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THE ACCEPTANCE OF SMOKING AS OTHER-REGARDING BEHAVIOR IN
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ABSTRACT

Cigarette smolorﬁlsbmnlngadewambehawor especially when one
of others..No longer is it a behavior that on oonoemsthesrmler
meduwmfu nommolnmu\roug ngers of seconda !
this potential danger of cigarette ng.e)q:ountothhharmfornon-
smokers can be reguisted.* racognﬂionofsmddngasaproblemr nonsmokers

h the
smokers are starting to

in this. behavior in the

from simply self. hehavior, where the smoker is only making decisions about the. potential dangers
ofpact tE"’yrf\?irpc)tal'ltialdﬂl‘»\oor fo others. h the :y io:g lswhun:tpapumm t":eshcwhr's
onal use of opin 0 oW
smoking is being redefined and Is now seen as -regarding behavior by both smokers andpt:onsmokers
INTRODUCTION and nonsmokers to form new norms that de-

Social regulations are increasing for ciga-
rette smoking in American: society. New
laws and rules are regulating this behavior
and are restricting or-banning smoking in a
variety of areas. This paper will address why
these new social regulations have become
necessary by exploring the changing beliefs
and norms about cigarstte smoking. At one
time, cigarette smoking belonged in the
realm of self-regarding behavior ‘and was
not a problem for anyone, but the smoker.
John Stuart Mill. (1975) discusses self-re-
garding behavior. He states

In the part which merely concems himself,
his independence is, of right, absolute. Over
himself, over his.own body and mind, the in-
dividual is sovereign.

As discussed within this paper, smoking
was once considered -the individual's con-
cern and it was not necessary to consider
how it influenced others. The behavior was
self-regarding.

With the increasing medical information
on secondary/passive smoke, -smoking is
now being redefined as other-regarding be-
havior that has the potential for harm to
someone beyond the individual.

As soon as any pait of a person's conduct af-
fects prejudicially the interest.of others, so-
ciety has jurisdiction over it, and the question
whethermegmralwdlanwillmwmnot be
promoted by interfering with it, becomes open
to discussion. {Mill 1975)

The behavior, because of its potential harm
to others, is redefined as other-regarding
and has the potential to be:regulated at that
point. This regulation takes the form of new
laws and rules that will help the smokers

fine their obligations to each other. These
new iaws and rules are efforts to provide so-
cial controls that will ensure that smokers
develop other-regarding behavior. According
to Selznick,

To be effectively other-regarding we must, at
some crucial point, where the fate of the per-
son is decided, directly perceive and appreci-
ate them. (1992)

There exists no normative base for defining
smoking in this way, therefore, smokers are
having to change their attitudes about where
and when they should smoke. Due to the
change in definition, the individual's behav-
ior cannot be considered only his/her own
concern and new laws and norms reinforce
this change. Below, a short explanation de-
scribes why cigarette smoking is a unique
behavior to regulate. A discussion of the
data to support the argument that smoking
is being redefined as other-regarding be-
havior will follow. Included in that data is in-
formation pertaining to the- existence of new
regulations and the belief of Americans that
these new regulations are justifiable and
necessary.

REGULATING SMOKING BEHAVIOR

For many years, Americans believed that
smoking was a behavior that only affected
the individual. In fact, it was lmportant with-
in society.

Cigarette smoking during wartime and de-
pressions was not- merely approved as a
pleasure but viewed aimost as a duty that
owed to the principle:of camaraderie and to
the requirements of consolation in the face of
tragedy. It was also recognized as an index of
one's adult reliability. In these periods,
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smoking was admired, and

encouraged. (Klein 1993)

praised,

The definition of smoking is changing, but it
is doing so slowly. The problem’ of regulat-
ing smoking is due to the fact that it is part
of American culture. Klein (1993) discusses
theimportance of smoking and how itis.

of the American ideology. Rabih
arman (1993) agree with Klein (1993)

: Aslongassmoker'scough tobaoeoaftetm
_taste, and smoke-filled rooms: and ‘sportin

arenas were regarded at most as mir .
.noyances and only vaguely perceived » pos-
ing - health concerns--arinoyances: and:<con-

- ceins that far out-weighed by the:perceived
‘pleasures of smoking--fobacco use ‘was a
highly unlikely candidate for regulatory sanc-
tions. (Rabin, Sugarman 1893) & .-

It took several years for Americans to ac-
knowledge that smoking was: harmful for the
smoker. Currently, laws are syccessful at
suppressing smoking, at least in-certain ar-
eas and for the protection of nonsmokers.
During and after World War {], smoking
was an acceptable behavior; according to
Jacobson, . Wasserman, - and - .Anderson
(1997), Rabin and Sugarman (1993),: and
~ Bobel (1978). This acceptance was slow to
‘change. During the 1950s, ‘tesearch: was
available on-the heaith effects:.of smoking,
but very little of this evidence reached the
pubhc (Sobel 1978). The release the Sur-

cancer- and smoking. lnstead of
ducing smoking, “The impact of ”j
scare seemed to be lessening, in large part
as a result. of the growth of:filter smoking’

(Sobel 1978). Even the anti-smoking groups

found encouragement in.the promise of the
reduced health hazards due to the use of fil-
tered cigarettes. They “...turned to methods
by which cigarette users could minimize
harmful effects® (Sobel 1978). These efforts

were concentrated on the smoker and his or -

her heaith.

The first reports of social regulation at-
tempts occurred during the early 1970s (for
a review of smoking regulations, litigation,
and policies see Jacobson et &l 1997, Ka-
gan, -Vogel 1993, Kelder, -Daynard: 1297)
The anti-<smoking .groups -did not attempt to
ban smoking, but to restrict it to.specific ar-
eas, away from nonsmokers (Sobel 1978).

part - Despite the anti-smoking group's “efforts,
Sug_,a X

" . during these years and, as noted by
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Troyer and Markle (1979) emphasize that
“Official actions against individual smokers
appear to have occurred only after a major-
ity of the public defined smoking as unde-
sirable”. Once the public knew of the dan-
gers and had proof of the harm to the
smoker, social regulations were possible.

“Smoking was on an increasé in 197
afterward...” (Sobel 1978). Smokmg
regarded as a person's . individual g
and as self-regarding behavior. in’
America was involved in the Vietn

(1993), smoking is encouraged during
time. According to Myers and Arriold (4988},
the National Research Councit: and‘-- Sur-
geon General's reports on secor
ing, released in 1986, will:impact’ ‘
viduals view smoking in this nation. Onc:

these reports reached the public; ‘attitudes
changed since, based on “...the best scien-.
tific evidence available, smektng has long

‘ago ceased to be a private-regarding device

best treated as such’ (Goodin 1988). Since
there are -new: medical  findings that ‘how
show smoking to be dangerous :to other
people in the community, there is a renewed
effort to regulate smoking behavior. Rabin
and Sugarman note,

..from a perspective that views smdeers ‘as
m]uringmnoeemthivﬂpames the. tables are
turned: smokers must be made to 'stop their
wreongdoing. (1993)

~ The conflict over these new regulations and

the ‘extent of them revolves around twmis-
sues. First, as Wolfe (1989) states - .

© " When capitalism and liberal democracy eem- ‘

i bine, peopiearegwenthepotenﬁaltodeter :
mine. for themselves what.their obligations to -

= others. ought to be, but are then -given few:
satisfactory guidelines on how to fulfiil them.

Previously, there were no obligations' at-
tached to the act of smoking. Now that.there
is evidence of that obligation to others, due
to the harm of secondary smoke, it:is nec-
essary to provide the guidelines through of-
ficial means to regulate the behavior. Smok-
ers and nonsmokers are allowing “...author-
ity structures to formulate rules of social in-
terac:tmn for them...” (Wolfe 1988). . .

- The second problem is what Bellah, Mad-
sen Suliivan, Swidler, and Tipton. (19891)
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claim to occur in arguments of other 'social
questions. The discussion of rights “...tends

.to prevent precisely the consnderation of
how one choice is interdependent with other
choices” (Bellah et al 1991). Opponents on
either side of the smoking issue. argue about
rights and fail to emphasize the common
good for the community. To -achieve the

common good, a better solution might.in-.

clude returning the emphasis to encouraging

smokers to quit rather than trying to regulate -

smoking. Hardin (1988) also argues that
rights are unimportant, if there is a lack of
consideration for the common good. In
addition, he points to the fact that *T; di-
tional rights’...are institutional devices.
ducing the burden of gathermg informa on
and calculating consequences of actions”

(Hardin 1988). Traditional rights do not de- .

fine smoking as harmful to others, so the ar-
gument over smoking has become an issue
about ‘individual rights. What' results is a
conﬂict of rights

.n. which the protected actions of one party
cmncidentally bring harm to another _party.
typically because of external effects of the
actions. (Hardin 1988)

Secondary smoke is a harmfur external ef-
fect that needs regulation, despite the rlghts
of the individual smoker. -

Moreno and Bayer (1985) discuss ‘smok-
ing as one example of the use of public poh—
cies to promote health. They include the
problems listed above in their analysis of
the situation. According to this article, one
side of the argument over state regulation of
behaviors involves “...the claim that compe-
tent adults have the right to engage in fool-
ish and even self-destructive ‘seif-regarding’
practices” (Moreno, Bayer 1985). Individuals
who use this argument are referring to Mill’'s
(1975) work for the ideological base and
stick to their belief in individual rights. Mill
did qualify this argument by stating that
individual rights end when there is a poten-
tial to harm others (Mill 1975). Since medi-
cal evidence shows that secondary smoking
is harmful to others, the argument over
smoker's rights loses its force.

Goodin (1989) notes that it is no fonger
an individual right for the smoker, since
smoking is an addiction. Starting from Mill's
(1978) argument, Goadin emphasizes

It it Is autonomy that we are trying to pretect In
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opposing patemahshc legislation in general,
then'the same values that lead us to oppose

such legislation in general will lead us to wel-
come It in those particular cases where what
we are being p" ected from is something that
would deprive s from the capacity for autono-
mous choice. (1989)

This mferpretatlon of Mill changes the argu-
rt;ent that $moking is a right. If the smoker
agrees that nicotine is addictive, then he or
she is no longer making an autonomous
choice 'to smoke. If one interprets Mill's
(1975) work ih this way, it does not seem to
suppart the smoker’s argument for a right to
smoke. _second argument, discussed by
d Bayer (1985) centers on “...the
costs for society of risky personal
behavior [which] warrants state_ interven-
tion”. This utilitarian argument igno e
importance of achieving a common_good,
except in a monetary sense. Theseaauthors
claim that ' .

there has been little public discussion about
al social benefits of aggressive ef-
“fort to alter patterns of smoking and drinking.
" (Moreno, Bayer 1985)

This article does not refer to social regula-
tion of secondary smoke as a social benefit
that is non-monetary. Goodin (1989) does
discuss the need to use utilitarian “Calculus
when discussing social regulation of ‘smok-
ing. He discusses the difficulty in using this
type of approach beécause both smokers and
nonsmokers experience costs. His solution
i$ to use different social regulations to ac-
commodate the costs in different situations.

Overall utility for the whole society might be
better promoted by a more flexible, localized
policy, wherein smoking. rules for each sub-
population are set according to the distribu-
tion of smokers and nonsmokers within them.
{Goodin 1989)

This solution would accommodate the nghts
of smokers and nonsmokers and provide a
community solution that has the potential to
emphasize the common good.

As this short review of smoking in Ameri-
can society illustrates, perceptions about
smoking do appear to be changing. Below is
an attempt to document this change through
newspaper articles and opinion palls. It 15
possible to show that the anti-smoking
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campaign is becoming more effective, espe-
cially after the publication of the dangers of
secondary smoke.

DISCUSSION OF THE DATA"

In this section, two research methods
help to determine the change in the public's
perceptions of smoking and its regulatmn
The first method includes evidence retrieved
through the Newsbank Elex forma-
tion System. This database inclum;, news-
paper articles from all over the ccuntry and
since it is selective in which articles it pro-
vides, it is not a random sampling. Due to
the source bias, any consideration attached
to the conclusions should be tentative. Two
separate year groupings will help &how}the
increase of articles on seoond smok

articles dnscussmg the health haz
smoking. Four of these amclas “diswssed

years, 1991- 1993 there was én
forty-eight articles on health hazards that in-

: aary
smoke helped to” change the perceptron of
smoking within society. Individuals now had
proof to use which would encourage. the use
of social regulation. Social regulation was
possible since there was scientific evidence
that smoking was no longer self—regardmg
behavior. .

This change in public perce“ ‘
additional documentation By
changes in laws and rules concer:
ing allowed in government bui
public places. During 1981-1983, th

twenity-one articles dealing with the restric-

tion or banning of smoking in public places
and there were no articles dealing with these

issues within government bulldlngs Duhng k

stnctlons or bans of smokmg in -
places increased to ninety. Articles.

in government buﬂdings mcreasad to

since it documents the shift in ,
smoking as other-regarding behavior.

regulations are appropriate when _th
evidence of the damage that smql‘ginﬁg‘
cause to others within the community, .

on polls provi
‘ éfon The Gallup poll pubhshes pQHS

the restriction and banning of smoking WIth-
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Table 1: "Do You Think Cigarette Smoking
~Is Harmful or Not?" (Percentages)

Year =~ Smokers Nonsmokers
1949 Yos 52 66
. Ne 45 24
1977 Yes 83 95
- No 13 2 2
All Rupéndsm
1984 Yes 93
No 3

Desptte the possible bias of this data it(is
evident that there has been a shift in media
coverage.of smoking. Whether th sa
response to the public’s gre
oking or whether the ¢ h
dia coverage caused the groy
not -cléar. What is significan
creased ‘media coverage of
smoking and of social regulations
bring these issues into the public for
lnfcrmmg the public, there is a potential to
increase the public's concern and to allow
for continued changes in public perceptions
about, king and about social reguf’tip

The second method used includes are-
view of opinion polls to determine-if the:ptib-
lic is viewing smoking differently. Shephard
(1982) states that “Opinions in m
strongly influenced by a series
mented . reports on Smokmg an
from’ thq‘Surgeon General.” To :

iso completed polls for the Me"can
ociation. Both of these sumgg
heir samples from the national p pU-
, 'Data from the Hollander Cohert
‘'sociates’ survey was also used. This qu
haire ohly surveys people within the
e of Maryland. Another opinion poll in-
es the data produced by Talmey Re-
rch -and Strategy, Incorporated which
urveys a random sample of Colorado resi-
d\ ts. The American Public Opinion Data
provides a catalog for these and other opin-
fort palfs. The use of these polls will help to
show if smokers and nonsmokers are
changing their opinions about thg_hérm
caused by smoking. If there is & cheng‘a
th@ du'gctnon then there is some truth to.
argument that smoking is becomig =
regarding behavior. Opinions regarding the
acceptance of social regulations will show
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Table 2: "In General, How Harmful Do You
Feel Second-Hand Smoké I1s'To k_Mms?"

1994 1996
Very Harmful 36 48
Somewhat Harmful 42 36
Not too harmful 12 9
No harm at all 6 5
It depends 1 -
No opinion 3 2

Table 3: "Smokers Should Refrain From
Smoking in the Presence of -

Non-Smokers."
1983 1987 1989
Strongly agree 31 33 53
Agree 38 42 29
Disagree 2 16 13

Strongly disagree 3 3 2
-Table 4: "Do You Think There Should.or,

Should Not Be a Complete Ban on.Gigarette
Advertising?” (Percentages).

Year Smokers Nonsmoknrs

1977 Should 28 41
Should Not 65 . 47
No Opinion 7 12

1988 Should 34 64
Should Not 61 31
No Opinion 5 5

1994 Should 40 51
Should Not 56 45 -
No Opinion 4 4

that nonsmokers' rights are becoming more
important.

According to the 1987 Gallup poll, the
rate of smoking is decreasing. in 1944,
forty-one percent of the population smoi(ed
this rate increased to forty-five. percent in
1954. The rate decreased until it reached a
low of thirty percent in 1987. Prior to 1850,
Americans were unlikely to define smokmg
as harmful, but that is changing (Table 1).
According to the Gallup poll in 1949 and
1977 and the Hollander Cohen Associates’
survey in 1984°, people are defining smok-
ing as more harmful. The medical findings
on the dangers of cigarette smoking, as re-
ported in the 1964 Surgeon General's Re-
port, appear to have convinced the vast ma-
jority of people about the dangers for smok-
ers. Table 2 includes data from the Gallup
poll (1994 and 1998). This table shows the
change in opinions about the harm of
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Table 5: "Do You Think Federal and State

Taxes' on " Should or Should Not
Be Increased?” (Percentages)
1977 1993
Smokers Nonsmokers All
Should 17 52 67
Should Not 75 35 33
No Opinion 2 13 1

Table 6: "Do You Think the Sale of
Clgarettes Should or Should Not Be Banned

“ Completely?” (Percentages)
1877 1988 1894
Should 19 13 11
Should Not 75 85 86
No Opinion 6 2 3

secondary smoke. The majority in each of
these groups agrees that smoking is harm-
ful. This table aiso shows the increase in the
belief that secondary smoke is “very harm-
ful.” The agreement that smoking is harmful
to others and not to the smoker alone indi-

‘cates that smoking is becoming other-re-

gardl behavior. It is necessary to deter-
mine if the data in Table 2 indicates what is
hypothesized. The data in Table 3 was part

-of the Gallup poll survey in 1989, This table

offers ‘'some assistance in. determining if
smoking is becoming other-regarding be-
havior. The respondents do agree that
smokers should refrain from smoking in the
presence of nonsmokers in 1983, but strong
agreement occurs in the 1989 poll. Since
the majority of respondents agree that
smokers should refrain from smoking in the
presence of nonsmokers, this data indicates
that smokers and nonsmokets do not con-

. sider’'smoking to be self-regarding behavior.

The norms surrounding smoking are
changing and smokers and nonsmokers are
increasingly accepting this change. Goodin
(1989), in his argument over rights, states
that *...nonsmokers should have a right to
veto otbers smoking in the airspace that
they must share’. From this data, it is
obvious that public opinion offers support
for this contention.

~ ‘Smoking is considered other-regarding
behavior, according to the data presented.
Since there is such strong agreement about
the potential for harm, social regulation of
this ‘behavior becomes necessary. Social
regulations have been placed on smoking
and tespondents to these surveys agree
with the need for iaws and rules concerning



232 Volume 26, No. 2 November 1998

Table 7: "Which Statément on T

Free Inquily in Creative Sociology

; Card Best Descrlhe& You: Opinlon Regarding Smoking

in Eachjpi’ ‘the Following Places?” (Percentages)

Hotels, Motels 1983 1987
No restrictions 30 20
Areas set aside 54 67
No smoking 12 10
Don't know 4 3

Restaurants
No restrictions 10 8
Areas set aside 69 74
No smoking: 19 17
Don't know 2 1

Workplaces
No restrictions 15 14
Areas set aside 64 70
No smoking 17 17

1989 1992 1994
19 12 10
63 69 68
12 17 20
6 2 2
8 4 4
66 62 57
23 33 38
3 1 1
10 5 4
65 64 63 .
21 30 2

1 q

Don't know 4 -2

smoking. The banning of some cigarette ad-
vertising is already in place, for example,
television commercials. The data in Table 4
is part.of the 1977, 1988, and 1894 Gallup
surveys. Nonsmokers are more
agree with banning cigarette advel jement
in 1988 than in 1977. In 1994, nonsmokers
were. less likely to want banning. An expla-
‘nation for this drop in agreement may be
that there was little media attention given to
the need for advertising bans, but it'is diffi-
cult to tell from the data in this table; There
is less agreement among the smokers, but
there exists a consistent increas
ment from 1977 to 1994. This type
regulation is constralnlng the behavior ¢ f the
cigarette companies, but the increasing
agreement helps to.show the concern of
smokers for the need to provide some social
regulation.

Another possibility for social regulation is

to raise taxes to increase the. costs for

smokers. The majority of the individuals sur-
veyed m 1993 agreed with this statement |

(Table 5%). President Clinton has argued for
an increase on cigarette taxes to help pay

for the health care reform. His rationale for res

doing so is that smokers increase the costs
of health care due to their habit. Since
Clinton discussed this fact on television and
the newspapers reported his arguments, the
increase from 1977 to 1993 may be strictly
due to increased publicity of this informa-
tion. The result of this increased information
is that the surveyed population appears to
support this method of social regulation.
There seems to be little agreement over

~group prefers smoking areas within public

the complete ban of smoking. Table' 6°
shows the results over time and there is a
decrease in the opinion that smoking should
be banned:completely. Apparently, the pub-
lic still does not want to fully restrict behav-
ior that involves individual choice. -Banning
of cigarettes is an extreme response. Com-
plete bans would involve paternalistic legis-
lation and smoking, despite its harm to the
individual, ‘is still considered an individual

right. As stated earlier Goodin (1989) ar-

gues that since smoking is addictive, the in-
dividual is unable to choose fresly whether
to:smoke or not. :

“There is also a concern over the costs to
society,. if smoking is completely banned
(Goodin 1989). Not only will it influence the
economy through farming of tobacco and
production of cigarettes, but it may. also
¢ i Iegal trade in cigarettes. Due to this
rit.and .the apparent lack of. agree-
,the opinion polls banmng the. sale

pall\}urveyed individuals for the. American
Lung Assomatlon in the years indicated.
These apinions are changing to support the
social regulation of smoking. Since these
questions refer to public places, the support
for social regulation indicates that. smoking
is other—regarding behavior. The largest

places, rather than banning or having no re-
strictions for smoking at all. The mcrease in
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the percentage of people who want to ban or
restrict smoking and the decrease in opin-
ions that there should be no restrictions in-
dicates that nonsmokers’ rights are becom-
ing more important. Opinion . regarding
smoking in restaurants is similar to the one
for smoking in hotels and. motels, but there
is more interest in banning smoking. Opin-
ions about regulating workplace smoking
also emphasize the changing beliefs about
whose rights are most important. The pat-
tern is the same; the preference is for
smoking areas and few people want no
regulations on smoking. The opinions about
social regulations indicate that smokers and
nonsmokers want smoking -regulated and
few people want no restrictions. There is a
difference in opinion for hotels and motels
and the other two places. There is less
agreement that smoking should be banned
in hotels and motels. It is difficult to deter-
mine what the reasons are for this difference
and future research should attempt to ad-
dress this problem. Even so, it can be sug-
gested that the difference may be due to the
separation of space that is found in hotels
and motels and also, out of respect for a
guest's right to privacy in his/her own rental
space. This separation provides for private,
rather than public, areas and less chance
for the nonsmoker to be near a smoking in-
dividual. When there exists a difference in
agreement about social regulations, it can
be assumed that, as Goodin (1989) sug-
gests, there is some consideration for both
smokers’ and nonsmokers' rights.

Since there are a variety of regulations
and opinions about where smoking should
and should not be banned, the smoker must
consider others. As Jacobson et al point out,

Tobacco control legislation also shifts control
from the smoker to the nonsmoker and
places the burden of showing that smoking is
permitted on the smoker. (1997)

Smokers are forced to regard others. The
need for official regulations may still be nec-
essary in a modern society, but they are
more likely to be accepted and followed if
the norms surrounding smoking support the
redefinition and social regulation of this be-
havior. These surveys show a changing at-
titude toward smoking and the social regu-
lation of this behavior. The harm of smoking
to nonsmokers is increasing the acceptance
of social regulations and encouraging the
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acceptance of this behavior as other-ré-
garding. ’

CONCLUSIONS :

The argument over smoking has gained
new force because of the information on
secondary smoke. The utilitarian ar§ument
did not carry as much force in encoliraging
smokers to quit or in obtaining regulations
on individual behavior. As noted above (Mo-
reno, Bayer 1985), the argument over indi-
vidual rights to smoke was too persuasive.
Since the new information about the dan-
gers of cigarette smoking includes the data
of how this behavior affects others, there is
less power to the argument of individual
rights. As Gibsen (1997) . argues,
“...smokers have become a stigmatized out-
group.” Attempts to suppress cigarette
smoking are more likely-now becauseé smok-
ing is no longer a self-regarding behavior. It
is becoming a deviant behavior - (Kluger
1996).

This research showed the changirlg opin-
ions about smoking and”the regulation of
this behavior. Individuals are acknowledging
the dangers of smoking to others arid there
is a change in opinion about applying social
regulations. Even though there iIs little
agreement to Han smoking, there i$ still a
concern for others who might exgerience
harm due to the behavior of smoker$. Inter-
pretation of the data in this paper shows
that smoking- is becoming other-r?ard'mg
behavior and deviant in the presence of oth-
ers. To determine why opinions are, chang-
ing, other research should focus bn why
people believe that these social regulations
are appropriate. This information would be
useful for expanding the argument that
smoking is becoming an other-regarding
behavior. A more complete survey of hews-
paper articles will also help to soive the
problem of determining when changes in
opinions occurred. It may also highlight
when controversies about social regulations
occurred and for what reasons. These fac-
tors need to be researched to offér more
knowledge about social regulations and the
change in this behavior within society.

FNDNOTES
The 1984 Hollander Cohen Associates survey
question was different from the Gallup poll ques-
tion. The actual question asked was “Do you
think smoking is or is not harmful to health?”
2 Both sets of data are from the Gallup poll. The
1993 Gallup poll question was “The Clinton
health-care reform bill increases federal tax on a
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