
The Smokjng Climate 

The lmplementlng of the Toromo bylaw on 
smoklng In fhe workplace was tar tram the first 
Ilme the Personnd h4anagers had been re- 
qulred lo deal wlth the Issue. The secondhand 
smoke problem. the one non-smokers are mosl 
concerned about (Ihough cdour bothers them 
as well), had been causlng confllc! for some 
years. Dtvldlng ofllcer along smoking lines had 
been ineffecflve. as had buytng Ecotoglzers for 
smokers. Both approaches had been widely 
t&d. as had ofierlng Smokenders. 

The by-law had largely solved the conlllct. 
but had created two Issues of tts own. There 
was no problem wtth complbnce. but loss of 
productivity was cccurrlng. For one, smokers 
were faking upwards of an hour a day for smO- 
king breaks. something Ihe Personnel Mana. 
gers toterated as a hopelully passing phase. 
The other was resentment by non-smokers at 
the way smokers can take liberties with time 
that non-smokers cannot. That. plus complalnfs 
about Increased smoking In lounges and cak- 
terlas. caused conllnulng pressure from non- 
smokers to take furlher actlon. 

The Personnel Managers could foresee the 
day when they mlght have to ban smoking 
enllrely. though that wasn’t their goat per se. 
The dlmlnallan of conflict was the goal. Some 
firms had gone lo the extent of lnstaltlng costly 
sir purltlcatlon equipment to Improve the alr 
quality In Ihe remaining deslgnated smoking 

areas. to try to keep the peace. Smokers In 
Toronto face an Increaslngfy hostlle cilmate. 
Smoking In publlc. once an assumed rlghf. Is 
now an uncertain prlvllege. The slngfes at least 
could smoke at home without need for conscl- 
ence. The marrleds. especially those who were 
the only smokers In their househdd. had self- 
Imposed or lamlly-imposed restrktions on smo- 
klng at home too. 

The workplace by-laws had not been reacted 
to by smokers as negallvely as one mlght have 
expecfed. For one thing. they ylelded a forced 
economy. For another, the smokers readily 
admitted to quite freely taktng smoking breaks. 
Few really wanted to relnstafe smoking a1 their 
desk, and none seemed motivated lo become 
acttvlsts for their cause. 

Unexpectedly, the non-smokers who had 
never smoked were noiably less tolerant of 
smoking than were the tanner smokers. This 
was especially true of the women who had 
never smoked; they were easily the most rlgldly 
antl-smoklng of all. with male former smokers 
being the mosl empathetlo. 

Excessive smoklng breaks caused resent- 
ment among the non-smokers, as did smoke 
build-up In deslgnatsd smoking areas. As ex- 
pected, their matn Issue was secondhand 
smoke. an assumed health hazerd. plus cidour. 
The most mllltant. largely women, objected to 
merely being In proxlmlty lo smoklng. 

Air Purification Concepts 

Smalt alr deaners were nothing new. The 
PhPlps Ecdoglzer has been around for years, 
but was constdered IneffectIve. For thal reason, 
there was much scepttcism ebout the elflcacy 
of small free-standlng urltis. However. the 
Smoke Magnet concept. promlslng ‘dectrosta- 
tlo’ operation. sounded llke II mlght really work. 

The Interest in It among the smokers was for 
home use, and among nonsmokers, IO help 
clean Ihe +r In designafd smoking areas. 
There was little or no belief among the smok- 
ers, or open-mindedness among the nonsmok- 

ers, that any such devke could turn back the ; 
dock 011 workplace reguiatlcms at rhls too-lale 
date. Non-smokers saw the by-laws as Impor- 
tant socbl progress. and perceptually regres- 
sing on it was unacceptawe. At best, such a 
devtce could lorestall or make unnecessary the 
eventual total banning of smoking In the work- 
@ace. The Personnel Marmgers were In favour 
of fhls objecthre. and encouraged the develop- 
ment of devices thaf could truly help. They did 
not want to fake unnecessarily harsh measures. 
bui dkl want lo be responshe lo the needs cl 
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bolh sides. The Investment that many of Ihe 
firms rePresented had already made In special 
venlflallon equipment was tesllmony to this. 

The Smoke Slak concept was lust an ob@t 
of humour. The smokers rejecled h as an un- 
natural way to smdte. The non-smokers doubt- 
ed smokers would use H failhfully. end even lf 
they dud, suestream and odour would still be 
released. It was assumed such a devfce could 
only be parilally effectfve. Some exhaled smoke 
was expected to be released as well. 

B The wall panel Smoke Magnet concept 
i would allow smoke to clrclllate In the air before 
1 being trapped, unlike a devlca In lmmedlafe 
i proximity to Ihe source of the smoke. For that 
reason. It was not favoured for ellher home or 
office use. However. as an unobtrusive passtve 
I 

device In reslaurants. and espechlly In lyplcally 
smoky bars, ll might allevbte Ihe reclrculatlon : 
problem. Evolving ways of forestalilng stricter 
by-laws about smoklng In restauranls and bars 
would lrkely be de&able. Increased strictness . 
was seen as inevitable In Ihe longer term. As It I 
Is, non-smokers consider separate sectbns I 
alone 10 be an Inadequate sdullon 

A similar device for commerchl aircraft was 
falriy acceptable 10 non-smokers. W used In a 
separate smoking sectlon. Naturally. the srnok- 
ws who llew were much In favour. 5111, R was 
seriously doubted lhat alrllnes would now back- 
Irack. having come this far. The so&l progress 
regression aspect aslde. one anticipated alrllne 
reason lor reluctance was concern that it tid 
also reIntraduce fire hazard. 

Product Modifications 

Reduced sfdestream was fafrfy appealing to 
the smokers. It promfsed to allevhle at least 

: one objectIon, afbeft a mlnor one. at theoretl- 
. ca4ly no penalty to Ihemselves. The non-srnok- 
i ers saw reduced sidestream as mere tdtenlsm. 
: It would not affect secondhand smoke, and 
would likely have llftle Impad on cxfour. Thls 
concept woufd do more for the smoker’s con- 
science than anything else, but lt could easily 
.have appeal for Ihat reason alone. especially lf 
from a credlbla brand llke dufvlaurler. 
; The samples Wed by the smokers shed 
flakes of ash fn a hlgHy objectionable way. 
Much development work rernalns to be done 
before the product ls ready 10 market. 

Chelsea. using vanMa.to-ys_k -o@r. was 
quite unattractlye to both sides. The smokers 
perce&f kSgg a tasle-compromfsed product. 
llkdy Lo appeal only to. Young. IreMy Yegale 
smokers seeklng .novelty ralher lhan s~chl 
beneffis. The non-smokers saw Chelsea !s, lust 
a prelence, not a sdtilon. -- 

‘the bsence a~ro$~subsU&t~ provoked 
much laughter. It would eflmlnate the manual 

.._ 

and peripheral Pleasures of smdting. replacIng 
them with e Muntly pleasureless means of sat- 
lsfylng an addlctlon. The s.m&!s would much 
ather not smoke In reslrlcted areas than usa a 
product llke this. They saw Essence as a.stntk- 
!?g cessatlog std. To the non-smokers, Essence _ . 
was hflarlous. If smokers really were prepared 
to use such a thing. few non-smokers would 
care. bui they doubted smokers would want 10 
seem so foolish and transparently add&d. 

Qulx. a Stmm praluct, mlghl be marketable 
as a prtce propositfon. At regular p&es, shorter 
clgareftes offer Ihe smoker no beneflts. 

Advenl. wfth reduced fire-hazard. addressed 
an issue of mfnlmal 01 nonexistent concern. It 
sounded frustrating to smoke too. likely going 
out If not adlvely puifed on. 

The Smoke Saver Bea could have a falr de- 
gree of novelty Interest. However. R was Per- 
cefved as unlikely to be used regtiarly. For one 
thing. lt would qulckiy become loo messy and 
smelly lor pocket or purse, being In effecf a 
portable enclosed ashtray. For another. rellght- 
Ing cigarettes results In taste degradation. 
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