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C

ongress :
whether smoking should be allowed on flights.

hen the Association of

and several leading

health organiztions lob-

bied Congress two yeass
ago for 8 smoking ban on all domes-
tic airline flights Congress ulti-
mately did what Congress does
best: it compromised and baaned
smoking on all domestic t'h;hu of
two hours or less.

All the lobbying and debauu(.
though, is far from over, because the
two-hour smoking ban expires next
year, and AFA and other ﬂi(h: o
tendants unions have returned to

the American Heart Association,

_and the American Lung Association,
Opposing the ban are the Tobacco

Instituce, two key senators from
tobacco-producing states, snd some
air travelers who dread the thought
of flying nonstop from New York o
San Francisco without a cigarette. .
For years, flight stxendants have
complained about inflight
Representing 24,000 flight
ants ¢ eighteen airlines, AFA con-
tends that passive smoke on zirliners
can not only cause acute respiratory
problems, but it can also trigger
symptoms such as headaches, dizzi-
ness, and nsusea. [n 1986, three sci-
entific reports gave medical cre-
dence to the flight actendants’
complaints and urged that smoking
be banned on airliners. One study
was released by Surgeon General
Koop: the others were performed by
the National Academy of Sciences.
The conclusions were similar: in the

_ crowded confines of an airliner csb-

in, passive cigarette smoke can ad-
versely affect the health of non-
smokers. Largely as a result of such
studies, Congress enacted a tempo-
rary ewo-hour smoking ban in 1987.
To prevent smokers from surrepti-

viously lighting up, all airplane lum-
tories are equipped with smoke
alarms and sutomatic fire excin-
guishers in waste disposal recepta-
cles. Since the new law took effect,
only fifty-seven passengers have
been charged with smokingin a rest-
room of tampering with smoke de-
tectors. Only a few dozen air crav-
elers have been cited for smoking
elsewhere on nonsmoking flights.

Ninety percent
of all alr travelers

'm:m
" for no smoking.
]

But even with the two-hour ban,
there are still, each day, over
460,000 U.S. sir travelers flying
sboard aircraft in which smoking oce
curs. And AFA and its health care
allies are citing more recenc health
research to push for a permanent
smoking ban on all domestic flights.
According to a February 1989 study
published in the Journal of the Ameri-
can Medical Association, no effective
sepasstion exists becween the smok-
ing and nonsmoking sections of air-
liners. Plus, the number of ciga-
rettes smoked, air flow patterns, and
the percencage of recirculated aic in
cabins are far greater determinants
of exposure to passive smoke than
the location of passenger seats,

For air cravelers who are especially
sensitive, to cigarette smoke, newer
aircraft offer less relief than older
jets. On a 727, for example, the ven-
tilation system circulates 100 per-
cent fresh air, Buc in order to con-
serve fuel, newer airliners such as
the 767 disperse 50 percent fresh air
and 50 percent recirculaced air,
which includes the tars, nicotine,
carbon monoxide, and other toxic
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will soon have to decide again

Sencuor Wendell Rwd (D-KY)

Senator Orrin Hatch (R-UT) supports
the ban on inflight smoking.
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substances from burning cigarettes.
Last April, AFA and anti-smoking
health organizations launched a lob-
bying blitz on Capicol Hill. At that
time, five separace bills relating o
smoking on sirliners had been intro-
duced in the 101st Congress. Three
. bills call for a total smoking ban, one
calls for making the two-hour smok-
ing ban permanen. and snother, in-

James

Scheuer (D-NY), would extend the
two-hour ban to three hours in 1990
and four hours in 1991, The lacter bill
is endorsed by groups such as the
Airline Passengers Association,
which favors a transition period dur-
ing which addicted smokers can ad-
just to bans of greater duration,
Predictably, the Tobacco Insricute
insists all such legislation is unneces-
sary. According to the cigarette lob-
by, the existing two-year ban is only
& “test” and should not be changed
before the results are evaluated. At
the very least, says the bills’ oppo-
nent, lawmakers should wichhold
action until the Department of
Transportation completes in carly
1990 its chree-part study on the ef-
fects of smoking on air travelers’

Meanwhile, the anti-smoking
groups insist that Congress must
take action in 1989 to ensure that the
existing ban doesn't lapse on April
23, 1990. Groups such as AFA con-
tend that aidiner smoking bans have

wtdespretd support from passen-

cite a recent study by the

ional Foundation of Airline
Passengers Associstions, which
shows chat 60 percent of smokers
support the two-hour ban. A poll
conducted by che American Medical
Association found that even 40 per-
cenx of smokers favor a total ban on
smoking. According to Northwest

Aiclines, 90 percen of all air trav- .

elers state 8 preference for sicting in
the A :

noasmoking section.

Nocthwest is the only U.S. airline
that bans smoking on all flights in
North America. According to the
carries, passenger reaction to its
smoke-free policy is overwhelming-
ly favorable, with praise outpacing
complaines by 1 ratio of nine to0 one.
Air Canada and Canadian Airlines
International also prohibic smoking
on North American flights. Other
aations that ban smoking on domes-
tic flights include Ireland, New Zca-
land, Great Britain, Finland, the
Philippines, the Soviet Union, and
Australis.

But despite the ever-shrinking
size of smoking sections on U.S. air-
liners, no major carrier has yet
follow Nosthwest's lead. Cnmers
serving tobacco-producing states
are worried about losing market
share ¢o rivals. They fear thae giant

conglomerstes such as Philip Morris
and RJR Nabisco mip‘u—':e%':ran—
?olaud ban by boyeotting the air-
ine.

Unilateral bans are another mat-
ter, While the Air Transport Associ-
ation SUPPOrLs 4 permanent tWo-
hour ban, it also would not object to
a tocal ban if Congress so decreed:
Litcle wonder, since a domestic
smoking ban would save the airlines
money and generate less hassle.

Ventilation filters and cabin interiors
would require less cleaning. What's
more, sext sclection and passenger
check-in could be greatly simplified.
A smoking ban would also reduce
the risk of inflight fires. According to
an AFA poll; 75 percent of flighe at-
tendaas have observed cigarette-
relsted fires or hazardous situations
on sirliners.

Although support for a toral smok-
ing ban on domestic flights is scrong

in the House, 1990 may noc be the

year that such a bill gets passed. The
chairmen of the Senate commerce
committee and aviation subcommic-

" tee are both from tobacco-produc-

ing states-Senacor Ernest Hollings
(D-SC) and Senator Wendell Ford
(D=-KY), respectively—and neither
favors restrictions on airline smok-
ing. What's more, as much as AFA
and s allies in the health care field
would like to see a total smoking ban
on domestic flights. privatelv they
concede that they may have co ac-
cept vet another compromise; most
likely, new legisiation that makes the
two-hour ban permanen.

= David Martindale
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