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 Servers and 
bartenders are more 
likely to suffer and 
die from heart 
disease and lung 
cancer than other 
types of workers.



No one should have to breathe 
tobacco smoke to hold a job.”

-Suzanne H., cocktail waitress for 14 years,

Emphysema attributed to 

secondhand smoke exposure



1. Even brief exposure to tobacco smoke causes 

immediate harm to the body, damaging cells and 

blood vessels, and inflaming tissue in ways that can 

lead to serious illness and death.

2. Tobacco smoke damages DNA, leading to cancer.

3. The chemicals in tobacco smoke inflame the 

delicate lining of the lungs and can cause 

permanent damage, reducing the ability of the 

lungs to exchange air efficiently and leads to 

chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD).

4. Secondhand smoke triggers heart attacks.



$$$$$ sick care $$$$$

 Annual health care 
expenditures and 
lost productivity 
solely from 
secondhand smoke 
exposure:$10 

billion

Society of Actuaries, 2005

$10 billion would:

 More than double 
Kentucky’s 2010 
Pre-K through 12 
education budget 

 Put 231,000 
Americans back to 
work for a               
year 



http://www.flickr.com/photos/janinens/118078966/
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 18% increase in per capita employment after 
New York City’s law (Hyland & Tuk, 2001)

 MN cities with smoke-free laws had higher 
total and liquor sales revenues than those 
without laws (Collins et al., 2010).

 No significant changes in bar or restaurant 
employment in rural and urban regions after 
Minnesota’s statewide smoke-free law (Klein 
et al., 2010)

 No significant effect on the probability of 
employee separation (Thompson et al., 2008) 



Smoke-free did not Harm Business 
in Lexington, Kentucky

 An average of 400 additional restaurant 

employees per month (3% of total restaurant 

employment)

 Bar employment stable 

 No change in business openings or closings

Pyles, M, Mullineaux, DJ, Okoli, CTC, Hahn, EJ. (2007). Economic impact of a smoke-

free law in a tobacco-growing community. Tobacco Control, 16(1).



 No overall relationship between smoke-

free laws and employee turnover.

 Small annual increase in training costs, if 

any.

Thompson, E., Hahn, E.J., Blomquist, G., Garen, J., Mullineaux, D., Ogunro, N., Rayens, M.K. 

(2008). Smoke-free laws and employee turnover. Contemporary Economic Policy, 26(3):351-359.

Smoke-free Laws Do Not Affect 
Employee Turnover



Pyles, M.K. & Hahn, E.J. (2009). Smoke-free legislation and charitable gaming in Kentucky. 

Tobacco Control, 18, 60-62.



 In Victoria, Australia, slowing of previous 
gambling losses after smoke-free legislation 
(Lal & Siahpush, 2008)

 Gaming revenues did not decline in Delaware 
after their state smoke-free law (Mandel et 
al., 2005; Glantz et al., 2005)



 When controlling for economic variables, county-

specific effects, and time trends, there is no 

evidence of a disproportionate change in 

economic activity in Ohio or Kentucky border 

counties relative to their non-bordering 

counterparts.  

 There was no evidence of a relationship between 

Ohio’s smoke-free law and economic activity in 

Kentucky border counties.  

Pyles, M. &, Hahn, E.J. (2011). Economic effects of Ohio’s smoke-free law on Kentucky 

and Ohio border counties. Tobacco Control, 20(1):73-6.



 No economic harm from smoke-free laws 
regardless of rurality.

 There were no negative economic effects of 

smoke-free laws in rural communities regardless 
of level of law (state vs. local).

Pyles, M & Hahn, EJ. (pending review). Economic effects of smoke-free laws 

on Kentucky and Ohio rural and urban counties.



Hahn, E.J., Rayens, M.K., Butler, K.M., Zhang, M., Durbin, E., and Steinke, D. (2008). Smoke-free laws 

and adult smoking prevalence. Preventive Medicine, 47: 206–209.



– Objective data on business activity
• Revenues (sales tax revenues, total revenues)

• Employment

• Number of licensed establishments

• Not subjective reports of expected revenues or owner 
assessments of how much business is down after policy 
adoption

– Use of representative samples
• Analysis of existing data on ALL businesses

• Not convenience samples of current patrons or 
business owners who show up at hearings



– Use of appropriate control group
• Comparable communities where similar policy 

changes have not occurred

– Sufficiently long period before and after the 
policy change

• Allows assessment of underlying trends

• Does not focus on transitory effects as smokers and 
non-smokers adapt to policy change

– Accounts for other factors that affect 
outcomes of interest

• e.g. underlying economic and labor market 
conditions such as unemployment & population 
changes



 Use of appropriate statistical methods

 Most likely to be published in peer-
reviewed journals

 Not funded by the tobacco industry or 
other anti-health groups



“Smoking bans are the biggest challenge we 

have ever faced. Quit rates go from 5% to 21% 

when smokers work in non-smoking 

environments.”

“Financial impact of smoking bans will be 

tremendous – 3 to 5 fewer cigarettes per day 

per smoker will reduce annual manufacturer 

profits a billion dollars plus per year.”

-Philip Morris, 1994



“Some businesses should be exempted.”“Alternatives to smoke-free laws are 

effective.”

“The government can’t take away my right 

to smoke.”

“Smoke-free laws hurt business.”



 In an analysis of 97 economic studies of 
smoke-free laws published and unpublished 
before August 2002, all of those reporting a 
negative impact were supported by the 
tobacco industry (Scollo et al., 2003)







 Anticipate bogus ‘reports’ of economic loss before 

and after the law is implemented.

 Partner with a well-respected, ‘neighborhood’ 

economist!

 Prepare rebuttal documents and talking points for 

anticipated opposition.

◦ Get out in front of the train (‘timing is everything’)

 Sound economic impact analysis essential to a 

successful smoke-free campaign

◦ Wards off attempts to exempt certain venues (i.e., 

bingo halls) and weaken the law post-implementation



Tobacco is now the 
world’s leading killer. We 
have the proven means 
to reduce tobacco use, 
but policymakers are not 
yet applying these 
interventions.

Michael R. Bloomberg, 
Mayor of New York City

Tobacco is now 
the world’s 

leading killer. 
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Bloomberg, NYC
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