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SmokeSmoke--free did not Harm Business free did not Harm Business 
kkin Lexington, Kentuckyin Lexington, Kentucky

An average of 400 additional restaurant  An average of 400 additional restaurant 
employees per month (3% of total restaurant 
employment)employment)

 Bar employment stable 
 No change in business openings or closings No change in business openings or closings

l   lli   Ok li  C C  h   (200 )  i  i  f  kPyles, M, Mullineaux, DJ, Okoli, CTC, Hahn, EJ. (2007). Economic impact of a smoke-
free law in a tobacco-growing community. Tobacco Control, 16(1).



SmokeSmoke--free Laws Do Not Affect free Laws Do Not Affect 
llEmployee TurnoverEmployee Turnover

 No overall relationship between smoke-
free laws and employee turnover.

 Small annual increase in training costs, if 
any.
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Wh  t lli  f  i  i bl  t 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   counterparts.  

 There was no evidence of a relationship between 
Ohio’s smoke-free law and economic activity in 
K t k  b d  ti   Kentucky border counties.  

Pyles, M. &, Hahn, E.J. (In press). Economic effects of Ohio’s smoke-free law on Kentucky 
and Ohio border counties  Tobacco Controland Ohio border counties. Tobacco Control.



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

 There were no negative economic effects of 
k f  l  i  l iti  dl  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.
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 Anticipate bogus ‘reports’ of economic loss before 
and after the law is implemented.p

 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 
f l k f  isuccessful smoke-free campaign

◦ Wards off attempts to exempt certain venues (i.e., 
bingo halls) and weaken the law post-implementationbingo halls) and weaken the law post implementation
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