
The Smokina Climate 

The lmplementlng of the Toronto bylaw on 
smoking In lhe~workplace was lar from fhe nrst 
llme the Personnel Managers had been re- 
@red IO deal wflh the issue. The secondhand 
Smoke problem, the one non-smokers are most 
CWICerned aboul (Ihough afour bothers them 
as well), had been causfng confflct for some 
years. Ofvldlng offices along smoking fines had 
been fneffe~tfve. as had buying Ecofogfzers for 
smokers. Both approaches had been widely 
tried. as had offering Smokenders. 

The by-law had largefy sdved the conlllct. 
but had created two Issues of Its own. There 
was no problem wfth compffance, but loss of 
prcductfvlty was occurrfng. For one. smokers 
were taking upwards of an hour a day for smo- 
king breaks. something the Personnel Mana- 
gers tolerated as a hopefully passing phase. 
The other was resentment by non-smokers at 
he way smokers can take liberties wllh time 

lhat non-smokers cannot. That. @us complalnts 
about increased smoklng fn lounges and cafe- 
terfas. caused contlnufng pressure from non- 
smokers to lake further action. 

The Personnel Managers coufd foresee the 
day when they might have lo ban smoking 
entirely. though that wasn’t their goal per se. 
The affmfnatfon of conffkl was the goal. Some 
fltms had gone lo the extent of Installing costly 
air purlffcallon equipment lo Improve the afr 
qualfty In the remaining designated smoking 

areas. lo try to keep fhe peace. Smokers In 
Toronto lace an Increasingly hostffe clfmate. 
Smoking fn putJlc. once an assumed rlght. Is 
now an uncertafn prfvllege. The slngfes at feast 
could smoke at home wlhoul need ror conscf- 
ence. The marrfeds, especfafly those who were 
the only smokers In thelr househdd. had self- 
Imposed or familyfmposed restrktlons on smo- 
king at home too. 

The workplace by-laws had not been reacted 
lo by smokers as negalfvdy as one mfght have 
expected. For one lhlng. they yiafded B forced 
economy. For another, the smokers readffy 
admltted to quite freely taking smoking breaks. 
Few really wanted lo relnstate smoklng at lhelr 
desk, and none seemed molfvated lo &come 
actfvfsts for thelr cause. 

Unexpectedly, the non-smokers who had 
never smoked were ndabfy less tderant of 
smoking than were the former smokers. Thls 
was especially true of the women who had 
never smoked: they were easQy the most rigfdfy 
antIsmokIng of aff. with male hxrner smokers 
befng the most empathetlc. 

Excesstve smoking breaks caused resenl- 
ment among the non-smokers. as dfd smoke 
build-up In desfgnaled srnoklng areas. As ex- 
pected. their maln Issue was secondhand 
smoke, an assumed health hazard. @us alour. 
The most mffltant. largely women, objected lo 
merely being In proxlmtty to smoking. 

Air Purification Concetds 

Small air deaners were nothing new. The 
Phfffps Ecdoglzer has been around for years. 
but was conskfersd fneflecttve. For that reason, 
there was much sceptfclsm about the efficacy 
of smaff free-slandlng unfts. However. the 
Smoke Magnet concept, promlslng ‘efectrosla- 
tic operation. sounded llke ft mlghl really work. 

The Interest In fl among the smokers was lor 
home use. and among non-smokers. to help 
clean the +r In designaM smoking areas. 
There was lfttle or no beliet among the smok- 
ers. or openOmfndedness among the nowmok- 

ers. that any such devfce could turn back the : 
clock on workplace regufatlons al lhfs loodate 
dale. Non-smokers saw the by-faws as Impor- 
tant socfai progress, and perceptually regres- 
sing on fl was unacceptable. Al best. such a 
device coufd forestall or make unnecessary the 
eventual total bannlng al smoklng In the work- 
place. The Personnel Managers were In favour 
01 thls objecttve. and encouraged the devetop- 
ment of devices Ihat could truty help. They dkl 
not want lo take unnecessarffy harsh measures, 
but did want lo be responsfve lo Ihe needs of 

BATCo document for Province of British Columbia 16 April 1999 

BATCO 00003970 



both sides. The investment that many d Ihe 
firms represented had already made In speclaf 
venlitatlon equipment was testimony to this. 

The Smoke Slak concept was just an object 
of humour. The smokers relected tt as an un- 
natural way lo smoke. The non.smokers doubf- 
ed smokers would use It lailhfufly, and even If 
they dbd. sldestream and cdour would sllll be 
released. It was assumed such a dedce could 
only be partlafly effectfve. Some exhaled smoke 
was expected lo be released as well. 

1 The wall panel Smoke Magnet concept 
would allow smoke to circulate In the air before 

! being Irapped. unlike a device In lmmediale 
proximity to the source of the smoke. For Ihat 
reason, ft was not lavoured for either home or 
olfice use. However. as an unobtrushre passfve 
I 

II 

device In restaurants. and especially In typlcally 
smolrf bars. lt mlght allevbte the reclrculatlon 
problem. Evdvlng ways of forestalllng stricter 
by4aws abouf smoking In restaurants and bars 
would likely be desirable. Increased strictness 
was seen as Inevitable In the longer term. As It ; 
Is. non-smokers consHer separate sectlons 
alone to be an lnadequale sdutlon. 

A slmllar device lor commercial aircraft was 
lalrly accep!aMe lo non-smokers. II used In a 
separate smoklng sectlon. Naturally, the smok- 
ers who flew were much In lavour. Stfll, ft was 
seriously doubted that alrtines would now back- 
track. havlng come this far. The social progress 
regresslon aspect aside. one anllclpaled airline 
reason for reluctance was concern that It would 
also reintroduce fire hazard. 

Product Modifications 

Reducd sldestream was fairly appealing to 
the smokers. It promised to atlevlale at least 
one objectlon. albeit a minor one. at theor& 
cafly no penally to themselves. The non-smok- 
ers saw reduced sidestream as mere tokenlsm. 

: It would not affect secondhand smoke, and 
would Ilkely have little Impact on odour. This 
concept would do mc+e lor the smoker’s con- 
science than anything else, but it could easily 
have appeal for Vat reason alone, especially H 
kom a credlUe brand like duMaurler. 
1 The samples Wed by the smokers shed 
Rakes of ash In a highly objectionable way. 
Much devdopmenl work remains to be done 
before the product Is ready to market. 

Chefsea. using vanlla.to-s_k @&ur, was 
quite unatlractke lo both sides. the sr~lokers 
perce&dh aTs a lasle02mpromised~product. 
likely to appeal only to young. IreMy I+z!ale 
smokers seeklng novelty rather than soclel 
benems. The non-smokers saw Ch.elsea as lust _. .-. 
a pretence. not a sdutlon. 

ihe Essence aer,o?d subst@Ie provoked 
much laughter. It would ellmlnate the manual ..- _ 

and peripheral pleasures d smoklng. replacIng 
them with a bluntly pleasureless means of sat- 
lsfylng an addlcllon. The smq-k~~s would much 
rather not smoke in restrkted areas than use a 
product llke this. They saw Essence as a. s-k- 
Ing ce+t!op aid. To the non-smokers, Essence 
was‘hllarlous. If smokers really were prepared 
IO use such a thing. lew non-smokers woukl 
care, but they doubted smokers would want lo 
seem so fodlsh and transparently addlcted. 

Qutx. a Slmm product, might be marketable 
as a price proposition. At regular prices. shorter 
cigarettes offer Ihe smoker no beneflts. 

Advent. with reduced fire-hazard. addressed 
an Issue of mtnlmal or nonexlstent concern. It 
sounded Irustratlng to smoke too. likely going 
out If not acttvely puffed on. 

The Smoke Saver kiea could have a falr de- 
gree of novelty Interest. However. It was per- 
celved as unllkaly to be used regularly. For one 
thing. tt would quickly become loo messy and 
smelly for pocket or purse, balng In effect a 
p&able enclosed ashtray. For enolher. rellght- 
Ing cigarettes results h laste degradation. 

PLRCEPTIOW RfSflRCH IlL 
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