 2 0 
Separate Work Areas 25 6 26 7 16 8 22 3 40 8 53 9 37 3 16 3 
Eristing Parmlons To Segregate 16 4 10.4 10 5 18 U I  31 6 42 11 16 0 9 9 
Construct New Partlt~ons 4 3 3 0 2 1 6 5 5 3 9 2 6 7 2 4 
Provls~on of Adequate Ventllatron 40 4 38 5 35 8 44 6 42 1 60 5 44 0 34.4 
Iinflro~ement Of Uent~lat~on I 26.5 25 2 22 1 31 7 25 0 50.0 24.0 211 1 
Provision Of Smoke Removal Dewces 22 7 17.0 18 9 23 7 35 5 42 1 22.7 17.7 
Post~ng OfStgns 27.0 31 1 22 1 20 1 38 2 63.2 24.Q 18 4 
Work Env~ronrnent Not Madlfled 40.7 41.5 46 3 43 91 261 3 13 2 33 3 49.7 



i TABLE 131 
WORKPLACE MODlllCATiON 
(by indulstry) 

Nb Sagregation In Work Areas 
Smokers And N~onsmokers 

In Different Offices 
Separate Work Areas 
Existlng Partitions To Segregate 
bnstruct New Part~tions 
Pravision Of Adequate Ventilatian 
Improvement Of Ventilatron 
Pmvislan Of Smoke Removal Devices 
Posting Of Signs 
Work Environment Not Mbd~fied I 

Nlo Segregation In Work Areas 
Smokers And Nonsmokers 

In Different Offices 
Separate Work Areas 
Existlng Partitions To Segregate 
Construct New Partitions 
Provision Of Adeqgate Ventrltron 
lmpmvement Of Ventilation 
Provision Of Smoke Removal Devices 
Posting Of Signs 
Work Environment Not Mod~fied 

Food Ohemicals 

Insurance 
Diversified 
Sewioes 

88.9 

Mlining Trans- 
Retroleurn Consumer portatron Sa~entrf~c 
Ref~nlng M1etal$ Goods Products Equ~pment Flnance 

92.6 96.8 96.7 84 1 75.7 86.8 

Petroi Trans- 
chem~ml Pharma- portatian Paperl 

Utll lt ia Praducts cadlcals Retalllng Servlces Publlshlng 

71.4 95 7 92 9 100 0 85 7 89,5 

TABLE 14 
SMOKER HIRING POLICIES1 

I (overall percentagie, by  region^, by workpllace smoking lhw) 

Overall 

Always Consider Smoking 2.2 
Never Oonsider Smaking 85.4 
Always Ask About Smoking 4.0 
Nevef k k  About Shaking 81.1 
Policy Prevents Hiring Smokers .9 
No Smokers For Certain J&bs 4.3 

Region 

Northt North 
east South Central West 

1.5 312 f .4 3.9 
90.4 8312 90.6 69.7 
5.2 5.3 2.2 3.9 

85.2 7819 88.5 63.2 
.7 1.1 .7 113 

3.7 4.2 2 9 7.9 

Morkplace Smoklng Law 
I ~ I  Being 

Effect Dlscussad Ne~ther 

1 3  0 3.1 
84 2 82 7 86.4 

2 6 2.7 4.8 
75.0 78.7 83.3 

1.3 0 1 .O 
2.6 8.0 3.7 



SMlOKER HIRING ROLlClBS 
i (by indwstry) 
i 

Mining1 Trans- 

j 
Petroleum Consumer portatian Scientific 

Food Chemical& Refining Metals Goods Products Equipment Finance 

Always Consider Smoking 3.4 0 7 4 3 2 0 4.5 8.11 0 

d Never Consider Smoking 89.7 86.4 88 9 806  86 7 86 4 78.4 91.2 
Always Ask About Smoking 3.4 4.5 7 4 9 7 0 9 1 8 1 0 
Never Ask About Smoking 89.7 811.8 81 5 83 9 80 0 1  79 5 75.7 80.9 
Policy Prevents Hiring Smolders 0 0 3 7 0 0 2 3 2 7 0 

i No Smokers for Uertain Jobs 3.4 4.5 0 9 7 6 7 2 3 8 1 0 

i Petro- Trans- 
Diversified chemical Pharma- parlatlon Paper/ 

Insurance SeMices Utrlities Products ceuticals Reta~l~ng Services Publishing 

I Always Uonsider Smaking a1 0 4 8. 0 0 0 0 0 
Never Consider Smoking M.0 74.1 90.5 82.6 78 6 92 9 92 91 78 911 
Always ASY ~ibaut Smold~ng a 1 o 4.8 4.3 14!3 o o o 
Never Ask About~Smoklng 80110 74.1 90.5 82.6 57 11 857  78 6 89.5 
Policy Prevents Hiring Smoker8 0 3,7 0 0 0 U 0 0 
No Smokers For Certaln Jobs 0 11.1 9 5 8.7 0 U 0 5 3 

i 
i 
i 
I 

j TABLE 161 
1 SMOKIWG CESSATIOW PROGRAMS 

(overall pencentage, by region1 by workplace srnokin~g  la^) 

Region 

North- North 
Overall east South Central I West 

Smoking Cessation Programs 42.9 51.1 33.7 43~2 39.5 
I Percent With Two Or More Programs 49.7 54.8 4 . 3  481.9 46.11 
, Parlicipation On Uompany Time 15.7 17.8 14.7 12.2 19 7 

Paid M I  Company Funds 29!0 31.1 24.2 28.8 31.6 
Incentives To Stop Smoking 8 3  9.6 10.3 7 9 5.3 

Workplace Smoking Law 

In k i n g  
Effect Discussed Wlelther 

56.6 45 3 38.8 
57.9 50.7 47.3 
22.4 24.0 lH19 
39.5 3813 25.2 
10.5 5.3 8.8 




