
Smoking Policies in 
Large Corporations 



In late 1984, the Human Re- 
sources Policy Corporation, Los 
Angeles, Calif., surveyed 1100 of 
the nation's largest and fastest 
growing companies to determine 
the nature and extent of their 
workplace smoking policies. Re- 
sults of this survey, completed in 
May 1985, challenge the widely 
reported trend toward restrictive 
workplace smoking policies in 
major corporations. 

The Human Resources Policy 
Corporation sent an eight-page 
questionnaire to Fortune 1000 
service and industrial companies, 
and to Inc, magazine's 100 fastest 
growing comp&ies. Surveys 
were sent to the chief executive 
officer or  the vice president for 
human resources. 

The survey questioned respon- 
dents on the existence of corpo- 
rate smoking policies and reasons 
for implementation. Results are 
based on responses from 445 
companies. The 40 percent re- 
sponse rate is acceptable, given 
the sensitive nature of the data. 
The responses are representative 
of the full population when analy- 
zed by region and industry type. 
Among the resuIts: 

Workplace smoking 
policies are not a trend 
among major companies. 

Most respondents (63.8 percent) 
do not have a formal smoking 
policy, but rather encourage their 
empIoyees to use common sense 
and courtesy to solve problems 
among themselves. 

Companies in the north central 
region (28.1 percent) and the 
south (22.1 percent) are less like- 
ly to have a smoking policy than 
those in the west (44.7 percent). 

Employees can work 
problems out for 
themselves. 

Of the 63.8 percent of companies 
without smoking policies, 35 per- 
cent reported considering and re- 
jecting one. 

Of the companies that consi- 
dered but rejected a smoking 
policy, most (59.3 percent) said 
they did not believe a policy 
would be accepted well by em- 
ployees. When a smoking prob- 
lem arises, 70.8 percent of all re- 
spondents said they encourage 
employees to work problenls out 
for themselves. Fewer than one 
percent said the supervisor 
orders the employee to stop 
smoking. 



Most workplace smoking 
policies that are in place apply 
only to certain employees. 

The general company workplace 
policy prohibits some employees 
from smoking while working. 
This occurs most frequently with 
employees who deal with hazar- 
dous substances, sensitive 
machinery and equipment, or 
food. Few companies prohibit all 
employees from smoking while 
on company premises (2.5 per- 
cent) nor do they prohibit all em- 
ployees from smoking while 
working (2.9 percent). 

The majority of workplace 
smoking policies have not 
been established because 
of increased public 
pressures or legislation. 

Since public pressure for restric- 
tive workplace smoking legisla- 
tion has come about in the past 
three to five years, most company 
smoking policies cannot be at- 
tributed to this factor because 
most have been in effect for 
longer than five years. 

Only nine percent of respon- 
dents said they had implemented 
a policy within the last year. Corn- 
panies in the west (22.4 percent), 
followed by the northeast (10.4 
percent) were most likely to have 
implemented policies within the 
past year. These regions of the 
country are facing the greatest 
number of legislative workplace 
restriction proposals. 

Most companies do not 
consider smoking to be a 
factor in hiring. 

Eighty-five point four percent of 
companies said they never con- 
sider whether a job applicant 
smokes and 81.1 percent never 
ask about an applicant's smoking 
habits. Only four percent always 
ask. 

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

by management for safety 
reasons. 

' 1 
Virtually no companies reported 
implementing smoking policies 
to increase productivity or reduce 
costs. 

Companies do not want to 
segregate their workers or 
make major changes in the 
workplace. ; 

Most (87.4 percent) do not assign 
employees to work areas or  
offices according to whether they 
smoke and 40.7 percent said they 
do not mod@ the work envi- 
ronment to accommodate non- 
smokers. 



Human Resources Policy Corporation is a 
soda1 science and economic resoarch 
organization located in Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia Lewis C. Solmon, economist, dean 
of the graduate school of education at 
UCLA, and president &Human Resources 
Policy Corporation, developed and super- 
vised the survey. This survey of smoking 
policies In large corporations was spon- 
sored by The Tobacco Institute. 

For additional information 
on this and other workplace 
smoking issues write: 

The Tobacco Institute 
1875 1 Street Northwest 
Wahington, DC 20006 



Let's set the record straight . . . 

Workplace 
smoking laws 

won't work! 
Imagine you're the boss. You have ness offices? We hope not," declared a Even Elizabeth Whelan, executive di- 

one employee who doesn't like the tem- Dallas Times Herald editorial. rector of the American Council on Sci- 
perature you maintain in your plant or "To use the police power of govern- ence and Health and an outspoken critic 
office in light of your costs, your lay- ment to dictate such action," com- of smoking, has said the issue has been 
out, the needs and comfort of all your mented an editor of the Tallahassee "overstated" and, overall, is a "very 
employees. He says he'll go to City Democrat, "is to trade individual re- minor problem." 
Hall about it and you're going to have sponsibility for trivial gain. It is a poor Twenty-one scientists called together 
to pay a stiff fine if you don't adjust th recently by the U.S. Public Health Serv- 
thermostats to his liking. ice to examine available research on en- 

Crazy, right? Couldn't happen. vironmental tobacco smoke concluded 
can. Change just one detail and it' its effects on the respiratory system 
pening right now in San Francisco. Prohibitionists were "negligible to quite small." 
There a lone employee can cause an en- 
tire office to be declared a no-smoking 
area, no matter what arrangements th ponents of smoking as Whelan can ac- 
boss-or the other workeremay 

The San Francisco ordinance says 
private employers must establish sm 
ing rules. If a single nonsmoking em- 
ployee disagrees with the policy, s 
ing must be prohibited. An employer control or government "nannyism," as 
who fails to toe the line faces up to the San Francisco Examiner said of that 
$500 a day in fines. city's ordinance? 

This new law could be a blueprint of The approach is not new. Prohibition- 
things to come, a new sort of govern- ts-originally those ardent souls who 
ment intrusion into the private sphere 
that gives a tiny, vocal minority the 
right to set workplace policy. 

Or, it can serve as a perfect example 
of what both management and workers 
must dedicate themselves to prevent in 
the future. 

One-man veto? 
Similar measures are being introduced 

in city councils across the country and, 
in some places, adopted. 

Never mind that smokers and non- 
smokers have worked in harmony for 
generations. Forget that occasional dis- 
putes at work are best settled individ- 
ually. What if a one-man veto can over- 
rule the boss? 

No matter, say the anti-smokers, we 
need a law. 

But are such laws necessary? Many 
people do not think so. "Has common 
courtesy become so rare that society 
needs laws to regulate smoking in busi- 



"I am against fixing something 
that doesn't need flxing," Fremont 
City Manager Kent McClain said. 
"I still don't feel [a smoking pol- 
icy] is necessary," said Union City 
Manager Karen Smith. . . . "I think 
we can accommodate everyone by 
working out problems among our- 
selves." 

Sln J o u  (Cal.) Mrrcury 
Jan. 18,1984 

wished to stop consumption of alcoholic 
beverages--managed a constitutional 
ban earlier in the century. The chief re- 
sults of that Great Experiment? Bathtub 
gin and the growth of organized crime. 

Today's New Prohibitionists are a vo- 
cal, well-organized group. But do they, 
should they, speak for the majority of 
Americans? Is it impossible for smokers 
and nonsmokers to get along without 
what the San Francisco Chronicle called 
Big Mama looking over their shoulders? 

No, on all counts. 

Big Mama. step out! 
Americans love to express opinions 

on anything and everything. And our 
free society, fortunately, allows such 
exchanges. 

On the issue of smoking in the work- 
place, a substantial majority prefers to 
let people, not government, decide the 
question of when and where an em- 
ployee may smoke. 

In 1983, the Business Council of the 
State of New York surveyed its mem- 
bers and found 83 percent preferred vol- 
untary workplace smoking policies. 

And a 1983 Nation's Business poll 
showed that a big majority of respon- 
dents rejected the notion that employers 
should be forced to prohibit smoking. 

Anti-smoking law "is a prima facie 
case of government intrusion into a 
realm where government doesn't be- 
long," says the Joplin (Mo.) Globe. 

Americans are not naive. We realize 
that when we step outside of our own 
homes we no longer have complete, 
personal control of our environment. 

Often we encounter things that annoy 
us-noisy humming or continuous nail- 
biting at the next desk, the smell of a 

salami brown-bag lunch on the bus first 
thing in the morning, overdone after 
shave. But imagine the mess if we en- 
couraged everyone who found some- 
thing annoying about another's behavior 
or taste to seek relief from government, 
especially when those annoyances could 
be readily resolved without govemment 
intervention. 

As the San Francisco Labor Council 
AFL-CIO pointed out, such laws under- 
mine labor-management relations and 
present "opportunities for job discrimi- 
nation and mischief." They create con- 
flict and intrude into personal behavior 
and internal office procedures. 

San Francisco's Chamber of Com- 
merce emphasized intrusion and cost in 
opposing the law. Government is al- 
ready over-extended, said the chamber. 
Our lives are cluttered with unnecessary 
govemment regulations. 

"To channel our tax dollars away 
from vital services and into government 
programs to segregate smokers from 
nonsmokers is a gross waste of limited 
resources," the chamber said. 

Many believe small business is the 
chief victim of workplace smoking 
laws. Smaller companies can't easily af- 
ford the extra time, costs and diversions 
of smoking policy administration. 

San Francisco's KGO-TV mentioned 
another problem. "Blowing the whistle 

Couldn't a law be passed against 
sourpusses? Why should normally 
cheerful workers have to associ- 
ate with pinch-faced, crab-appled 
gloom merchants whose very 
breath is redolent of vlnegar- 
tlnged negativity? 

AHus (Oklr.) Times 
Doc. 15,1983 

on your boss," it said in an editorial, 
"doesn't make for the best of relation- 
ships." 

Broccoli instead of beef? 
Will the New Prohibitionists be satis- 

fied if they succeed in banning all ciga- 
rette smoking? That's their goal today, 
but "What next?" asked the Seattle 
Post-lntelligencer, "a requirement thar 
restaurants serve health foods in place 

of what people like, broccoli instead of 
beef?" 

If the anti-smokers prevail, the prece- 
dent 1s set for government to be drawn 
intrusively into private sector matters 
better handled by management, labor 
and employee consensus. 

If an official company smoking policy 
must be designed-if individuals cannot 
work out their differences-the New 
Jersey State Chamber of Commerce has 
some advice. 

Even if I were not [a smoker], I 
would feel uneasy about restrict- 
ing tobacco by government rnan- 
date. . . . If personal freedom is al- 
lowed to falter, it will be only a 
matter of time before special inter- 
ests everywhere cash in on the 
precedent and blot it out com- 
pletely, like an ink stain. 

Columnlst Paul Salters, 
Brockton (Mass.) Enterprise 

Feb. 18,1984 

Any rule that affects the workforce, 
and is as dramatic as a new smoking re- 
striction, must be approached systemati- 
cally, the state chamber suggests. "The 
first step obviously is to make employ- 
ees aware by providing good informa- 
tion, asking for their opinions and sug- 
gestions." 

Then. says the Chamber, "whatever 
the rule might be, it comes as a result 
of efforts by management and employ- 
ees and not a dictatorial directive." 

There are dozens of daily annoyances 
and inconveniences we could ask gov- 
ernment to correct. The New Prohibi- 
tionists favor that. Yet, when govern- 
ment takes over what is better left to 
people, a little bit of freedom disap- 
pe*. 

Cooperation, not unnecessary law, is 
the superior choice. It helps ensure free- 
dom of choice. 

For further information on the contro- 
versies surrounding tobacco and the use 
of its products. call or write: 

The Tobacco Institute 
1875 I Street Northwest 
Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 45748M 

May 1984 a(6n 



Let's set the record stmight . . . 

Havoc a la carte! 
Has it come ro 

this? A New York 
nonsmoker was ar- . 
rested after alleg- 
edly offering 
S5,000 to an under- : 
cover policeman to 
kill a man suing . 
him in a dispute 
over cigarette smok- cut's Institute of 
ing in a Westchestcr social Inquiry. And 
County restaurant. y,- 

Once upon a 
time, minor dis- 
agreements over 
matters of manners heard enough about 
were settled through common sense and to push for laws to segtegatc ~moktrs-- tht rights of n o n s m o b  'itYs time to , 
mutual understanding. Lawsuits w m  ban sm0-h h e  proaa the rights of smoktrs as well." 
unnecessary, "hit men" unthinkable, cite health concerns as their reaton. 
So w c n  laws segregating smokers and Many restaurateurs In Wiscon- 

nonsmokers. - sin, for cxamplc, ad-smoking activists 
No conclusion possible 

Yet in 1983, nearly 200 smoking u n ~ ~ = ~ f u I . l y  brought the same smoking 

restriction measuns. many aimed at tes- Bur case has not P Z O V ~  
m a i d o n  bill before the legislame uch  

ws - mw at best by yeax since 1978. They've also brought taurants, were introduced in our state 
capitals and city councils. Most never and rtsearch. the w m h  of many in the Wisconsin rcs- 

came to a vote. but a disturbing trend Independently, within three monrbs of bus- 'Own 'pan th-vcs 

heightened: government proposals to each other. two groups of sciartistP con- it have 
regulate personal behavior in private c- that in 1983. seu,nd of the of in places 

business places. two workshops on e n v i r o n m d  m- 
Is such intrusion wananted? . b a a  smok &lared after Enough! Enough! 
Former Senator Sam Ervin, the elder all available the efftct af "Thue's nothing so pasistent as a bad 

statesman of the Watergate hearings, On rrsp*ry system idea whose time has come a d  g o q "  
made a point local, state and national varies ftom nc@gibIe to quite small- 

So we're back to the question of sip ?&k Birkley, director of W~scon- 
officials should take to hean. 

government-imposed rules on private be- sin's Tavern Association, 

Sam's song havior in private b u s i n d a w s  that an The CUStOmer is always right. adds 
"undrceable, ineffective, confusing ~Milwaukee restaurateur Don Zanier. '-We 

"We're the most law-ridden people on and fraught with many legal problems," tried it about a week." sap  ~~~r of 
earth." he told a reporter rcmntly. "We as former Wisconsin state representative his smoking-nonsmoking section setq. 
suffer under the illusion that everything Paul Sicula describes them. "But we had so many complaints we had 
can be cured by passing a law. Most As long as tbere have been American to stop it:' 
things can't," businessmen, entrepreneurs have suc- A much-amended smoking bill passed 

To c u b  the legislative landslide. Scna- cdcd--or failed--through individual in March 1983. Bui the many exemp- 
tor Ervin suggests the advice given him decisions and judgments about the wants tions seemed to include almost & uting 
by a hometown philosopher when Emin of their customers Restaurants arc no establishments. Not affected: all taverns. 
was first elected to the stare legislature: exception. resmuanrs seating fewer than 50 and. 
"Pass no more laws and repeal half of Have government smoking rcsmcaon unless tbod receipts exceeded liquor 
those we already got." Says Senator Sam laws become necessary in the fimal quar- sales. those sating more than 50. .and. 
now. "I guess he was about right." ter of the 20th Century? We think not. a s  one observer noted, if in doubt. dl a 

.&ti-smoking forces. though, continue .&xi orhm agree. re-ur had to do ilnder rhe law was 



to post a sign outside reading 'Smoking 
Permitted" 

Edward J. Lump, ~ i s c k s i n  Restau- 
rant Association executive vice-pmident, 
summed up the voluntary approach most 
restaurant owners prefer. "If an operator 
who does not have a 'no smoking' area 
begins to feel he is losing business be- 
cause of it. he will establish one forth- 
with." 

Catch of the day? 
Why m so many restaurant operators 

so adamant in their opposition to smok- 
ing restriction legislation? A look 
beneath any s u h e  appeal of such laws 
reveals the flaws. 

Enforcement, for openers. Unless 
"smoking police" are stationed in every 
eatery affected. restaurant staff represent 

Don't people think the govem- 
ment has more important things to 
do than to decide whether restau- 
rants should have a 'no-smoking' 
section? 

Reader letter In 
Tuczan CIUzen, May 24, 1983 

the f i t  line of enforcement, with poten- 
tial customer alienation hanging in the 
balance. 

Suppose smoke in a one-room restau- 
rant drifts into the nonsmoking section 
and a patron complains. ILIust the smoker 
extinguish his smoking materials. even 
though he's behaving legally, or must the 
nonsmoker grin and bear it? 

With segregation laws, customers on 
both sides of the issue can feel "rights" 
are with them. Laws can create a prob- 
lem where none existed betbrt. The 
unwritten rules of courtesy and common 
sense usually can prevail-without the 
need for laws. 

Any time management has to side 
with one customer against another, loss 
of clientele is a real possibiliry, regard- 
less of the decision. 

And what of seating difficulties? Res- 
ervations? Suppose a smoking customer 
requests a table for 7:30 p.m.. bur is told 
the first smoking section table is avail- 
able at 9:30? Wihat will his decision be? 
Probably a reservation at mother restau- 
rant. 

Who is to enforce thls law? Will 
cops be pulled off crime-fighting? . . . Will waiters have to order a 
nonsmoking wife to sit apart from 
her husband, the smoker? If she 
refuses, must the chef appear with 
cleaver in hand to compel her? 

New York Daily News 
March 18.1984 

=emeht ~ r n ~ l o ~ e e  conflicts and mana, 
difficulties also can arise. If. by law, a 
certain number of tables must be set 
aside for nonsmokers, but are rarely 
used, waiters and waitresses there will 
resent lessened traffic. fewer tips. 

The question of fairness also comes 
up in many anti-smoking laws. Many 
proposed restaurant smoking restriction 
bills exempt "smaller" restaurants and 
taverns that serve food. If the smoking 
"problem" is as serious as some say 
they believe, how can they justify the 
exemption of smaller, and perhaps more 
confined, establishmem? 

And, what of the proprietor who is a 
smoker? Many proposed restrictions 
would ban smoking by the owner in his 
own restaurant. That's neither fair nor 
realistic. 

Havoc a la carte 
"I believe there is a strong streak of 

puritanism. intolerance and blind zeal in 
the anti-smoking lobby," says Bob 
Wiemer, Newsday columnist. 

What will be the result of such "pat- 
ently unenforceable" statutes? The 
creation of "added costs for business. 
havoc in the restaurant industry and a lot 
of work for lawyers," says Wiemer. 

Most restaurateurs are small business 
people. They succor the morning crowd 
at the comer coffee shop, cater midday 
fare at the lunch counter or booth. They 
also serve diners in more elegant sur- 
roundings. But when it comes to the 
bottom line, most restaurant business is 
small business. 

"Regulating whert people smoke in 
restaurants is not an appropriate function 
of government." wrote the editor of the 
Northern Virginia Sun recently. There is 
certainly no reason. he said. to further 

burden small business with such regula- 
tions. 

William Gaylin, M.D., Columbia 
University professor of psychiatcy, ques- 
tions this kind of government regulation 
from another perspective. 

"With a no-smoking rule, one enters 
the slippery slope of personal behav- 
ior," says Gaylin. "If smoking, why 
not obesity, lack of exercise, sexual 
habits and preferences'?" 

But how many patrons request no- 
smoking seating? Not many, according 
to Victor Rosellini, Seattle restaurateur 
and past president of both the national 
and Washington state restaurant associa- 
tions. 

During a two-month period in 1983. 
he recorded only eight requests for "no- 
smoking" tables. Rosellini serves lunch 
and dinner to about 230 patrons daily in 
his two 16-table dining rooms. 

Before I came down here today I 
asked the maitre d' at the Annapo- 
lis Hilton how many people had 
required a no-smoking section in 
the last year, He said nobody 
had. 

Maryland Hotel Assn. spokesman 
in Washington Tlmes, Feb. 23, 1984 

Not all would agree. perhaps, with 
the Tucson Daily Citizen. which said of 
a proposed restaurant ordinance there: 
"It is far better that cigarette smoking 
keep a nonsmoking patron out of a rcs- 
taurant than to have government dictate 
who dines there and who does not." 

But we can all get the point. 

Courtesy du jour 

For further information about why we 
don't need public smoking laws. write 
or call The Tobacco Institute. And if 
anyone in your community starts talking 
about such restrictions on private busi- 
ness. speak up for courtesy. And for the 
right of American business people to 
compete according to their own instincts 
for customers' favor. 

:.!a The Tobacco Institute 
7 1875 I Street Northwest 

1 i ' Washington. DC 20006 
102/1574800 



I Let 3 set the record straight. . . 
! 

To many people, the enforcement of 
laws to restrict smoking in public places 
would seem to be a simple matter. The 
bill is introduced, enacted and . . . 
Presto! . . . smokers and nonsmokers 
move to their separate rooms. 

As taxpayers, we all should be aware, 
however, that enforcement isn't quite 
that easy. The cost to government and 
private business to ensure compliance 
with such laws, no matter how simple 
they may appear on the surface, can run 
into millions of dollars. That translates 
into higher taxes and increased prices 
for the consumer and unemployment 
for workers in the affected industries. 

- - 
erection of barriers to separate 
smokers from nonsmokers. 

In the first year alone, the 
direct cost of complying with 
one oft-introduced- but never 
oassed-New York State 

Fhblic smoking laws 
are fraught with 

hidden costs! 
including projected revenue losses 
and associated costs, ranged from 5100 
million to 5400 million. Associated 
unemployment based on an expected 
10 percent reduction in business. pri- 
marily in the hospitality, restaurant and 
tourism industries, was estimated at 
1,000 to 3,000 persons. 

A California legislative analyst esti- 
mated that printing signs and drafting 
regulations for that state's unsuccessful 
Proposition 10 initiative to restrict 
smoking could cost taxpayers up to 
5 180.000. 

In New Jersey, a professional engi- 

neer told the state Public Health Council 
that the smoking restrictions it pro- 
posed could cost the state and private 
businesses 5160 million over five years. 
Restaurants would be forced to make 
capital expenditures of 59,800 to 
517,000 per establishment to meet the 
regulations, which were eventually over- 
turned by the state attorney general. 

Total construction costs for the larger 
restaurants could have run as high as 
581.8 million, with ventilation require- 
ments placing an additional burden of 
$10 million annually. This could have 
meant a loss of between 400 and 2,000 
restaurant jobs as prices were forced up 

.&noking . law was estimated at 
I million, for ap- 
1.. 'lM m --:..-,a 

up to S48U 
 proximate^^ JW,- ylrvcrrr? 

establishments. The annual 
direct cost estimates for suc- 
ceeding years, 

.C+ur )ur* *-, -- 
@-A7 
b- - -/r- 

and business declined a 
projected three percent Signs, barriers because of the price in- 

Most public smoking legislation cdls 
for the Dosting of signs and/or the 



A Portland, Ore., consultant pre- 
dicted that state's proposed public 
smoking restrictions would cost between 
525.5 and 5100 million, primarily 
because of loss of productivity resulting 
from smoke breaks. The most likely 
cost, the consultant said, would be in 
the neighborhood of 562.1 million- 
51,825 per establishment, or 5101 per 
employee affected by the proposed 
restrictions. 

Even more staggering were estimates 
of lost work time and private sector 
costs for partitions and signs had 
California's 1978 Proposition 5 been 
approved by the voters: $260 million! 

Adding to police, court costs 
Ultimate authority for enforcement 

of public smoking regulations usually 
falls on the police and the courts, and, 
in some cases, public health authorities. 
All have one thing in common: taxpayer 
support. 

The 515 fine suggested for violators of 
the California Proposition 10 amounted 
to just a fraction of the estimated cost 
to the state of processing each case. 
The remainder would have been picked 
up by all Golden State residents. 

Some in the campaign estimated that if 
only one summons were issued in each 
California county each day, the cost to 
the taxpayers would have exceeded 
51 million a year. 

Chicago's attempt to enforce smoking 
prohibitions on its public transportation 
cost Windy City taxpayers 5100 per a r  
rest. And New Jersey's estimated costs 
were higher still. The state's Conference 
of Mayors put a price tag of 5400 on 
the arrest and prosecution of just one 
individual who smoked in a nonsmoking 
section of a restaurant. 

In Illinois, the state health director 
told legislators that the additional in- 
spectors necessary to enforce a pending 
public smoking law would add more 
than 54 million to his annual budget. 

Courtesy has no hidden costs 

At a time when government at all 
levels is being asked to reduce spending, 
public smoking legislation can only 
create an additional burden on the 
businessman, the law enforcement offi- 
cial and, ultimately, the taxpayer. 

As taxpayers become increasingly 
vocal in their demands for stricter 
accounting of how their money is spent, 
public smoking legislation can only 
mean higher costs for an already over 
burdened private business sector. 
Financially strapped law enforcement 
systems look with horror at the prospect 
of adding such time-consuming, expen- 
sive legislation to the books. 

People exercising common courtesy 
in their dealings with others is a much 
more effective way to solve disputes 
that arise between smokers and non- 
smokers than passing expensive and 
unenforceable laws. Respect, tolerance 
and accommodation are and must be 
the business of people, not of 
government. 

TheTobmco Institute 
1875IStrret Northwest 
WPshlngton, D,C, u)o6 



Let's set the record straight. . . 

Have you heard the one about the 
airline counter agent who asks the 
passenger whether he'd like a seat in 
the smoking section-or one inside the 
plane? 

It may have been funny the first 
time a stand-up comedian told it. But 
it's really no joke. Restrictive smoking 
laws and regulations have sprouted up 
across the country for all sorts of 
places, from airplanes and jury rooms 
to restaurants and office buildings. 

But how far should government go 
in controlling the personal behavior 
and restricting the freedom of choice 
of adults? Must common sense, good 
manners and mutual consideration be 
supplanted by statute? Need the free- 
doms of many be abridged by law to 
relieve the few of occasional minor an- 
noyances? Let's take a look. 

Those who argue for smoking laws 
often cite health fears to support their 
views. But these are theories only. The 
Surgeon General has said there is not 

Public smoking- 
common sense 

for the common good 
sufficient evidence to conclude that 
other people's smoke causes disease in 
nonsmokers. The Surgeon General also 
says no tobacco smoke allergy has 
been demonstrated in humans. He says 
what response does occur in healthy 
nonsmokers may be due to psycholog- 
ical factors. 

So when the anti-smokers' health 
claims are shown to be unproved, the 
public smoking question boils down to 
this: Why should it be the business of 
government? 

We think it is not the province OF 
government, but of people, to work 
out solutions to problems of social be- 
havior. State interference in such mat- 
ters is neither effective nor appropriate. 

Public smoking laws have been de- 
scribed as nuisance laws. 

Dr. Theodore Gill, a dean of John 
Jay College of Criminal Justice, has 
written that nuisance laws are "in- 
flicted" by single-minded persons who 
look to government to solve personal 

I A bill to ban smoking in supermarkets 
was defeated in the Delaware House 
yesterday as opponents complained it 
would infringe "on the rights of many I 

differences-with at least one result 
they do not anticipate. 

"It would be inaccurate and foolish 
for me to  suggest," said Dr. Gill, 
"that nuisance laws are primary causes 
for the [increasing] disrespect for the 
law. I think it accurate though to say 
such laws contribute to a general 
disrespect for all law." 

He added that in touchy areas such 
as smoking, involving personal taste, 
the feelings of others and complex 
counterclaims of private and public 
space, "community acceptance and 
what we hope will be increasingly 
common courtesy should prevail." 

Dr. Gill is right. Common courtesy 
should prevail. Do we really need 
policemen checking smoking com- 
pliance in restaurants, on airplanes, in 
our office buildings? Of course not. 

Most businesses will see to the 
mutual comfort of smoking and 
nonsmoking patrons should they 
perceive the need. Their desire to max- 
imize patronage and profits is the in- 
centive. Proprietors don't need smok- 
ing laws. They don't need the police 
to enforce what they can work out for 
themselves. 

In fact, some businessmen believe 



such laws could put them out of 
business. As a Santa Monica 

I restauranteur put it, "Jf they came in 
and told me I could allow smoking in 
[only] one section, and nonsmoking in 

I 
another . . . I couldn't operate. It 
wouldn't be economically feasible for 
me to run my restaurant." 

The police don't want smoking laws 
either. "We've got enough problems 
catching holdup men and burglars," 
was the way Undersheriff Tom Rosa 
of Santa Clara, California, put it. He 
was echoed by Assistant Police Chief 
Michael Sgobba of San Diego, who 
said, "Unless an  officer has absolutely 
nothing to do, he isn't going to go out 
and give someone a citation for smok- 
ing in an unauthorized zone." 

But not just proprietors and law of- 
ficers feel this way. Eight times in five 
years electorates-from tiny Zephyr- 
hills, Florida, to San Francisco, twice 
statewide in California-have been 
able to vote on whether they wanted i smoking laws. 

i 16 million ballots lalcr . . . 
! 

Eight times average citizens weighed 
1 government intervention in public 

smoking against freedom and self- 
determination. In all, almost 16 
million ballots. And the vote was for 
freedom of choice. 

The lone exception was San Fran- 
cisco. By less than 1 percent of votes 
cast, the City by the Bay affirmed an 
ordinance forcing all private sector 
employers to adopt smoking policies 
agreeable to all nonsmoking 
employees. If a single nonsmoker ob- 
jects to the policy, the employer must 

prohibit smoking o r  face up to $500 in 
fines daily. 

As opposing citizens groups fought 
a press release battle right up to the 
November 1983 election in San Fran- 
cisco, a city council across the country 
was taking a more reasonable course. 
Ormond Beach, Florida, city council 
decided against an  ordinance or a 
ballot question, agreed instead to re- 
ject an American Lung Association 
petition to ban smoking in most public 
places and to let individual business- 
men experiment with smoking policies 
of their own. 

"Municipal nanny" 
In San Francisco, columnist Herb 

Caen quoted one cigar-smoking boss' 
threat to hire only smokers from now 
on and the Sunday Examiner & 
Chronicle editorialized sadly about 
"the municipal nanny." USA Today 
wrote that "the emerging conflict 
creates a serious hazard in the work- 
place turning worker against worker." 

But in Florida, Daytona Beach 
News-Journal editors could approve 
the decision of the city fathers in 
neighboring Ormond that accommoda- 
tion is preferable to  laws. 

"Instead of going overboard on 
anti-smoking laws or  on litigation to 
kill such laws," wrote the Daytona 
Beach Evening News, "sensible people 
will work with each other to resolve 
smoking disputes amicably and to do 
so without bringing in government, the 
police or the courts." 

Smokers and nonsmokers, we hope, 
will continue living and working 
together as they have for generations, 

without laws. They know that life is a 
matter of give and take. 

And a smoker knows when it is ap- 
propriate to light up. Most arc 
courteous enough to refrain voluntari- 
ly when it's obvious they might be 
bothering others. Most smokers will be 
accommodating and reasonable. 

After all, consideration of the other 
fellow underlies all our interaction, at 
work or  at play. Or it should. 

Common sense, above all 
Common sense tells us not to raise 

our voices in a restaurant or a busy 
office. It tells us not to bathe in heavy 
perfume or overdo the garlic before 
going to the movies, not to let our 
kids run up and down supermarket 
aisles. 

Common sense tells us that coopera- 
tion and mutual understanding- 
respect for the preferences and sen- 
sitivities of others-are the simplest 
and least intrusive means by which 
smokers and nonsmokers can continue 
to get along. 

Common sense about public smok- 
ing is for the common good. Like the 
Golden Rule. And it might even assure 
that no one will have to ride outside 
the plane. 

For further information on this or  
any other aspect of the controversies 
surrounding tobacco and its use, call 
or write The Tobacco Institute. 

! Washington, D.C., 20006 

1Z92.0 



In Defense of Smokers 
Smokers and nonsmokers have worked together in har- 

mony for generations. Occasional disputes at w o k  always 
have been and remain best settled individually. 

However, there arc some who would see this arrange- 
ment changed. Proponents of smoking controls in the work 
place point to studies that purport to show smokers are 
less productive, absent more frequently and incur higher 
insurance costs than nonsnlokers. But these proponents fail 
to note caveats contained in such studits. 

"Skeptics might argue that these numbers are as soft 
as the underside of a porcupine, and that may be true." 
wrote William Weis, a Seattle University accounting pro- 
fessor, in the May 1981 issue of Perso,inel Administrator. 
Weis has been a vocal advocate of banning smoking and 
smokers from the work place. 

"We lack meaningful 'case controlled' company com- 
parisons of experience with smoking employees vs. non- 
smoking employees vs. exsmokers and the impact on 
company costs," admitted American Health Foundation 
(AHF) consultant Marvin Kristein in Preventhu Medicine, 
March 1983. To achieve a scientific basis for such cost 
claims. Kristein .said. "would require studies and data we 
do not now - and most likely will never - possess. 

Costs to Employers 
A recently completed survey of 2,000 union repre- 

sentatives and managers in business, industry and govern- 
ment contradicts the claim that smokers are less productive 
and therefore more costly to their employers than non- 
smokers. The survey, conducted by Response Analysis 
Corporation of Princeton. N.J., for the Tobacco Instihlte, 
focused on first level supervisors. such as foremen and 
administrative assistants, since they directly observe em- 
ployee behavior and are particularly sensitive to factors 
influencing employee productivity. 

Two-thirds of the survey respondents said employee 
smoking has either a positive effect or no effect on pro- 
ductivity. Only 3 percent agreed that "not hiring people 
simply because they smoke makes sense." Of respondents 
who said their organizations restrict smoking, less than 3 
percent said they did so because smoking interferes with 
job performance. 

Smoking restriction advocates who argue that smokers 
are absent from work more often than nonsmokers rely on 
a statistical correlation that is weak at best. According to 
Kristein, "One may argue that higher rates of absenteeism 
and smoking both relate to and reflect other factors." In 
fact, numerous factors are associated with absenteeism. 
including age, sex, family responsibilities, personal prob- 
lems, type of employment, job responsibilities, job satis- 
faction and commuting time. 

Some also claim smoking restrictions improve employee 
morale. But there is no evidence that a smoking ban is any 
more effective as a means of improving morale than higher 
salaries, free parking or longer coffec breaks. Although 
smoking restrictions may improve the morale of some, the 

ganizations that do not restrict smoking. 90 percent of 
managers interviewed said a smoking ban would worsen 
(64 percent) or have no effect (26 percent) on morale. Only 
4 percent believed a ban would improve morale. 

The Health Argument 
Advocates who claim environmental tobacco smoke is 

a proven health hazard seem to ignore the scientific literature 
in this area. Consider the examples that follow. 

In May 1983, the Division of Lung Diseases at the 
National Heart, Lung and Blood Institute conducted a three- 
day "Workshop on Respiratory Effects of Involuntary Smoke 
Exposure: Epidemiology Studies." The workshop report 
concluded that studies which "address the effect of passive 
smoking on the respiratory system [suggest] that the effect 
van'es from negligible to quite small." 

At an April 1984 workshop conducted in cooperation 
with the World Health Organization and the International 
Green Cross in Vienna, Austria, organizers Ernst Wynder 
of the AHF and H. Valentin of the Bavarian Academy for 
Occupational and Social Medicine concluded: "Should law- 
makers wish to take legislative measures with regard to 
passive smoking, they will, for the present, not be able to 
base their efforts on a demonstrated health hazard from 
passive smoking." The words "employers" and "work 
place restrictions" can be substituted for "lawmakers" and 
"legislative measures" in the preceding sentence. 

Advocates of smoking restrictions suggest that orga- 
nizations which do not adopt smoke-free environments soon 
will be held liable by the courts to do so. But relevant 
case law provides virtually no support for the few outspoken 
individuals to impose their views on employers. 

The courts uniformly have struck down arguments that 
a tobacco smoke-free environment is guaranteed by pro- 
visions of the U.S. Constitution. In cases where employees 
have tried to use common law to impose smoking restrictions. 
the courts have generally sided with the employer, as w- 
curred most recently in the 1983 decision in Gordon v. 
Raven Systems & Research, Inc. 

Discrimination against smokers in hiring also raises 
troubling legal questions, especially if the discrimination 
has a disproportionate impact in terms of race or gender. 
And from an economic viewpoint, firms that reject more 
productive smokers in favor of less productive nonsmokers 
will be less profitable than firms that do not discriminate 
in such a manner. Legal and economic questions aside, 
who would want to discriminate against smokers if the 
primary motive in hiring is to employ the best individual 
for the job? 

Decisions involving smoking in the work place are 
more appropriately committed to the good sense and common 
courtesy of smoking and nonsmoking employees. Businesses 
making economic decisions affecting their employees should 
base those decisions on meaningful, direct data, not on 
estimates and unsupported propaganda. 

I ~ e s ~ o & z  Analysis survey indicates they would certainly I WiUiam J. O'Conoor, Philip Morris, Inc., 
lower the morale of other employees. Among those or- for the Tobacco Institute. I 



Let's set the r-ecored stmight . . . 

There ought to be a law. 
How often we've all wished for l a w  

against things that sometimes annoy 
us- the person whose T V  is too noisy. 
the driver who's quick to honk a horn 
in traffic. the dog that's allowed 10 
bark at  night, the occasional cigarette 
smoker. But do we really want govcrn- 
men1 to step in and regulate the occa- 
sionally bothersome behavior uf 
others'! 

Take the ciearette smoker. who has 
been living. w;rking and playing along- 
side the nonsmoker for centuries. For 
the most part. their relationship has 
been one of mutual respect for thc 
sensitivities of the other. 

Today. this relationship is threatened 
by some who would pass laws to rcgu- 
late what should be a matter for 
tolerance ;in11 courtesy. 

Nuisance laws? 
Some of these individuals base their 

arguments on the health of the non- 
smoker. So it is important to under- 
stand that there is no  convincing 
evidence that tobacco smoke causes 
disease in nonsmokers. The last Surgeon 
General's report on the subject said 
clearly. "Healthy nonsmokers exposed 
to cigarette smoke have little or no 
physiologic response to the smoke, 
and what response does occur may bc 
due to psychological factors." It also 
said that the existence of a true 

better than legislation 
individual freedoms of some that may 
annoy othcrs. 

At a time when government is bcing 
asked to remove itself from people's 
lives. laws that attempt to regulate 
individual choice may create more 
problems than thcy sol\tc. Prohibition. 
thnr Great Experiment in social reform. 
harl that effect. Previous attempts t o  
legislute smoking behavior have rc- 
sulted in selective enforcement o r  no 
enforcement. This breeds disrespect 
for the law. 

As one legal scholar observed. -'?'he 
day when any laa can be laughed off. 
it's u hat1 day for all of the law." 

Common sense approach - - 
A smokcr can sense when and where 

i t  niight bc inappropriatc to light up. 
No one can object t o  the common 
stnsc opproach o f  not smoking in an 
elevalor or  other poorly ventilated 
pl;icc. 'l'hc nlanilgcrs of places of husi- 
ness ancl entertainment which we all 
visit may. in their own interest, wish 
to sce to the comfort of their smoking 
and nonsmoking customers. But thcy 
should be able to designate smoking 
areas by choice. not by law. 

Wc all can serve society's needs 
better hv working together in mutual 
accomniodatiun. Mention annoyances 
in a pleiisant and friendly mimner if 
and when the occasion arises. For 

smokers. the ancient courtesy of "Do 
you mind if 1 smoke?" remains the 
best policy. 

Try it, you'll like it - .  

lntlividuals are trying. and suc- 
cecding. to work out their differcnccs 
as human beings rather than as smoker 
and nonsmoker. For example: 

Members of a .Massachusetts school 
board voluntarily quit smoking dur- 
ing meetings. opting instead for a 
five-minute smoke brcak. "Doing 
things voluntarily is always the best 
route." one member said. 
j\ militant andsmoker. after askinr 
'.hundreds" of people to extinguisg 
their cigarettes, cites only one in- 
stance when the smoker refused. 
Another antismoker. commenting 
on the posting of no smoking signs 
in area businesses. said. "On a volun- 
tary basis. the majority of people will 
comply. . . . The majority o f  people 
are polite and courteous." 

Courtesy is the solution to any 
problem. whether real or imaginary. 
that may exist between smoker and 
nonsmoker. Atld understanding and 
consideration and there will not be 
situations of smokers versus non- 
smokers. but rather equal respect for 
the other's preference. 

There ought t o  he a law? Yo. There 
oupht to he cooperation. 



Let$ set the record straight . . . 

California and Florida voters rejected 
late in 1980. each for the second time 
in two years. proposals that would have 
segregated smokers from nonsmokers. 
California's Proposition LO and the 
Dade County initiative also received 
failing grades from state labor organi- 
zations, associations and the states' 
major news mcdia. Here's what some 
of them said of the individual proposals: 

"It is a foolish attempt to use legal 
restriction to write social behavior that 
is best governed by common sense 
and courtesy." 

Califorrria Lahor FeJeruriorl 
/A FL-Clot 
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Do we really need 
laws to regulate 

smoking in public? 
Proposition 10's "desired ends are 

best achieved in businesses and stores 
by the exercise of courtesy on the 
part of employees and customers, and 
by the exercise of good judgment on 
the part of employers and owners.. . . 

''It strikes us that it's better to 
leave the solution of such problems 
to the common sense of the people 
involved." 

Lolr~ Beach Independent 
Press- Telexram 

in California or anywhere else. 
- 

"Surely this is a matter 
for private solution, 
that does not need the 
clumsy hand of govern- 
ment in it." 

San Francisco 
banliner 

"In seeking to advance 
the rights of some, i t  

"In this instance we are best gov- 
erned by common sense and courtesy." 

woul1 
the ri 

inevit 
ights of 

.ably i 
other 

nge 
'hat 

Huntington Park Sigtzal 

"To add an unenforceable law like 
this one to the books would be ridicu- 
lous. If this passes. it will also be an 
infringement on people's rights." 

Miami Fraternal Order of Police 

"Proposition 10 would have an 
adverse effect on law enforcement 
officials in this state. 

"Proposition 10 is not good for law 
enforcement and is not good for the 
public." 

Peace Officers Research Association 
of' California 

"Big Brother. in the form of govern- 
ment regulation. is alreadv too much 

makes it bad law." 

Los Angeles Timrs 



"Good intentions d o  not always 
make good law and public policy. . . . 

"Public awareness. common sense 
and courtesy are already dealing slowly 
but surely with the smoking problem 
in public places and work areas." 

South Ba.v Breeze. Torrar~ce ICu1.I 

"A mistake, pure and sin~ple." 

KNBC Los Angelc~r 

"It would be unworkable and 
unenforceable.. . . 

"We don't think any law that cannot 
be enforced should be on the books. 
Respect for law and law enforcement 
is undermined by enacting unrealistic 
laws." 

Son Diego Tribirnr 

"If Proposition 10. . . passes, the 
state will get involved in the same 
contest of the will that the U.S. tried 
during Prohibition.. . . 

". . . forget flexibility and considera- 
tion. It'll mean war." 

1.0s Atrgeles H n . ~ l f i  Euirmb~rr 

*'We don't have enough policemen 
to handle the crime we have. We don't 
need a new crime to contend with." 

"We don't need more govern- 
ment.. . ." 

Homestead (Flu. j News-Leader 

"We've got lo quit running to gov- 
ernment for the solution to every 
problem, especially problems that can 
be  alleviated by cooperalion and 
mutual consideration.. . ." 

Dai!~ Cali/ort~ian. El Cujon 

"Dade voters d o  not need another 
pointless referendum on a subject that 
has been inflated into an unnecessarily 
controversial issue." 

-'Far better. we believe, to depend 
on the inherent courtesy of most 
people to deal with the smoking issue 
than to pass a law that would be 
unnecessary. almost unenforceable. 
and inevitably erode individual rights." 

Sacramento Uniorr 

"It could negate the voluntary coop- 
eration smokers and nonsmokers have 
worked out." 

Peninsula 7'imes 7i-ibune. 
Palo Alto 

Clearly, most Californians and 
Floridians believc the individual 
respect. tolerance and accommodation 
needed to  resolve most everyday dis- 
pleasures cannot be legislated. Mutual 
consideration is and must be the 
business of people. not of government. 
Whether and where their customers 
should be allowed to smoke must he 
the business of proprietors. not 
lawmakers. 

The Tobacco Institute 
1875 1 Street Northwest 
Washington, D. C. 20006 
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Let's set the I-ecol-d straight . . . 

Are public smoking 
laws enforceable? 

Public smoking restrictions vary from 
local ordinances of limited scope to 
wide-ranging state laws encompassing 
all public buildings. But whatever the 
law or its scope. all have one thing in 
common: enforcement is timr-con- 
suming and expensive and. therefore. 
often half-hearted at best. 

Nowadays, with government heirig 
asked to remove itself from people's 
lives. public smoking restrictions only 
add more prohlems to ~ J I  already over- 
burdened. underfinanced law enforce- 
ment system. Laws are only effective i f  
they are enlorced fairly. And who will 
enforce these laws once they are on 
the books? 

Proprietors shouldn't have to 

than contributing to greater productivity, 
such laws only mean someone must take 
time to referee squabbles that should be 
settled, person to person, with under- 
standing and consideration. 

In a recent position paper opposing 
res~rictivr smoking legislation, the 
Business Council of New York, an organi- 
zation representing 4,000 small and large 
companies, calied such public smoking 
laws "virtually unenforceable." 

Just as management should nor have 
to enforce public smoking restrictions 
in the workplace, restaurant owners 
should not have their patron's prefer- 
ences dictated by law. Most are aware of 
the desires of their customers, and will 
meet them in their own way. Arbitrary 

rules and regulations governing smoking 
can only create bad feelings among 
patrons. and drive away business. 

Police can't 

With crime statistics soaring. can we 
ask our policemen to take timc from 
murder, robbery and accident investiga- 
tions to arrest smokers for lighting up 
in '-no smoking" zones'! 

Law cnforccmcnt agencies across the 
country havc criticizcd proposals that 
ask thcm to stretch their already limited 
rcsourccs to include enforcement of 
public smoking laws. For cxample: 

Thc Los Angclcs County sheriff, 
criticizing a California public smok- 
ing proposal. said. "Police should 
spcnd their time patrolling our 

Many public smoking proposals place 
responsibility for enforcement on the 
owner or manager of the business. 
Policing the actions o f  employees in the 
private workplace could prove an admin- lefs of Police, opposing a pro- 
istrator's nightmare, posed public smoking bill, 
leading to employee said it "does not feel that 
relations prohlems 
and decreased 
productivity. 

Separation of peo- 
ple who work well 
together is inefficient. 
and creates bad feel- 
ings when smoking 
rules are considered 
inequitable. Rather 



In Dadc County, Fla.. the Police 
Benevolent Association spoke out 
against a county-wide public smoking 
initiative: "We don't have enough 
police to handle the crime we have. 
We don't need a new crime to con- 
tend with." 
The Law Ojficet: journal of the 
International Conference of Police 
Associations, editorialized against 
public smoking legislation: "if 
there was ever an occasion when 
a law officer could agree with an 
'offender' who declares. 'You 
should be out catching criminals.' 
this must certainly be it." 
The National Black Police Associ- 
ation warned that public smoking 
legislation "would be a waste of law 
enforcement time and effort." The 
group added. "The limited amount 
of personnel that we do have could 
better spend their time in making 
our neighborhoods safe." 

Courts won't 

Communities that have public smok- 
ing restrictions on the books find that 
enforcement by police, local hcalth 
authorities and the courts is uneven 
at best. 

smoker." said a New York City Transit 
Authority spokesman. "Even when a 
summons is handed out, it gets low pri- 
ority in the courts because they're just 
as overburdened as the police force." 

Minnesota, which enacted one of the 
nation's first "clean indoor air" laws. 
charges the state health department with 
enforcement. However, the state has 
never appropriated funds to that end. 
The threat of an injunction sometimes 
brings compliance, but to obtain an 
injunction takes too much time and man- 
power, one health official admits. 

Similar time and manpower restraints 
recently caused the Danbury, Conn.. 
state's attorney's office to announce 
that it \vould not prosecute violators of 
that state's public smoking law. 

And in Naples. Fla., a judge named 
to hear the case of a man arrested for 
smoking a nontohacco cigarette in a 
hank line removed himself from the 
case, questioning whether there was a 
"valid public purpose" in prosecuting 
the smoker. (A second judge uldmately 
dropped charges in the case because 
he found the public smoking law un- 
constitutionally vague.) 

"Smokers' Court" did 
"A driver isn't going to hold up a whole Minority newspapers in New York 

busload of pcoplc while he waits for a City have carried articles on some 
patrol car to arrive to take care of one "selectively enforced" smoking laws. 

noting a "growing black opposition to 
anti-smoking legislation in several 
states." The National Black Police Asso- 
ciation expresses a similar concern 
that "nuisance legislation of this type 
generally affect5 minorities and poor 
people to a further degree than others." 

Indeed, Branch 95 of the Circuit Court 
of Cook County. "Smokers' Court." was 
a short-lived attempt to enforce laws 
prohibiting smoking on public transpor- 
tation. Between 1975 and 1977. dozens 
of Chicagoans spent a night in jail 
because they were unable to post a 525 
bond after their arrest. 

The experiment ended when the city 
began mixing those charged with smok- 
ing offenses with other misdemeanor 
cases. but not before critics noted that 
the vast majority of individuals charged 
with smoking violations were from 
minority and low-income groups. 

Respect for law and law enforcement 
is undermined by enacting unrealistic 
laws. Police, anticipating the day they 
are unable to assist an accident victim 
because they are arresting a smoker 
in a grocery store, echo the words of 
a Minnesota fire marshall . . . 

"Enforcement? T'd say it's impossible." 

The Tobacco Institute 
1875 1 Street Northwest 
Washington, D.C. 20U06 
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1985 All data for calendar year 1984, unless otherwise stated 

1 . C O " S U ~ ~ ~ ~ O "  donesia (118,000), Zimbabwe (115,000), Burma (115,000) and 
Philippines (105,200). 

I Total U.S. consumption including overseas armed forces was: 
! 

600 billion cigarettes U.S. Tobacco Production 
3.5 billion large cigars and cigarillos 
1.3 billion little cigars Tobacco Growers 
297 million pounds Of pipp. and roll~our-own Tobacco was grown on more than 2 m , m  fms in 23 American tobacco 
86 million pounds of chewing tobacco states and in Puerto Rico. The federal government issued 538,575 

47.5 million pounds of snuff allotments to grow tobacco in 1984. The allotment total is larger 
than the number of farms because some farms are given allotments 
for more than one type of tobacco. 

The output of cigarettes fromU.S. factories was 668 billion. Of the 
total, 9.8 billion cigarettes were shipped to overseas 800 The amage harvested was 797,400, up one percent from 1983, with 
million to Puerto Rico and other 'S. p0ssessions and 56.5 billion ,record high yield of 2,187 pounds per acre. The total U.S. harvest 
to other countries. was 1.74 billion pounds, 22 percent above 1983. 

per-capita U.S. cigarette consumption, based on population 18 and A breakdown of tobacco grown in 1984 by type shows flue-cured, 
over, was 3,454. Record high was 4,345, in 1963. 865 million pounds, burley, 732 million; Southern Maryland, 38.9 

million; fire-cured 53.6 million; dark air-cured. 18.1 million; and 
all cigar types, 36 million. 

Expenditures Tobacco growing requires about 250 man-hours of labor per acre 
harvested. By comparison, it takes about three man-hours to grow 

U.S. expenditures for tobacco products were estimated at $30.7 bil- and harvest an acre of wheat. The more than a half million farm 
lion, a record high and an increase of nearly $2 billion over 1983. families involved directly and indirectly in producing tobacco in 
More than $28.7 billion, or 93.6 percent of the money spent for to- the U.S. were aided by additional seasonal workers. 
bacco products, was for cigarettes. 

Tobacco Sales 
i 

Nearly all of the nation's tobacco was sold at auction in 165 desig- 

World Production natedmarkets. The small remainder was sold directly from the 
farms or by farmers' cooperatives. 

World production of tobacco was estimated at 6.12 million metric The average price of the 1984 was f1.81 perpound, asix-ccnt 
i tons, a slight increase from 1983. increase from 1983. 

1 The leading leaf producing nations in 1984 were: People's Republic 

i of China (1,500,000 metric tons), U.S. (786,700), India (450,000), 
Brazil (373.000), USSR (345,500). 'hrkcy (210,0001, Bulgaria Tobacco was the sixth largest cash crop, behind corn, soybeans, hay 
(147,300), Italy (147,000). Greece (140,200). Japan (137,000), In- of all kinds, wheat and cotton The tobacco crop was worth more 



Farm blue per Acre for Selected Crops, 1984 
Statistical Reporting Service, USDA 
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than $2.8 billion, representing 2 percent of the total for all cash 
crops and farm commodities. Estimates of these cash receipts from 
the 1984 tobacco crop wen: 

North Carolina 
Kentucky 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
South Carolina 
Georgia 
Ohlo 
Indiana 

(millions of dollars) 

1,051 Florida 32 
755 Maryland 32 
250 Pennsylvania 21 
200 Connecticut 19 
188 Wisconsin 18 
153 Missouri 10 
36 West Virginia 6 
32 Massachusetts 3 

Tobacco is also grown in Alabama, Arkansas, Illinois, Kansas, 
Louisiana, Minnesota. New Mexico and the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico. 

Manufacturing 

Factories 
In FY 1984,124 factories in 19 states had federal permits to manu- 
facture tobacco products. The concentration was in the southeast 
and mid-Atlantic states. 

In FY 1984, 238 warehouses in 32 states were authorized by the 
U.S. government to export tobacco. Federal permits to manufac- 
t u n  cigarette papers and tubes were issued to 10 establishments in 
6 states. 

Employment 
An estimated 64,800 persons were employed in tobacco manufac- 
turing during 1984 on a monthly average basis, representing hun- 
dreds of millions in payroll dollars. The 49.000 on the production 
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lines in the average month earned $438.40 a week for a 38.9 hour 
week 

Of all the manufacturing employees, about 70 percent, or approxi- 
mately 45,300, were employed by cigarette manufacturers. Over 
two-thirds of the production workers, or 33,600 employees, were 
involved in cigarette-making. The rest worked in other aspects of 
tobacco manufacture, including stemming and redrying the lea£ 

Distribution and Sales 

Retail 
An estimated 994,300 retail outlets distributed tobacco products. 
This included 701,760 individual vending machines, plus family- 
owned stores, and tobacco departments of large chain-operated 
stores. Related employment numbered in the millions. 

Wholesale 
Nearly 1,850 primary tobacco wholesalers with nearly 35,500 em- 
ployees distributed tobacco products in 1982, the latest year avail- 
able. Trade estimate of the 1984 wholesale value of tobacco prod- 
ucts was $24.75 billion. Cigarettes accounted for about $23.3 
billion, cigars about $550 million and chewing, pipe and roll-your- 
own tobacco and snuff approximately $900 million. Other smok- 
ers' articles, such as pipes, accounted for hundreds of millions 
more dollars. 

Supply Network 

Related Industries 
Dependence on a complex industrial and service network greatly 
extended the contributions of tobacco to the nation's economy. The 
need for farm and manufacturing materials, supplies and equip 
ment as well as services ranging from transportation to advertising 



provided employment for additional millions and added billions of 
dollars to persona1 and bosimss income in all the states 

Exports and Imports 
The US. was the leading exporter and importer of tobacco. In 
1984, about 31 percent of the U.S. crop was exported. In 1984, the 
value of U.S. exports of leaf and manufactured tobacco products 
was $27 billion, 2 percent above 1983. Imports were valued at ap- 
proximately $636 million, down 22 percent. The difference repre- 
sented a pwitive contribution of $2.07 billion to the U.S. balance 
of payments in calendar year 1984, a 13 percent increase from the 
previous year 

Leaf 
Approximately 246,156 metric tons of unmanufactured leaf to- 
bacco valued at more than $1.5 billion were exported. Leading 
markets for U.S. leaf were Japan, West Germany, Spain, Egypt, 
U.K. and Italy. 

Imports of unmanufactured leaf totaled 188,757 metric tons- 
down 21 percent from 1983-and were valued at $558 million, a 
25 percent decrease from 1983. 

About 41 percent of the leaf imported, or 76,618 metric tons, was 
oriental, for use in domestic cigarettes. Turkey continued to be the 
major supplier of oriental leaf, followed by Greece, Yugoslavia and 
Bulgaria 

Products 
The value of exported manufactured products in 1984 was $1.2 bil- 
lion, up slightly from 1983. The value of imported manufactured 
products, at $78 million, was up 5.4 percent 

Cigarettes 
More than 56.5 billion cigarettes were exported in 1984 to 109 
countries, down 7 percent in quantity from 1983. They were valued 
at $1.12 billion. The leading destinations were Belgium- 
Luxembourg, Hong Kong, Japan, Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Singa- 
pow and Egypt. 

About 1,004 metric tons of foreign cigarettes valued at $12.6 mil- 
lion were imported. 

Other Products 
Cigac cheroot and little cigar exports included 103.9 million units, 
valued at $7.6 million. 

About 1,371 metric tons of foreign cigars and cheroots were im- 
ported with a value of $48 million. 

Exports of pipe and roll-your-own tobacco in bulkincreased nearly 
17 percent to 4,207 metric tons with a value of $31.1 million, a 26 
percent increase from 1983. Exports also included 1,162 metric 
tons of snuff and chewing tobacco worth $7 million-up 8 percent 
in quantity and 10 percent in value from 1983. 

Imports of packaged smoking tobacco came to 1,814 metric tons 
valued at $17.1 miliion 

Shipping 
Nearly 94 percent of all leaf tobacco exported was shipped from the 
East The major custom district ports were: 

Norfolk 
Wilmington, NC 
Baltimore 
Charleston, SC 
New Orleans 
New York 
Buffalo 
Philadelphia 
Los Angeles 
San Juan 

Metric Tons 

105,094 
81,733 
23,876 
16,155 
6,412 
2,866 
2,043 
1,458 
1,394 
1,366 

Value (millions) 

$644.0 
466.9 
173.1 
97.7 
34.5 
19.4 
5.1 

10.3 
11.9 
25.4 

Cigarettes accounted for 94 percent of the value of manufactured 
tobacco products exported. The major ports shipping cigarettes 
overseas were: 

Norfolk 22.1 
San Francisco 10.6 
Baltimore 9.7 
Charleston, SC 3.0 
Wilmington, NC 2.9 
Los Angeles 2.3 
Miami 1.9 

Value (rnlllions) 

$461.1 
190.4 
200.6 
53.4 
57.2 
43.5 
36.8 

Government Receipts from Taxes 

Tobacco Taxes 
About 33 percent of the receipts from domestic civilian retail sales 
of tobacco products went to federal, state andlocal treasuriesin the 
form of excise and sales taxes. These totaled more than $10.1 bil- 
lion in FY 1984 (ending June 30). 

Federal, state and local governments collected nearly $9.4 billion 
alone in excises on all tobacco products in FY 1984. Cigarette 
taxes represented 99 percent, or $9.3 billion. 

Federal, state and local excises on other tobacco products totaled 
$93.4 million 

Since 1863, when cigarettes were added to the tobacco products 
taxed by the federal government, governments at all levels have 
collected over $175.2 billion in tobacco taxes. Cigarettes have ac- 
counted for 95.3 percent of that, or $ 166.9 billion. 

Federal 
The federal government's share was $4.8 billion. Cigarette taxes 
accounted for 99.1 percent. About $42.7 million in taxcs was col- 
lected on other tobacco products. 



State Grading 

All states imposed excises on cigarettes. 22 also taxed cigars and 
21 taxed smoking or chewing tobacco, snuff or a combination. 

The total rcvcnue in FY 1984 was $4.4 billion, of which almost99 
percent was cigarette taxes. About $50.6 million was collected on 
othcr tobacco products. The states' cigarette excises ranged from 2 
to 26 cents per pack. 

Local 

Tobacco taxes in 385 citits and counties yielded $179.8 million in 
FY 1984. Of that amount, $179.7 million. or 99.9 percent, was 
taxes on cigarettes. Thirty-two local governments also collected 
$141,702 on othcr tobacco products. 

3 Government Tobacco Programs 

Farm Quotas 

USDA continued in 1984 to administer laws to stabilize tobacco 
production and assure the grower fair prices. Most tobacco farm- 
ers, through periodic referenda, favoredmarketing quotas. Because 
of the production controls, less tobacco was produced and .prices 
were higher than would be likely without them. 

Loans 
With grower approval of marketing quotas for a tobacco type, price 
supports for it were mandatory. Under the program, the Commod- 
ity Credit Corporation (CCC) made loans to farmers through their 
cooperative associations, with the tobacco as collateral. The asso- 
ciations handled and sold the tobacco, repaying loans as the to- 
bacco was sold. The realized cost of the tobacco program since its 
start in 1933 was about .I percent of the cost for all 13 farm com- 
modity price support programs. In FY 1984, loan repayments 
totaled M48 million, while new loans totaled $795 million, which 
was expected to be repaid with interest to CCC as the collateral to- 
bacco is sold by the associations. 

1982 Congressional revisions in the price support program-re- 
quiring tobacco farmers to pay into a fund to offset any losses- 
were designed to assure that its operation will be at no cost to the 
American taxpayer. 

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Agricultun: Agricultural Marketing Ser- 
vice. Annual Report on Tobacco Statistics, 1984. Tobacco Market Re- 
view 1984 Crop and Financial Management Division; Agricultural Sta- 
bilization and Conservation Service, Cornmodit). Credit Corporation 
Inventory and Financial Report for Fiscal 1984; Economic Research 
Service, Tobacco Outlook andSituation; Foreign Agricultural Service, 
Foreign Agriculture Circular (Tobacco); Statistical Reporting Service, 
Citrus Fruits 1984 Summary, Crop Production 1984 Summary, Crop 
Values 1982-1983-1984, Non Citrus Fruits and Nuts 1984 Mid-Year 
Supplement and Vegetables 1984 Annual Swnmary. 

U.S. Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census, County Busincss 
Patterns, United States 1982 and EA-664. 

U.S. Department of Labor: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Suppkmnt to 
Employmcnr and Earnings. 

USDA's Agriculhiral Marketing Service (AMS) inspected and 
graded all tobacco before auction. Government grade standards 
were the basis for CCC loans. Beginning in N 1982, tobacco 
farmers paid user fees for grading. InFY 1984, AMS collected$8.9 
million from tobacco farmers. Daily market news reports in- 
formed growers of prices and market conditions. This service cost 
5464.000 in FY 1984. 

Tobacco's Contribution to 
America's National Economy 

In 1985, ChaseEconometrics performed an analysis of the U.S. to- 
bacco industry to determine its impact on America's economy dur- 
ing 1983. 

This study showed the tobacco core sectors and supplier industries 
generated $31.5 billion of the Gross National Product in 1983 and 
employed 710,000 workers to produce and deliver tobacco prod- 
ucts and associated goods and services. 

The tobacco industry's spending-induced impact on America's 
GNP was $50.6 billion-nearly twice the expenditures on tobacco 
products alone. This money was generated by tobacco industry 
workers' expenditures on goods and services of otheh non-tobacco, 
business sectors throughout the U.S. 

The study showed, in 1983, tobacco industry activities in all 50 
states resulted in: 

Core and Spendlng- 
Supplier Induced 

GNP $31.5 billion $50.6 billion 
Jobs 710,000 1,590,000 
Compensation $14.1 billion $30.9 billion 
Capital 
Investment $1.3 billion $20.5 billion 
Federal, state 
and local taxes $15.7 billion $14.2 billion 

Details of the study are available from The Tobacco Institute. 

U.S. Department of Treasury. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire- 
arms. 

American Automatic Merchandiser. May 1985. 

Chase Econometrics, 150Monument Road, Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004. 

Retail Tobacco Dealers of America, Inc., The Atrium, 55 Maple AVC- 
nue, Rockville Centre, NY 11570. 

ThcTobacco Institute: ThcTasBurdcn onTobacco. Vol. 19,1984,1875 
1 Street NW. Washington, DC 20006. 

Tobacco Merchants Association, 1220 Broadway, New York, NY 
10001. 



Let? set the record straight . - - There i s  no 
tobacco subsidy! 

hqanufacturers, Exporters and Growers join to assure 
an effective program which is no-net-cost . . . 

One of the most misunderstood facets 
of tobacco is the government price sup- 
port program, sometimes incorrectly 
called "the tobacco subsidy." Critics 
denounce a bureaucracy which-they 
say-gives money to farmers to grow 
the leaf while it discourages tobacco 
smoking. In fact there is no tobacco 
subsidy. There never was. So how 
could the government's farm and anti- 
smoking programs conflict'! 

There is a government price support 
and production conrrol program that 
guarantees farmers a minimum price for 
their tobacco in return for strict limits 
on production, much as similar pro- 
grams do for corn, rice, peanuts and 
cotton-13 different commodities 
altogether. 

How price support works 
The money isn't a gift. It's a govern- 

ment-backed loan, to be paid back just 

All tobacco types arc eligible for 
price support. The program is voluntary, 
with growers of each type being given 
the choice, via referendums every three 
years, to participate. Most elect to be 
bound by price support guidelines. 

To participate, tobacco growers agrce 
to strict acreage and poundage allot- 
ments set annually by the U.S. Depaa- 
ment of Agriculture. Total allotments, 
the "national marketing quota," equal 
the amount USDA estimates is neces- 
sary to meet the needs of the domestic 
tobacco industry, foreign buyers and in- 
ventory set by law. 

Price supports do more than control 
quantity. They establish a minimum 
price for tobacco sold at auction. This 
minimum price is especially important 
to the tens of thousands of farm families 
who grow tobacco on acreage so small 
that no other crop grown there could 
support a family. 

Most U.S. tobacco is sold at ware- 
house auction after grading by U.S. 
standards according to type and quality. 
The grade determines the per-pound 
support price. 

If a grower's tobacco fails to bring an 
auction bid of at least one cent per 
pound above the support price, and if 
the grower meets USDA requirements, 
he is eligible for a government-backed 
loan based on the support price. The to- 
bacco is taken as l o ~ c o l h t e r a l  by a 
cooperative owned and operated by 
growers. It's then processed and stored 
for future sale. 

What it ccbsts 
Among the most imperishable of 

crops, tobacco can be stored for several 
years before being sold in a more favor- 
able market. It may take several years 
to dispose of the loan collateral leaf 
from a single marketing year. But when 



they, too, go into the repayment fund. 
Permanent government efforts to sta- 

bilize sectors of the national economy. 
including agriculture, began in the 
depression of the 1930s. The 1932 to- 
bacco crop had sold for only nine cents 
a pound. Many fanners, unable to sell 
their leaf at all, were using it as fuel. 

Price stabilization and production 
control were-and are-designed to en- 
sure the farmer a reasonable return for 
his considerable investment. 

A no net cost program 

and other tobacco program operations. 
They would be incurred anyway because 
the agents work with other crops, too. 
and bookkeeping separation is not 
feasible. 

As of 1984, CCC books showed a 
$58 million net loss on tobacco loans 
over half a century-the result of only 
two or three "bad" years. This is less 
than one-renrh of one percent of all 
losses for all commodity price support 
programs. By comparison, the corn and 
wheat price support programs each show 
a $3 billion-plus loss and cotton more 
than $2 billion. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation F O ~  various reasons. however, collat- 
administers commodity stabilization pro- eral stocks of tobacco rose in the 
grams for USDA and, as with all the 1980s, threatening a larger government 
other commodities, has in the past in- loss. Congressional action in 1986 pro- 
curred some expenses in the tobacco vided for manufacturer buyouts from the 

more than $1.50 billion in excise taxes. 
So there is no tobacco subsidy. 
Still, critics argue the program makes 

tobacco products more readily available. 
Untrue. 

The program is intended to, and does, 
keep tobacco leaf prices higher than 
they would be without it. 

The program is intended to, and does. 
keep domestic tobacco supplies lower 
than they would be without it. 

Without the program, many more 
acres would be devoted to tobacco. 
Overplanting would bring a larger to- 
bacco supply and lower prices for the 
farmers, who could then lose their land 
and other capital. Such widespread fi- 
nancial and commercial disruptions 
would create regional recessions with 
national repercussions. 

Tobacco loans are repaid with interest. . . 

! 
1 program. For example, changes in pre- 

vailing interest rates occasionally caused 
gaps between the rate set by CCC at the 
start of the year and the rate at which 
CCC borrowed from the Treasury for 
producer association loans later in the 
year. Variable rate loans, begun in 
198 1, now minimize this gap. 

I 
USDA also has administrative costs 

! of $15-18 million annually-for the 
I agents who track allotments, marketing 

surplus, and lower support price levels 
-measures which will sharply reduce 
government liability and make U.S. leaf 
more competitive in foreign markets. 

There is no tobacco subsidy 
In the 50-year span during which the 

tobacco program ran its relatively mod- 
est loss, purchasers of tobacco products 
paid federal, state and local treasuries 

Encourages smoking? 
Does the price support program en- 

courage starting or continuing to smoke? 
Just what are government health and 
regulatory officials saying about that 
question? 

Everett Koop, the surgeon general, 
says federal health authorities consider 
price supports to be an agricultural and 
economic matter, "not an issue con- 
cerning public health. It's hard to see 
how a subsidy by the government en- 
courages young people to start smoking 
or keeps people who are smoking 
continuing." 

Dr. Koop gave the program the 
wrong name in calling it a subsidy. But 
he gave an accurate assessment of its 
effects. 

A then Federal Trade Commission 
member and long-time foe of smoking, 
Michael Pertschuk, told it like it is at a 
session of the 1983 World Conference 
on Smoking and Health. The support 
system, he said, "restricts the produc- 
tion of tobacco as part of a program for 
keeping the price of tobacco and hence 
the income of tobacco farmers up." 

Without the program, Pertschuk said, 
there would be "a return to the condi- 
tions which spawned the program in the 
great depression. " 

He's right. 
For further information on this and 

other tobacco-related issues write or call 
The Tobacco Institute. 


