A while ago I was taking a walk and I saw a bench with a bucket nearby. As I came
closer, I saw the bucket was full of sand and cigarette butts. I wondered for a moment
how smokers knew to use the bucket as an ashtray; there was no way to tell with
certainty that this was its intended purpose. But I soon determined that a smoker can
realize a bucket full of sand is an ashtray in the same way a cat can realize a box full of
sand is a litter box. By instinct many smokers, under the banner of “smoker’s rights,”
seem to look for a place to dump crap, whether it’s noxious smoke in our lungs,
pseudoscience in our minds, or cigarette butts on our streets.

This work refutes ten pro-smoker arguments against smoking bans, showing that the
alleged right to smoke in public places is nothing but nonsense.

Anyone who denies that secondhand smoke presents a great danger to health denies
reality. Mountains of peer-reviewed literature and decades of studies, as the smallest
research effort would make clear, show that secondhand smoke is a serious health
hazard. The American Cancer Society, the World Health Organization, the U.S. Surgeon
General, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the Environmental Protection
Agency, the American Lung Association, even many tobacco companies, all agree with
that conclusion, just to name a few. Also, consider the 168 nations that signed the
Framework Convention on Tobacco Control, which acknowledges the dangers of and
mandates protection from secondhand smoke.! You can debate that secondhand smoke

1 WHO Framework Convention on Tobacco Contitorld Health Organization. 2003. 8. July 03, 2008
http://www.who.int/tobacco/framework/WHO_FCTC_emjlipdf

Parties recognize that scientific evidence has unexgally established that exposure to tobacco gmok
causes death, disease and disability.

Each Party shall adopt and implement in areas @taag national jurisdiction as determined by natib
law and actively promote at other jurisdictionaléds the adoption and implementation of effecegislative,
executive, administrative and/or other measuresyigling for protection from exposure to tobacco kenm...
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is undamaging like you can debate that the Earth is flat.

Even if all the evidence and consensus we have of secondhand smoke’s dangers were
absent, it would still be obvious that secondhand smoke is dangerous. Common sense
makes it clear that breathing smoke is unhealthy. Look how people cough, how their
eyes tear, when they are exposed to it. Look at the function of the lung; to oxygenate the
blood and to excrete carbon dioxide, a function smoke is obviously not conducive to.
Almost no one tries to argue that smoking does not cause harm to smokers. If tobacco
smoke is harmful to them, it is perfectly logical that it could harm other people who
breathe it.

Even if one still foolishly discounts the health aspects, smoking should still not occur in
public places, as a matter of etiquette and fire safety. Secondhand smoke irritates many
people, burning the eyes and throat, causing headaches and nausea, so any smoker with
the slightest regard for others would go outside. Smoking also causes tremendous
numbers of fires around the world, causing the majority of either household or overall
tire-related deaths in Denmark, Japan, Holland, Hungary, New Zealand, Israel, the
UK, and the U.S.2

Secondhand smoke should never have had to be proven harmful. If smokers want to
use tobacco in public places, the burden of proof should be on them to show it is
harmless.

The idea that secondhand smoke is some kind of myth or grand conspiracy, as pro-
smokers often assert to refute the evidence of its danger, is idiotic. Such an elaborate,
long-term, secret, worldwide scheme, involving innumerable governments, doctors,
scientists and organizations, is obviously completely infeasible.

Even if all the evidence and worldwide consensus really could somehow be a
fabrication, part of a huge conspiracy, there would still be a moral imperative to
disallow smoking in public places. If there is a chance in a hundred that secondhand
smoke is truly harmful, caution must be exercised for the sake of public health.

indoor workplaces, public transport, indoor pubtilaces and, as appropriate, other public places.

2 Leistikow, Bruce N., Daniel C. Martin, and ChristiA. Milano. “Fire Injuries, Disasters, and Costsn
Cigarettes and Cigarette Lights: a Global Overvidtveventive Medicine31 (2000): 93. June 29, 2008.
http://leistikow.ucdavis.edu/SmokingFires.pdf

Smoking materials, cigarettes, or smoking mateiad matches were the leading cause of home dr tota
fire fatalities (or fatal fires) in every countriidt reported a leading cause including the Unitéatés, United
Kingdom, Holland, Hungary, Japan, Denmark, New Zed| and Israel.
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Then again, there really has been a conspiracy. It was perpetrated by the tobacco
industry to obscure smoking’s ill effects and to protect profits. The judge’s final opinion
in United States of America vs. Philip Morris USA, Inc., et al. reads that:

In addition, the document reads that:
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Even worse, it also reads that:
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The tobacco companies’ conspiracy to defraud and addict people was perhaps one of
the worst crimes against humanity ever, considering how tobacco has killed 100 million
people just since the 1950s.

Other forms of pollution, like car exhaust, pose a health threat and should be reduced
and eliminated, but their existence has no effect on the issue of secondhand smoke. It is
largely a matter of indoor air quality, and no one is running cars inside banks and
restaurants.

To say since one form of pollution exists, like car exhaust, we should not eliminate other
forms of pollution, like secondhand smoke, that it’s either all or nothing, is ridiculous.

% United States of America vs. Philip Morris USA,.Jret al.No. 99-2496 (GK). United States District Court fbe
District of Colombia. Final Opinion. 1211, 219, 568Wugust 17, 2006. July 02, 2008.
http://www.library.ucsf.edu/tobaccol/litigation/usafFinalOpinion_full_version.pdf

4 “Smokers ‘Will Die 10 Years Early” BBCJune 22, 2004. June 28, 2008.
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/health/3826127.stm

Professor Alex Markham of Cancer Research UK sdidbacco is responsible for a third of all UK
cancer deaths. Since the study began in 1951, tablaas killed around 100 million people globally.”



“Smokers’ Rights” is Nonsense Crisci

We would never make progress in improving the environment with such a mentality;
every attempt to reduce emissions or to clean-up pollutants would be thwarted by the
existence of pollution elsewhere or in other forms.

Tobacco itself is a major source of pollution in general. Trillions of cigarettes are
consumed every year,® being burned and releasing the poison they contain into the
atmosphere. Add cigars and pipes, all the cigarette butts that are littered, all the arable
land that is tied up by tobacco, and the fossil fuels burned to raise, process and
transport it, and you have an environmental nightmare.
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This is true but irrelevant, an attempt by pro-smokers to gain support through fear by
associating current smoking bans with Nazism. By their logic, all traffic laws should
also be repealed since traffic laws existed under the Nazi regime. Just because an evil
group does something doesn’t in itself make that thing evil. The Nazis also wore clothes
yet the pro-smokers don’t advocate we all go around naked.

Pro-smokers shouldn’t accuse those in favor of smoking bans of being the Nazis
considering how pro-smokers are like Holocaust deniers, often downplaying the
dangers of secondhand smoke, or denying them all together, in spite of all the evidence,
and also considering how they want to make our buildings into gas chambers.
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Many smokers try to paint themselves as a persecuted minority, as if they were an
ethnic or religious group, yet all that distinguishes them from the mainstream is their
enjoyment of breathing smoke. Smokers are not being persecuted. They are allowed to
smoke, and they have full access to any place a non-smoker has access to, so long as
they don’t smoke there, where others can be harmed.

The right to a smoke-free environment certainly would take precedence over the right
to smoke (if such a right existed at all). The smoker is the one affecting the air quality,
not the non-smoker. Breathing air without smoke cannot irritate or harm the smoker in
any way and is in fact beneficial to him; breathing air with smoke, however, can irritate,
harm the health of, or even kill, the non-smoker.

® Tobacco: the World Health Organization's Respowserld Health Organization. 2007. June 30, 2008.
http://www.who.int/whr/media_centre/factsheet2/en/.
Every year, over five trillion cigarettes are maactured.
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The pro-smokers often argue that we will find ourselves in some Orwellian dystopia, if
people aren't allowed to spew smoke wherever they please; all the while arguing those
in favor of smoking bans are the fearmongerers. But pro-smokers are the ones who care
little about personal freedom. They disregard the right of the non-smoker to have clean,
safe air to breathe, to have one of the essentials of life unhindered. If smokers insist on
destroying themselves, they may do so, but on their own private property or where it
can’t cause harm to anyone else.
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The government is allowed by law to set certain standards in privately-owned public
places to protect public health and safety. Kitchens have to be kept clean to prevent
food from becoming contaminated. There must be an adequate number of exits so a
building can be quickly vacated in the event of fire. Smoking bans fall in among these
standards.

Private business owners have a clear, legal responsibility for the safety of their
employees and customers. Until the late 19" century, owners weren’t taking
responsibility and lots of people were getting killed and injured. The owners had well
over a century of scant government intervention to get their acts together on their own
volition but greedily chose not to. Because of their neglect, the government finally had
to step in to end the horror show in the factories, mines and slaughterhouses and set
standards for things like fire safety and cleanliness.

In a similar sense, faced with the evidence that secondhand smoke is harmful, private
business owners could have chosen to take action and banned smoking in their
businesses themselves. Smokers could have chosen to have regard for other people and
smoked outside. In both cases, legislation would have been unnecessary, yet, in general,
neither business owners nor smokers chose to resolve the problem themselves. In the
same way sanitation and fire-safety standards had to be legislated for the sake of public
safety, due to the greed and neglect of business owners, so too do smoking bans.
Secondhand smoke presents such an obvious and grave danger to everyone that it must
be addressed.

In the end, smokers are the ones who tend to lack respect for private property rights.
Look how they often react, with annoyance and disdain, when a private business does
ban smoking or when you don’t allow them to smoke in your home.
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If they ever have, it is totally irrelevant; safety is more important than personal profit.
Economies rise and decline, profits are lost and gained, but no amount of money can
recover lost health or revive the dead.

When pro-smokers say that smoking bans should not be instituted for economic
reasons, they reveal they are willing to endanger your health for money. Businesses that
depend on people’s drug addictions and self-destruction don’t deserve anyone’s
consideration.

Smoking bans are economically beneficial. Non-smokers, who are the majority of the
population, certainly would choose a smoke-free business establishment over a smoke-
filled establishment. Furthermore, secondhand smoke causes great economic harm in
itself, resulting in billions of dollars in healthcare costs and financial losses for victims.®
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No release of another substance as toxic as secondhand smoke would ever be tolerated
indoors, by law or by common sense, with or without such a system, like nothing else
as deadly as tobacco would ever be permitted for public consumption.

Even if the removal of secondhand smoke were effective, and the EPA and Surgeon
General among others have determined it isn’t,” the health risks would still remain. It

® Uccello, Cori E, Costs Associated with Secondh@mbke American Academy of Actuaries. 2006. June 29,
2008. http://www.actuary.org/pdf/health/smoking Cécpdf

” Indoor Air Pollution: an Introduction for HealthidfessionalsThe Environmental Protection Agency. 2007.
http://www.epa.gov/iag/pubs/hpguide.html#environaéb20tobacco%20smoke

While improved general ventilation of indoor placeay decrease the odor of environmental tobacco
smoke (ETS), health risks cannot be eliminatedemelly accepted ventilation methods. ResearcHdthto the
conclusion that total removal of tobacco smokecemplex mixture of gaseous and particulate comptsnen
through general ventilation is not feasible.

The most effective solution is to eliminate all kimg from the individual's environment, either thgh
smoking prohibitions or by restricting smoking togerly designed smoking rooms. These rooms shmauld
separately ventilated to the outside.

Some higher efficiency air cleaning systems, usdkct conditions, can remove some tobacco smoke
particles. Most air cleaners, including the poputisk-top models, however, cannot remove the gagEdlutants
from this source. And while some air cleaners asighed to remove specific gaseous pollutants, roeepected
to remove all of them and should not be relied uggotio so.

Szabo, Liz. “Secondhand Smoke Debate ‘Over” USAaydune 27, 2006. July 01, 2008.
http://www.usatoday.com/news/health/2006-06-27-iamtary-smoking_x.htm

According to a Surgeon General's report, separateling sections do not protect non-smokers from
secondhand smoke...



“Smokers’ Rights” is Nonsense Crisci

takes time for a system to exchange the air in a room. It takes time for smoke to reach
the system’s intakes. During these lags, occupants would be breathing secondhand
smoke unabated.

Pro-smokers attempt to refute the ineffectiveness of secondhand smoke removal with
the effectiveness of filtration systems designed for special facilities, like laboratories.
However, the two applications are obviously completely different. That
notwithstanding, lab equipment is specialized to handle specific contaminants, not a
poisonous soup of thousands of chemicals as secondhand smoke,® and dangerous
samples in the lab are not even exposed to the air people breathe, but are worked in
sealed containers, such as gloveboxes.

Even if some system could somehow eliminate all the health hazards of secondhand
smoke, it would be ridiculous to install it. The justification for the cost is to
accommodate peoples’ drug addictions.

Having a smoking section in a building is like having a toxic-waste discharge section in
a lake; smoke inevitably spreads from the smoking section to other parts of the
building. This is a matter of the laws of nature. Gasses, in this case those in secondhand
smoke, expand to fill the entire volume of their container, in this case a building,
regardless of the container’s size or shape.

The only way smoking sections could be viable is if they are completely sealed and
isolated from the rest of a building and ventilated separately. The great expense of this
is unjustifiable in the same way that of ventilation systems would be.

(

Secondhand smoke ruins people’s health and kills them; it cannot be compared to
smells and noises. Nevertheless, few would think of being so rude as to bring a CD
player into a restaurant and to blast music. But at least that wouldn’t make people sick

U.S. Surgeon General Richard Carmona declaredriepart Tuesday that there is no risk-free level of
exposure to someone else's drifting smoke. Sepsmat&ing sections don't work.” “Only smoke-freelthimigs and
public places truly protect non-smokers, Carmonid.sa

8 «“|_aboratory Filtration Selection Guide.” Cole-Paniechnical LibraryCole-Parmer. July 03, 2008.
http://www.coleparmer.co.uk/techinfo/techinfo.asipifile=SelectFiltLab.htm&ID=658
Discusses some of the elaborate, specialized eguipnsed for filtration in the laboratory
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or damage their health. Somebody’s feet, or cooking onions, or most smells that may
exist, might be disgusting or annoying but won’t hurt anyone, and usually do not create
severe discomfort.

Maybe so, but don’t choose for me what that something will be.

Countering the arguments of pro-smokers is, in the end, somewhat of a moot point.
Smokers are addicted to the drug we want to place restrictions on, nicotine; their
judgment is clouded by their need for it. Thus, they are going to fight to smoke
whenever and wherever they get the urge to, despite any evidence that this is legally
questionable, morally reprehensible and a grievous violation of individual rights and
freedom.

Tobacco has been a nightmare for mankind, millions dead, millions of cases of
disfiguring, incurable disease and hopeless addiction, billions of dollars in financial
losses, but we are bringing that to an end. Tobacco had free reign for hundreds of years,
but the world has awoken, its reign is ending.
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