
The is sue of smok ing in res tau rants is a dif fi cult one:
for res tau ra teurs be cause they (at least seem ingly)
can’t sat isfy both fac tions of the pub lic, and for non -
smok ers be cause the scope of their life style is of ten re -
stricted to smoke free places.

How ever, this lat ter fact is what has made smoke free
res tau rants so prof it able. No mat ter how much money
an op era tor may put into sepa rat ing the two fac tions,
non smok ers will con tinue to gravi tate to ward 100%
smoke free eat er ies, and sales will con tinue to dwin dle
for the smoky res tau rant. 

Res tau rant op era tors are not to tally to blame. For far
too long, so ci ety it self has tol er ated a prod uct which,
when en joyed by its user, dis perses toxic chemi cals
into the air that ei ther ir ri tate or dis able nearby non us -
ers. Sim ply, non smok ers are no longer will ing to tol er -
ate it, and they go else where.

The mis judg ment is with op era tors who in sist on not
los ing even one smoker, no mat ter how many non -
smok ers are lost, and no mat ter what the health risks to
em ploy ees. How ever, the costs of not mak ing the
move can be much higher than do ing so.

We es ti mate that every smok ing cus tomer will, over
time, chase away five non smok ing cus tom ers. Of
course, the smok ers keep re turn ing and the non smok -
ers do not, so res tau ra teurs are left with a false sense of
where their ma jor ity cus tomer base really is. The
smaller the res tau rant, the higher the price they will
pay.

His tori cally, the to bacco in dus try has done an ex cel -
lent job of con vinc ing res tau rant op era tors that since
25% of the popu la tion are smok ers, go ing smoke free
would cost them 25% of their busi ness. Clearly er ro ne -
ous, but it is easy to see why op era tors would balk at
mak ing such a dras tic change.

But why isn’t the res tau rant op era tor equally afraid of
los ing the 75% who do not smoke?  Be cause rather
than com plain, these folks just qui etly slip away to
cleaner air down the street. Op era tors see the smok ers
re turn; but they do not see the non smok ers who stay
away, thus cre at ing a false im pres sion of where their
mar ket really is.

Who is the wiser?

By al low ing smok ing at all, many res tau ra teurs have
painted them selves into a cor ner by un wit tingly ca ter -
ing to a de clin ing popu la tion of smok ers while those
who are smoke free are ex pand ing their mar ket place.

Op era tors who them selves smoke, and even some who
don’t but have smoker lungs be cause of their work en -
vi ron ment, seem ex traor di nar ily slow at get ting the
mes sage.

For tu nately, in creas ing num bers of op era tors are un -
der stand ing the health and fi nan cial bene fits of be ing
smoke free. Even op era tors who smoke, but none the -
less put good busi ness judg ments ahead of per sonal
hab its, are be ing won over.

Many res tau ra teurs now rec og nize that a grow ing
number of non smok ers will no longer tol er ate eat ing in 
a smoke- filled room. If not be com ing smoke free, they
are go ing to great costs to try to sepa rate the smok ers
— while sim ply go ing smoke free would cost zero dol -
lars. Clean air can be tol er ated by eve ry body!

De pend ing on the ex tent to which they re cir cu late the
smoky air through the non smok ing sec tion, they may
or may not re duce the ire of the non smoker. (They need 
to know, how ever, that pro vid ing smok ing rooms and
sec tions in creases the risk of the staff who serve the
smok ers. This new con cen tra tion of smoke in the air
will sig nifi cantly in crease worker health risks, even for 
the smok ing staff.)

The facts are clear: if res tau rants go smoke free the
right way, they will at least re tain their cur rent level of
busi ness, and will of ten in crease it. Maybe only by
3-5%, but an in crease none the less:  

• 76% of Wis con sin adults do not smoke, and that
number is grow ing. 

• 20-30% of smok ers pre fer smoke free din ing
(Gal lop and Na tional Res tau rant As so cia tion
polls). 

• Most other smok ers will ac qui esce to the smoke -
free eat ery at the re quest of their friends or fam -
ily. 

            The benefits of smoke free restaurants



• Only 2-3% of the popu la tion are die- hard smok -
ers who would ac tu ally avoid a smoke free res -
tau rant. 

• For every smoker a res tau rant might lose, they
stand to gain two non smok ers in re turn. (That’s a 
pretty good trade, and one that is sub stan ti ated
by the res tau rant in dus try’s own polls.) 

• Wait resses, who work in res tau rants which
 allow smok ing, have four times the lung can cer
risk and nearly three times the heart dis ease risk
as do women in other oc cu pa tions (per a Uni ver -
sity of Cali for nia - San Fran cisco study). 

• Since 1992, the number of smoke- free res tau -
rants in Wis con sin has grown from 65 to well
over 2000 to day. Why would these res tau rants
re main smoke free, were it not prof it able? 

In over 200 U.S. com mu ni ties and three states, smoke
free restrictions have been im ple mented with out a loss
of res tau rant busi ness.  Indeed, most smok ers do not
quit eat ing in their fa vor ite res tau rant when it goes
smoke free, they just quit smok ing in it.

What is the right way to con vert?

In all of our dis cus sions with res tau rant op era tors, one
thing stands out loud and clear: those who go smoke
free qui etly do not fare as well as those who do so with
a splash.

If they sim ply hang a sign say ing “We are now smoke-
 free,” the only peo ple who will know about it are their
cur rent cus tom ers. While they may lose a hand ful of
these folks, they will usu ally re gain the losses as word
slowly fil ters out that they are now smoke free. 

But this is a fool ish waste of time and reve nues. Why
wait even one day? They should hang a large ban ner on 
the build ing say ing “En joy Smoke- Free Din ing.” They 
should boldly print it in every ad, build it up in ra dio
ads and seek out talk- show for mats. 

Why not tell the world? Why keep it quiet un til the
smok ers reach the door? Why avoid get ting the word to 
the peo ple who would be at tracted by it?  Even if they
are just passersby who no tice the ban ner, they are new
cus tom ers who oth er wise wouldn’t ex ist!

Some op era tors er ro ne ously be lieve that by do ing it
qui etly, they will of fend fewer smok ers. But those who 
will be of fended will be of fended no mat ter how it is

done. The se cret is an af firma tive ac tion to re place
them even be fore they are lost.

When op era tors are bold about their new pol icy, word
gets out in rec ord time. They will be gin see ing growth
in three ar eas: (1) Old cus tom ers who were pre vi ously
chased away by the smoke will be gin re turn ing to their
once- favorite eat ery; (2) new cus tom ers will be at -
tracted from the com peti tor down the street who still
al lows smok ing, and (3) non smok ers who have
avoided res tau rants be cause of the smoke prob lem will 
start ven tur ing out. 

Its a win- win situa tion. Es pe cially for the lungs and
cash reg is ter.

Smoke- free Res tau rants: 
Prof its or Peril? 

The health and fi nan cial bene fits, 
and how to maxi mize prof its 
when mak ing the con ver sion.

Sit ting in a non smok ing sec tion is like swim ming in
the non chlo rin ated end of a swim ming pool. 

In 1992 we be gan col lect ing the names of res tau rants
that were smoke- free, and our first “din ing guide”
 began with a grand to tal of 65 res tau rants.  We in ter -
viewed many of those op era tors and found an ex cit ing
par al lel: rarely did a res tau rant lose busi ness when it
re moved the ash trays, and when it did it was only a
tem po rary dip. The ma jor ity of op era tors re ported that
reve nues ei ther re mained the same or in creased
slightly.  

As we took these suc cess sto ries to other op era tors,
they slowly be gan mak ing the same de ci sion, and
 today we have over 2000 in the state. 

When we talk to res tau rant op era tors, roughly 70%
want to elimi nate smok ing in their busi ness. Many
want the gov ern ment to do it, partly to level the play ing 
field to pro tect against losses and partly to re move
them selves as the bad guy. 

How ever, smoke- free is more popu lar by a 4:1 ra tio, so 
why wait for the gov ern ment to act and lose the op por -
tu nity to beat your com peti tor to the punch? Why not
take ad van tage of an idea that has proven to in crease



prof its? Why wait an other day to re duce the work place
haz ard and anti- marketing ef fects of sec ond hand
smoke when you can do it and in crease sales to day? 

[The main rea son the 70% don’t con vert on their own
is be cause of the un founded fear of lost sales, and in
some cases they have old cus tom ers they don’t want to
of fend. But these con cerns are un founded.] 

The trick is to go smoke free while maxi miz ing prof its
and of fend ing the few est number of smok ers. Keep in
mind that most of your smok ers will un der stand your
ob li ga tion to re duce ma jor work place haz ards and will
re main long af ter the ash trays have been re moved.
You’ll be pleas antly sur prised. 

Note: be ing smoke free does not off set lousy food!
Many non smok ers still pa tron ize smoky res tau rants
with good food (al though less of ten to day). So, why
would it stand that smok ers will stay away from a
smoke- free res tau rant with good food?  

It doesn’t. That smok ers are still an un yield ing popu la -
tion is sim ply not true. 

In every pa tron sur vey that we’ve seen taken by res tau -
rant op era tors, the num bers are the same:   

• 88% of pa trons range from ada mant non smok ers 
to in dif fer ent smok ers, 

• 9% would not be happy with the de ci sion but
would not nec es sar ily stay away, and 

• only 3% are die- hard smok ers who claim they
will never re turn (some will never re turn, but so
what?). 

Even more im por tant than those num bers are the an -
swers to the fol low ing ques tion: 

New health stud ies show that wait resses have al most 4
times the lung can cer risk and over twice the heart dis -
ease risk when work ing in res tau rants that al low smok -
ing. Given the sig nifi cant health risks sec ond hand
smoke poses to our em ploy ees, if we were to go smoke
free would you: 

• __ Eat here more fre quently? 
• __ Eat here about the same? 
• __ Eat here less fre quently? 

[Note that two sig nifi cant groups are miss ing from this
sur vey: the non smok ing cus tom ers you once had but
have no more, and your com peti tor’s pa trons who will
come over af ter you con vert. Still, the num bers will
come out in fa vor, and af ter con ver sion old cus tom ers
will be the first to re turn.] 

Ask the ex perts: Your cus tom ers! 

The re sponses to the sec ond op tion should be ig nored.
What mat ters is the dif fer ence be tween op tions 1 and 3. 
If the first ex ceeds the third by even one per cent age
point, the re sults can mean only one thing: a gain in
busi ness!  Con sis tent with the Na tional Res tau rant
 Association’s own polls, the num bers are roughly: 

• 56% will eat there more fre quently 
• 27% will eat there less fre quently 

No mat ter how you cut it, that’s a 2:1 ad van tage for
smoke free. It is not un rea son able to ex pect that for
every smoker you lose, you can gain two non smok ers.
[Most busi ness peo ple will ac cept that trade any day.] 

Suc cesses in the smoke- free world are eve ry where.
The rea son: the ra tio of non smok ers (76%) to smok ers
(24%) is an over whelm ing 3:1. One is an in creas ingly
big ger pie to draw from and has fewer smoke- free
com peti tors, while the other is a de clin ing mar ket -
place.

Which op era tor is the smarter? Be ing smoke free
makes good busi ness sense, even if you are a smoker
your self. 

Go ing smoke free must be well planned 

Im por tantly, if you go smoke- free qui etly, only your
cur rent cus tom ers will know about it. Even your old
cus tom ers that you pre vi ously lost be cause of to bacco
smoke prob lems will be un aware of your new smoke-
 free pol icy.  Don’t keep it a se cret! 

To re gain your old cus tom ers and get new ones from
your smoky com peti tors, you must tell the world about
your new smoke- free pol icy. Ad ver tise it. Place signs
in the win dows - the larger the bet ter. Even a ban ner
across the front of your build ing, and a mes sage on
your mar quee.  

Don’t un der es ti mate this vi tal step! 



De cep tion will back fire 

We have seen some op era tors pur posely omit their
smoke- free pol icy from their ads and cou pons in the
hope that when smok ers are told at the door they will
not turn away. Per haps some won’t, this time. But if
they are of the few strong ob jec tors, they’ll not be back
again any way. 

Don’t lose your op por tu nity to at tract the popu la tion
who cares about din ing in a smoke free set ting!  As
men tioned be fore, 88% of the popu la tion ei ther fa vor
smoke free din ing, or are in dif fer ent to it. Why miss
this group with your ads sim ply to at tract the small per -
cent age of smok ers who might stay af ter they get to the
front door? It doesn’t make sense. 

It sur prises us that some op era tors fear that ad ver tis ing
a smoke free pol icy would turn away smok ers, when
the smok ers you’d lose will be lost any way.  If you do
it right, you’ll re place them with non smok ers even be -
fore they are gone. 

We’ve also seen a few res tau rants go belly up and, to
the day they closed the doors, have re fused to give
smoke- free a try. That’s not real smart. What would
they have to lose? 

As tute op era tors know a month or two in ad vance
when they’ll have to close the doors. But how many
will say “Gee, I’ve got noth ing to lose. Why don’t I
give this dumb idea a try. Even if an in crease doesn’t
oc cur, or doesn’t save me, I can use the ex pe ri ence on
my next ven ture.”  Why has not one op era tor tried this
last- ditch strat egy?

A short age of help? 

We of ten hear that “most wait resses smoke,” and that
“help is hard to find.”  Could it be that smoky res tau -
rants are se verely lim it ing their work force to the 24%
of the popu la tion who smoke, and that non smok ing
work ers avoid smoky res tau rant jobs? In deed that is
the case. 

Smoke free res tau rants have sig nifi cant ad van tages
and can at tract the best of the work ers. There is clearly
a sav ings as so ci ated with this bene fit, as well as a sav -
ings due to the lower ab sen tee ism rates of non smok ers. 

First things first - Res tau rant Worker Risks! 

Don’t ig nore the facts, even res tau rant op era tors face
these high risks. For op era tors who smoke, the added
to bacco con cen tra tion places them at even greater risk
than that which their habit cre ates! 

Ac cord ing to a study by Mi chael Siegel, M.D., M.P.H., 
Uni ver sity of Cali for nia in San Fran cisco: 

• Res tau rant en vi ron mental to bacco smoke (ETS)
is about 3-5 times higher than typi cal work place
ex po sure (which adds both the smoke of the
worker with the smoke of the pa trons). 

• Res tau rant em ploy ees’ ETS ex po sure is about
8-20 times higher than do mes tic ex po sure
(where a mem ber of the fam ily smokes). 

• The most heav ily ex posed res tau rant work ers in -
hale the benzo(a)pyrene equiva lent of ac tively
smok ing 1 to 2 packs of ciga rettes per day. 

• A Uni ver sity of Cali for nia study shows that
wait resses have the high est mor tal ity of any
 female oc cu pa tional group. Com pared to all
other women, they have al most 4 times the
 expected lung can cer mor tal ity and 2 1/2 times
the ex pected heart dis ease mor tal ity rate. 

• Pre limi nary evi dence sug gests that wait ers and
wait resses have about a 50-90% in creased risk
of lung can cer that is most likely at trib ut able to
res tau rant to bacco smoke ex po sure. 

• The mu ta genic po tency of res tau rant air is 5-10
times that of “high risk” in dus trial work places.

Note 1: Res tau rant air con tains six times the car bon
mon ox ide that you’d in hale stand ing in the mid dle of
Cali for nia’s busi est free way! While the health risks
alone are com pel ling rea sons to con vert, in creased
sales and prof its can be had for those who con vert
 today. Don’t wait. 

Note 2: Tav ern own ers who have many mul ti ples
higher lev els of to bacco smoke in their work en vi ron -
ment should be very con cerned. These are em ployee
“class ac tion law suits” wait ing to hap pen. This in dus -
try needs a ma jor over haul of its think ing on to bacco
smoke. 

For the same rea son you wouldn’t al low some one to
spray ra don or as bes tos dust in your res tau rant, you
shouldn’t al low the dis per se ment of toxic to bacco
 carcinogens.  



The Many Bene fits of Smoke Free 

• Non smok ers do not lin ger for cof fee re fills. 
• Pa tron turn over is faster. 
• Non smok ers will more fre quently stay to en joy

des ert or an after- dinner drink. 
• Non smok ers will not get an gry and walk out be -

cause of de lays get ting a smoke- free ta ble. 
• No more lost or bro ken ash trays. 
• Ciga rette burns on fur ni ture and car pets are

elimi nated. 
• Cur tains, walls, floors and up hol stery need

fewer clean ings and re place ments. 
• Res er va tions and seat ing are sim pli fied with

only one class of seat ing, and no sin gle em -
ployee feels short changed by his/her ta ble as -
sign ment.  

• Res tau rants do not be come teen age smok ing
dens or hang outs. 

• Em ployee ab sen tee ism is re duced, and em -
ployee pro duc tiv ity is in creased. 

• ·The risks of a dev as tat ing fire are sub stan tially
re duced, likely re duc ing in sur ance pre mi ums.
(14.2% of res tau rant fires are caused by smok -
ing, per Na tional Fire Pre ven tion As so cia tion). 

• Pa tron and em ployee li abil ity risks are re duced. 
• Pa trons and em ploy ees alike will be much hap -

pier, and they will dine out more fre quently as a
re sult (36% more, ac cord ing to the Madi son, WI
sur vey). 

The suc cess ful way to go smoke free: 

Take a sur vey of your cus tom ers in ad vance to show
them that they are part of the de ci sion.  Let them know
that you are only con sid er ing this move in or der to re -
duce the health haz ards for your em ploy ees, who must
breathe the en vi ron mental air 40 hours per week. 

Ask them if they would eat there “more of ten, less of -
ten, or about the same” if you be come 100% smoke
free.  

• Once de cided, give two weeks ad vance no tice
with a sign at the door and on ta ble tents.  Let the
idea set tle in. 

• Ad ver tise. Ad ver tise. Ad ver tise!  (And, no, I’m
not in the ad ver tis ing busi ness.) 

• In your ads or cou pons, your smoke- free pol icy
should be 80% as large as your res tau rant name.
Don’t keep it a se cret! 

• Send press re leases to ra dio, TV and news pa -
pers. 

• Run 10- second ra dio/TV spots tout ing your new
smoke- free pol icy. 

• Get on ra dio talk shows, even if it cre ates con tro -
versy (but stress the health is sues). 

• Call in to news pa per “sound off” col umns. 
• Place a large ban ner on your store front say ing:

“Smoke- Free Din ing!” 
• Write a let ter to the edi tor of your lo cal pa per

 explaining why you made this de ci sion. 
• Let your smok ers take home the ash trays. 
• Have a “re cy cling” party to have fun with the

idea. 
• Don’t fear con tro versy. Pro mote it! The more

peo ple talk ing about it the bet ter. Even the com -
plaints from smok ers will work in your fa vor.
Let them sound off in the press and on ra dio; it’ll
fur ther spread the word. 

• Show un happy smok ers the health sta tis tics
lead ing to your de ci sion, and ask for their un der -
stand ing. (Avail able from WISH) 

• Never, never, never make this a smoker ver sus
non smoker is sue. It is a health is sue only! 

• Al ways re late your de ci sion to the safety of your
em ploy ees (rather than the com fort of your non -
smok ing pa trons). Smok ers can em pa thize with
the health risks of your staff, but they will be
 offended if they feel that you’ve cho sen non -
smoker busi ness over smoker busi ness. 

• Al though many smok ers may pre fer smoke- free
din ing, don’t need lessly up set the others. Smart
plan ning will let you save all but a few of the
heavi est smok ers (the few that cre ated most of
the smoke any way). 

Don’t get hung up on the po ten tial loss of the die- hard
smok ers who com plain and com plain. They will try to
wear you down, and they are the prob lems in the first
place. We es ti mate that every smoker, in re peated
 visits, will ul ti mately chase away five non smok ers.
That’s not a very good trade. 

Op era tors have his tori cally been fooled by the ra tio of
their smoker ver sus non smoker pa trons. Re mem ber
that it is not the smoker who is be ing of fended by the
air qual ity, it’s the non smoker. The smok ers will
 continue com ing back, and it is this popu la tion that the
op era tor mostly “sees.”  



But op era tors fail to see the non smok ers who qui etly
slip away to cleaner air and never re turn. Thus, op era -
tors are left with a false sense of who their mar ket
really is. 

By vir tue of the smok ing pol icy, the smok ers con tinue
to re turn and con tinue to chase away other non smok -
ers. To the det ri ment of their cash reg is ter, op era tors
in ad ver tently drive their mar ket to ward the de clin ing
24% of the smok ers. This does not seem to be a very
good long- term strat egy. 

Only a state law or lo cal or di nances ban ning smok ing
in res tau rants will save them from be ing ul ti mately
over run by this deadly prod uct and fu ture em ployee
law suits. De spite the res tau rant as so cia tion’s po si tion,
op era tors should unite be hind uni ver sal laws ban ning
this work place haz ard. 

Why not have a clean air en vi ron ment that 100% of
your pa trons can breathe?  Why ex clude any pa trons at
all? 

If you are really look ing for 
an ex cuse, try one of these....

 We’re too small to have a non smok ing sec tion! 

Think about it. If your res tau rant is really that small,
should you even al low smok ing at all? 

The smaller the res tau rant, the less air space there is to
dis si pate the smoke, and the more non smok ing cus -
tom ers you will chase away. Guar an teed!

Re mem ber: Non smok ers rep re sent 74.9% of the adult
popu la tion. Why limit your mar ket place to the 25%
who smoke and the few non smok ers who don’t mind
be ing around smok ers? 

Why not ex pand your mar ket to the 74.9% who are
non smok ers, plus the fourth of the smok ers who pre fer
smoke free din ing them selves, and the few smok ers
who will gripe but con tinue com ing back be cause they
like your food?

Don’t bury your head in the sand on this is sue. 
Do your math. That’s over 90% of the mar ket!

Smoke- free res tau rants ar en’t do ing so well! 

That’s ex actly what the to bacco in dus try would want
you to be lieve, but it’s not true.

In Wis con sin, we’ve grown from 65 smoke- free
 restaurants in Wis con sin in 1992, to over 2000 to day!
Do you think these op era tors would con tinue be ing
smoke free if it wer en’t prof it able?

Vir tu ally all of the smoke- free res tau rants in Wis con -
sin have re ported un af fected or in creased reve nues as a 
re sult of re mov ing the ash trays. Some have ex pe ri -
enced sig nifi cant in creases (when they go smoke free
with a splash). Only a hand ful have re ported prob lems,
and these could have been avoided with smarter plan -
ning. Even if sales re main the same, a de crease in
clean ing costs will still yield an in crease in prof its.

I can’t af ford to lose even one cus tomer! 

Wrong! You can af ford to lose any cus tomer who
chases away other cus tom ers on a con tinu ing ba sis.
Smok ers chase away non smok ers, and as smok ers re -
turn they chase away even more non smok ers. A se ri -
ous, re peti tive cy cle sets into place, some times
re sult ing in clos ing the doors.

Why do res tau rant op era tors fear los ing even one
smoker, yet they can ig nore the many non smok ers lost
be cause of that smoker? We es ti mate that, be cause of
this re peti tive cy cle, each smok ing cus tomer will even -
tu ally cost the av er age res tau rant five non smok ers in
ex change. Is it a wise de ci sion to al low this trend to
con tinue?

I’ll win my smoke- free com peti tor’s smok ers! 

That’s real smart. For every smoker you get of his,
he’ll get two of your non smok ers. The math doesn’t
seem to be in your fa vor. And, what’s go ing to hap pen
when your cus tomer base is 100% smok ers?

When we hear smoke- free res tau rant 
op era tors boast that busi ness is up, and
op era tors who al low smok ing com plain
that reve nues are down, it is not hard to

see which way the trend is go ing. 



In Madi son (WI) on State Street, as more and more
 restaurants went smoke free, the hard- core smok ers
mi grated to the few eat er ies that would still al low
them. But then, these own ers started to lose even
smok ers who could no longer stand it — un til they, too, 
joined the smoke free trend. While they did ul ti mately
switch, it cost them busi ness be fore they made the con -
ver sion. There is no rea son to let that hap pen to you. 

I can’t af ford to of fend any of my smok ers! 

Now come on. Bet ter to ask, can you af ford to of fend
the 76% of the popu la tion who are non smok ers? Think
about it.

First, you’re as sum ing that all smok ers will be
 offended by a smoke- free pol icy, when that is not even
close to be ing cor rect. About one- forth of smok ers pre -
fer smoke- free din ing, and a large number will sit in
the non smok ing sec tion with their friends and fam ily.
Only 2-3% of the en tire popu la tion are hard- core
smok ers who will stay away from a smoke- free eat ery.
And for every smoker you could lose, you stand to gain 
two non smok ers in their place. That kind of math is on
your side. Don’t let that 2-3% de stroy your logic. 

Sec ondly, smok ers are be com ing in creas ingly aware
of the prob lems cre ated by their to bacco habit. They
can’t smoke in mov ies, re tail stores, thea ters or planes,
and they un der stand why they are find ing fewer res tau -
rants in which to smoke. Be sides, most smok ers don’t
quit eat ing in their fa vor ite res tau rant when it goes
smoke free, they just quit smok ing in it.

Most of my cus tom ers are smok ers! 

First, that’s proba bly not cor rect, but if it is, you are in
even deeper trou ble than are most of your col leagues.
If you have al lowed your smok ing cli en tele to take
over your es tab lish ment, you and your staff are at
greater health risk than ever be fore. Un der nor mal cir -
cum stances, wait resses are only at four times the risk
of de vel op ing lung can cer. What is it with a higher ra -
tio of smok ers?

Also im por tant, if you have lost that many non smok ers 
al ready, you should be poised to re gain a greater
number of them when you do go smoke- free! And a
number of your smoky com peti tor’s pa trons, as well. 

We want to ac com mo date all of our cus tom ers! 

That’s what the to bacco in dus try wants you to do, too,
and Philip Mor ris and R.J. Rey nolds even pro vide
 decals for your doors to show your cus tom ers how
 “ accommodating” you are to smok ers. 

But don’t kid your self into be liev ing that this will work 
in your fa vor. What smok ers and non smok ers choose
to breathe into their lungs are mu tu ally ex clu sive. One
wants clean air; the other wants to bacco smoke. You
can not sat isfy them both.

As well, these signs will ac tu ally lead to in creased
smok ing in your es tab lish ment (ex actly what the in -
dus try wants), with a re sult ing de crease in non smok ing 
pa trons. Don’t let the to bacco in dus try trick you into
put ting their prof its ahead of your own. Many non -
smok ers will avoid (even boy cott) res tau rants that
 encourage smok ing with these tobacco- industry signs. 

My cus tom ers don’t com plain about the smoke! 

Few will. Only 1 in 25 non smok ers will speak out
when of fended by to bacco smoke. Most non smok ers
just qui etly walk away to a non smok ing res tau rant —
and the op era tor never knows why they’ve left. Si lent
losses, in deed. 

How ever, since some smok ers com plain when not al -
lowed to light up, op era tors are of ten left with the false
im pres sion that they are sat is fy ing more peo ple by al -
low ing smok ing and re duc ing com plaints, when in fact 
they have only re duced the number of peo ple to com -
plain.

The owner is a smoker! 

That may be true. But it’s our guess that the owner is
also (or wants to be) a good busi ness per son, and if re -
mov ing the ash trays in creased reve nues, that owner
would sat isfy his or her smok ing habit else where. 

Be sides, there is only one thing worse than hav ing a
pa tron light up and ruin your meal: it’s hav ing the
owner or an em ployee do it. Even if smok ing is al -
lowed in a res tau rant, it is ab so lutely fool hardy for
own ers or em ploy ees to con trib ute to the prob lem and
them selves chase away non smok ers. 



Smok ers have rights, too! 

Of course they do, but they do not have the right to dis -
perse into the air a known toxic sub stance for oth ers to
breathe — re gard less of how long the prac tice has been 
tol er ated in our so ci ety. You wouldn’t let non smok ers
dis perse ra don, as bes tos or any other an noy ing sub -
stance into the air; why must you al low smok ers to do
it? 

To the con trary, non smok ers (but mostly, your em -
ploy ees) do have the right to breathe clean, safe air.
That right is guar an teed by both state and fed eral laws,
you have an ob li ga tion to pro vide it, and res tau rant
 operators will see in creas ing num bers of law suits from
em ploy ees if they fail to ad dress this safety is sue. 

Im por tantly, em ploy ees must breathe the smoky air 40
hours per week, and the cu mu la tive ef fect can be
deadly. It is pre cisely be cause of em ployee safety that
most smok ers un der stand why you’ve made the de ci -
sion to go smoke free. Few, if any at all, will chal lenge
a de ci sion based on em ployee safety.  

Why not have clean air, which eve ry body can breathe? 

I can’t af ford to make any changes! 

Can you really af ford not to? 

If things are not go ing well, be ing smoke free will
likely make them bet ter. It could even make the dif fer -
ence be tween stay ing in busi ness and clos ing the
doors. Ironi cally, we’ve seen numerous res tau rants
close their doors, while at the same time re fus ing to try
some thing new, like a smoke- free pol icy, to turn things 
around. Does that make any busi ness sense? Is it any
won der that the fail ure rate for res tau rants is so high? 

If busi ness is al ready good, are you not open to mak ing
it bet ter? We’ve even had some say that “busi ness is
too good,” and they couldn’t stand to make it any bet -
ter! Well, then, how about just mak ing it safer and
cleaner with out los ing any busi ness? 

I’m wait ing for it to be come law! 

Why wait un til the play ing field is lev eled, when you
can capi tal ize on the trend and gain a com peti tive edge
be fore eve ry body else is do ing it too?

The res tau rants in Madi son that led the smoke- free
trend, long be fore the or di nance was passed, de vel -
oped a loyal fol low ing that re mained even af ter the
 ordinance lev eled the play ing field. 

You, too, can be a leader and capi tal ize on this prof it -
able trend. Don’t be the last one to make the move.

And our fa vor ite.....  

We’ve got to be fair to eve ry body 

Is it really “fair” to force non smok ers (and your em -
ploy ees) to breathe sec ond hand to bacco smoke, just so
you can be “fair” to smok ers? Is it fair to force non -
smok ers to sit on the patio, so smok ers can light up in -
side? Isn’t maxi mum fair ness pro vid ing eve ry body
clean, safe air to breathe while en joy ing their din ner?  

The Na tional Res tau rant As so cia tion find ings... 

Ac cord ing to a Feb ru ary 12, 1993 memo from the
NRA to its mem bers, cit ing a New York Times/CBS
poll re gard ing smok ing in res tau rants: 

A full 67% of those polled fa vor a com plete ban on
smok ing in all pub lic places — in clud ing 39% of
 current smok ers, 74% of former smok ers, and 78% of
those who never smoked. 

Ac cord ing to a study fielded by the Na tional Res tau -
rant As so cia tion in Janu ary 1993, 

• 56% of adults said they would be more likely to
go to a res tau rant that vol un tar ily banned smok -
ing as op posed to one that con tin ued to per mit
smok ing, and 

• 26% would be less likely to go to a res tau rant
that vol un tar ily banned smok ing as op posed to
one that con tin ued to per mit smok ing. 

Now plug in your cal cu la tor! 

If you are not smoke free, you are los ing busi ness you
need not lose. While the above il lus trates a 215%
greater (56% vs. 26%) pref er ence for smoke free din -
ing, even if the former ex ceeded the lat ter by only 1%,
it would trans late to an in crease in sales!!! For every
smoker who would eat there less fre quently, two
non smok ers will take their place.  That re sults in a
gain no mat ter what lan guage you speak.



Smoke- free Bars?  
Bars with non smok ing sec tions?

Not out of the realm of pos si bil ity...

For far too long, res tau rant op era tors have as sumed
that ban ning smok ing in their eat ery would cost them
busi ness. Now they are learn ing that most smok ers do
not quit eat ing in their fa vor ite res tau rant when it goes
smoke- free, they just quit smok ing in it. Smok ers
really don’t have to light up eve ry where they go, they
just do be cause they are al lowed to. 

Bar own ers have tra di tion ally felt the same con cern,
per haps be ing even more cau tious be cause it so of ten
seems that a large per cent age of bar cus tom ers are
smok ers. But they must re al ize that nonsmokers are not 
nec es sar ily non drinkers; they just seem that way be -
cause most non smok ers avoid smoky bars at all costs. 

Ac cord ing to a San Jose (CA) State Uni ver sity study,
on a “per per son” ba sis, one smoker will con sume
twice the level of al co hol than one non smoker. 
However, non smok ers out num ber smok ers by 3:1. 

Think about that: Us ing the 3:1 nu meri cal ad van tage of 
non smok ers, for every three beers downed by three
non smok ers, two beers are downed by one smoker. No
mat ter how you cut it, the non smoker mar ket is greater
than the smoker mar ket! As a group, non smok ers con -
sume 60% of the to tal al co hol mar ket. That is a sig -
nifi cant over sight be ing made by most bar and lounge
own ers, and a lot of mar ket to chase away. 

Moreo ver, own ers must rec og nize the dire short age of
smoke- free bars in most cit ies. Tak ing ad van tage of the 
larger non smoker mar ket place and ad ver tis ing your
new smoke- free bar will surely draw non smok ing
 patrons away from your com peti tors, and your food
sales should in crease even more. Non smok ers are
 desperate for good places to go where they will not be
as saulted by to bacco smoke. 

The fact is, smok ers chase away non smok ers, both in
the bar and res tau rant set tings. As the smoker re turns,
the cy cle re peats and even more non smok ers are lost.
This cre ates the sig nifi cant im bal ance bar op era tors
see be tween smok ers and non smok ers. The at tri tion
rate of non smok ers is high and the ef fects harm ful to
em ploy ees and costly to the cash reg is ter. It makes no
sense to let this con tinue. 

Any smoke can be det ri men tal.... 

Non smok ers have vari ous de grees of sen si tiv ity. Some 
are to tally dis abled by smoke, and can not breathe in its
pres ence. Some have asthma. Some are only sen si tive
and de velop wa tery eyes, sneeze or get stuffed- up
heads. Some are nei ther, but are sim ply of fended by
the mere pres ence of smoke in the air. 

None the less, eve ry body in these cate go ries have made
a life choice to not breathe to bacco smoke, and they go
out of their way to pa tron ize non smok ing fa cili ties. 

That leaves the bars with the smok ers, the few non -
smok ers who are in dif fer ent about smoke, and those
who have just quit smok ing them selves and thus are
not yet both ered by the smell. 

But the ma jor ity of non smok ers are a vast mar ket place
that smoky bars and res tau rants will sim ply lose as
more and more places go smoke free. In fact, WISH’s
goal is to di vert as many non smok ers from smoky res -
tau rants as we can, and send them to smoke- free res -
tau rants in stead. We hope to cre ate a ma jor mar ket
shift to ward smoke- free res tau rants in or der to give
own ers of smoky res tau rants fi nan cial rea son to
change. 

When smoke is even al lowed in a build ing, it per me -
ates the air and pa trons in the non smok ing sec tion can
still go home with re sid ual to bacco odor on their
clothes and in their hair. When non smok ers get home,
they know all too well that they’ve been in a smoky
res tau rant. Just one ciga rette from a dis cour te ous
smoker is enough to en gulf 100 nearby non smok ers.  

The trend is firm. Most non smok ers will, in the fu ture,
fa vor and pa tron ize the to tally smoke- free fa cili ties be -
fore set tling on one with a smoky bar. Smoky places
will be the last re sort to many. 

Im por tantly, changes in bar smok ing poli cies can be
made with out sac ri fic ing any of your smoker busi ness.
Al though it might be gutsy to make a “bar- only” set -
ting smoke- free, there are com pro mises that can and
should be made. 



Smoke- Free Bars with at tached res tau rants

Most bars that are a part of a res tau rant can and should
go smoke free. If an op era tor de ter mines that be ing
smoke- free will in crease the food mar ket place, go ing
smoke free in the bar ex tends just one more serv ice to
the new non smok ing pa trons thus at tracted. 

As with the res tau rant de ci sion the same fears ex ist
here. But so can the re sults. Res tau rant own ers whose
busi ness in creases only mod er ately when go ing smoke 
free, are very likely not re ceiv ing the full im pact of
their new pol icy be cause they left the bar smoky. 

Af ter get ting new non smok ers into the res tau rant for
din ner, many of these pa trons avoid the smoky bar —
both while wait ing for their ta ble and for after- dinner
drinks. It seems a waste to see these non smok ers walk
past the bar on their way out, maybe even go ing to a
smoke- free bar else where in town. 

In cases where non smok ers go out to eat and then to a
bar, they can come to your place for both if your bar is
also smoke free. You’ll at tract new cus tom ers both
from res tau rant and bar com peti tors. 

Bar- Only set tings

Oh, but you say, “most of my bar cus tom ers smok e!” 

Is there really any won der as to why non smok ers are
avoid ing your smoky bar? Many non smok ers ab so -
lutely ref use to go into smoky bars. Proba bly half of
the adult popu la tion stay away from bars, and that is a
sig nifi cant loss of mar ket place, when it need not be
lost at all. 

Even with out go ing to tally smoke free, bar own ers can
in crease sales by tap ping the vast non smoker mar ket -
place. And yes, even with out giv ing up the “heavy
smoker” mar ket place, if they really want to keep it. 

How? First, by get ting the words “ven ti la tion and re -
cir cu la tion” out of their vo cabu lary. Think “ex haust!” 

Sepa rate the bar into smok ing and non smok ing sec -
tions and place a heavy ex haust fan at the smok ing end
to ex tract the smoke to tally out of the build ing. The
clean air will then travel through the non smok ing
 section, then the smok ing sec tion, and then out of the
build ing. Don’t re cir cu late the smoky air!  

Eve ry body will be pleased with this ar range ment, even 
the smok ers.  

Yes, this will in crease heat ing and ven ti la tion costs,
but the in creased non smoker mar ket place should more
than off set those costs. Or, you could de cide just to go
100% smoke free, which in volves no ad di tional struc -
tural costs. 

There is no good rea son why the smok ers need 100%
of your bar area, and most would rather have the non -
smok ers away from them any way.  

Note, how ever, that even if the above sug ges tion does
sat isfy smok ers and non smok ers, it does not re move
the sig nifi cant health risk im posed on the staff. 

Em ployer li abil ity?

If you thought the air sup ply was bad in the res tau rant
set ting, brace your self. It’s likely tri ple that in the bar. 

Ac cord ing to the Uni ver sity of Cali for nia, res tau rant
en vi ron mental to bacco smoke (ETS) is about 3-5 times 
higher than typi cal work place ex po sure; res tau rant
em ploy ees’ ETS ex po sure is 8-20 times higher than “at 
home” ex po sure; the most heav ily ex posed res tau rant
work ers in hale the benzo(a)pyrene equiva lent of
 actively smok ing 1 to 2 packs of ciga rettes per day, and 
wait resses have the high est mor tal ity of any fe male  oc -
u pa tional group (with al most 4 times the lung can cer
mor tal ity and 2 1/2 times the ex pected heart dis ease
mor tal ity rate). 

How does all of this trans late to the bar tender? Or
to the owner who runs the bar? 

We don’t know the an swers yet, but it cer tainly can’t
be good. And it sure could be a deadly mis take to ig -
nore the is sue just be cause you ha ven’t de vel oped lung
can cer or em phy sema yet. 

Visit the on line Smoke Free Din ing Guide at:
www.wish- wi.org/Res tau rantSearch.asp 
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