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The Promotion of a Smoke-Free Campus

Smoking endangers a person’s health and exposessdih secondhand smoke. Because of the
negative aspects of smoking, the National Centehddfiction and Substance Abuse (CASA) has
recommended that college campuses should be smed&e-fo assess the effectiveness of a
smoking policy on campus, smoking and non-smokinglents at a large university in the
Midwest were interviewed. Their responses showed the existing smoking policy was weak
and often ignored. Students suggested that theersify should do a better job of implementing
the policy and also provide help for those who warguit smoking.
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Introduction

Smoking endangers a person’s health and it alsosegothers to secondhand smoke. Non-smokers
exposed to secondhand smoke have a 25 to 30% secreizk of developing heart disease and a 20% 30
increased risk of developing lung cancer (Natiag@ahter on Addiction and Substance Abuse [CASA],7200
Since May 1988, CASA has promoted the adoptionsrhake-free campus as an obligation (not an opfam)
colleges and universities. However, only 75 instins out of 4,200 colleges and universities awt@ay smoke-
free (American Nonsmokers’ Rights Foundation, 2007)

Over time, Purdue University’s policy on tobacce baen modified. In February 1991, the Indianatle
Indoor Air Law prohibited smoking in classroom laliiigs, except in designated smoking areas. In Aug005,
Purdue University implemented a non-smoking polielgich prohibited smoking in University facilitiedefined as
buildings, shelters, indoor and outdoor athletiliites, and indoor and outdoor theatres as welvahin a 30 foot
perimeter of the University facilities (Universityon-Smoking Policy, 2002).

Recent data on smokers at Purdue University waia@@gd from the spring 2007 University Wellness
Survey. The sample consisted of 3,112 undergradiiatients. Tobacco use in the last 30 days shthaedl7.5%
smoked cigarettes, 11.9% smoked cigars, cigaridlp§ttle cigars, and 18.7% smoked hookah (persona
communication, November 15, 2007). The Survey dtbthat the percentage of students who smokedetigarn
the last 30 days decreased from 24.4% to 17.5%daet\®003 and 2007. This was encouraging newsugjtho
there was no explanation for the decrease in srgokiurthermore, the Wellness Survey did not inelgdestions
about the smoking policy which was enacted in 200arly, there was a lack of information avaitabbom the
general student body to determine the effectivenétise policy. Therefore, the purpose of thissrsh was to
conduct a qualitative study to learn the opiniohBurdue University students in regard to a smake-Eampus and
to define the most effective way to implement a keafsee policy.

Review of Literature

The transition from high school to college is liko be a time of profound change as studentespesed
to new ideas and surroundings. To encourage dittiemaintain a healthy lifestyle, colleges nezdddress
issues that affect students’ health such as tleetedf smoking. In general, research indicatessthalents who
smoke experience a negative effect on their heaiim before reaching adulthood (Alexander, Pid¥iekos, &
Valente, 2001; Sax, 1997; Trinidad & Johnson, 200&yne, Aycicegi, & Harris, 2003; Wechsler, Rigptti
Gledhill-Hoyt, & Lee, 1998).

Research findings on the effectiveness of smogbiigies are mixed suggesting that additional redess
needed. While bans on smoking in public placescamiprehensive geographic restrictions have redsiceiking
(Chaloupka & Wechsler, 1997; Czart, Pacula, Chataug Wechsler, 2001), a study with a student sampkhe
United States and Canada indicated a non-signtfiegult for the effect of geographic smoking riesins (ewit,
Hyland, Kerrebrock, & Cumming4.997). In contrast, banning the sale of cigaraitesampus was associated with
increased levels of smoking (Chaloupka & Wechdl@g5; Czart et al. 2001).

The only study that assessed the effectivenessofoke-free policy on campus was conducted by hadia
University-Purdue University in Indianapolis (IU-BU This university (IU-PUI) implemented a smoked policy
in August of 2006. Six months later, IU-PUI remafta significant decrease in the overall smokingyvalence
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among students, professionals, and staff, and %6%rmer smokers had quit smoking after the pohess
implemented (Ryker, 2007).

M ethod and Sample

This study used a phenomenological framework fdaer students’ opinions about the existing smoking
policy on the Purdue University campus in West kafte, Indiana. The phenomenology paradigm ackedgés
that people think, learn, have reasons for thdipas, and interact with the world in order to fimgtaning
(Creswell, 2003, Neuman, 1997, Schwandt, 2000k &tthors conducted field observations on campuobserve
smoking behavior and to interview students.

The sample consisted of three smokers, four naskens, and one ex-smoker. The sample consisted of
one freshman, three sophomores, one senior, age ghaduate students. There were five women aad then.
The interviews lasted approximately 20 minutes eaklde interview questions are included in the Amje.

Data Analysisand I nter pretation

This study was guided by the following questionjsiwihat knowledge and thoughts did students have
about the current smoking policy, 2) How did thedeints feel about the campus becoming entirely enrfi@e, and
3) What measures would be needed to implement &esifinee policy. Questions 1 and 2 were relevanbfih
smokers and non-smokers, but question 3 was dekgpeifically for non-smokers.

The findings were consistent with the previousréiture in regard to the effectiveness of the sngpki
policy. As in previous studies, support for theokefree policy was strongest among non-smokersaaakest
among smokers (Loukas, Garcia, & Gottlieb, 20060Ri, Regan, Moran, & Wechsler, 2003). The fivajon
themes are described as follows with smokers’ opiipresented first followed by the non-smokeréiops.

Theme 1: Knowledge and Beliefs about Effectivermd3olicy
All of the smokers were familiar with the univeysiule that there should be no smoking within 86tfof
the buildings. Two of the three smokers did rke tihe rule:

“I don’t mind the 30 foot smoking policy becausadn’t think it's really being enforced.”

“They (administrators) didn't consider our opinioriBhe graduate students and undergraduates saio wet
want this ban. And they pushed it through anywiays a pain when it is cold or raining becauseréhis no
shelter for that.”

All of the non-smokers knew that the 30 foot regjala existed, but they did not know how far awagnir the
building smoking was allowed:

“You see people standing half the distance awagnftbe building. As long as they understand theytca
smoke inside the building, it doesn't really bothes.”

“There is no way to police that to make it effeetivit seems people are pretty considerate of eth€hey try
to do it out of the way, but sometimes, they just'tcare.”

“As an ex-smoker, | really don’t know the policygsnna force to you to not smoke. You have to ntake
decision yourself. It's effective in preventinggpée from smoking in front of the door. But inres of people
quitting, |1 don’t know if it will be effective.”

Theme 2: Smoking Ban off Campus

Although the discussion of smoking off campus waisincluded in the original set of questions, saler
students volunteered their opinions about a resmioking ban in the nearby city. A non-smoker $haid the city
regulation would have a greater influence thancmapus policy because the city ban was enforcdm: smoking
ban in the city was a positive change for the nooieers:

“I don't think it has hurt the business at all.vd’noticed that the nightspots in the other citrgas the river)
have become a lot smokier. It seemed like everyoigeated across the river.”
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Theme 3: Extension of Freedom of Speech
When asked about the campus becoming entirely sifieke the smokers were in agreement. They
thought that adopting a smoke-free policy was uistiaand that it would not happen:

“I don’t want to have to leave campus to smokethdfy ban it on campus completely, | would be upset I'd
probably have graduated by then.”
“I would probably be in some kind of protest withaf the other smokers.”

Non-smokers, except for the ex-smoker, preferrechttn-smoking policy.

“l can’t stand the smell of smoke. If smoking wénebe banned completely, I'd be fine with it.”
“I think it would be more beneficial for us and tbemmunity. It would be a good recruiting thing fo

The ex-smoker encompassed both non-smokers’ anklesgiperspectives:
“| feel the current policy is fine. | think it'sesasonable. | don't like telling anybody’s rights too much of
anything. Because it just sets a bad preceddfiee start with this person’s right, then we cake everybody

else’s rights away.”

Theme 4: The Smokers’ Rights
All of the nonsmokers acknowledged and respecteditiokers’ rights:

“They (smokers) have the right to smoke. To nis,jitst an extension of freedom of speech, where yave
the right to say anything as long as it isn’'t harhoir detrimental to something else. But if youldrare sitting
in close proximity, then | don't feel that you hatlee right to make the decision about what thetlaat
surrounds both of us is clouded with.”

The ex-smoker said that alcohol is as bad as smakirterms of health effects. She said she did not
understand why banning alcohol had not been megdiomn her opinion, drinking too much caused nmwen than
smoking because it had “socially bad effects.”

Theme 5: Measures to Implement a Smoke-free Policy

Only non-smokers were asked this question. Mostsmokers were unsure on how to enforce a smoke-
free policy. Several said that a smoke-free paligght make smoking less prevalent, but they dithitik it would
eliminate smoking. Some suggestions to implemieatpiolicy were to not tolerate smokers who evadertte.
Instead, those who broke the role should get ticketcitations. They acknowledged that there wdndlda cost to
monitor smokers and that this would upset smokefsvo of the non-smokers talked about how to male th
university a smoke-free environment through edocati

“I think that overtime with more education and faet that this does hurt you and hurt the peopbeirad you,
people will basically be guilt-tripped into not dgiit.”

Summary and I mplications

The findings indicated that the current policyt(esmoking within 30 feet of buildings) on this camspwas
weak and often ignored by students. Suggestiomapoove the policy included the need to move sliteays 30
feet away from the buildings and to post no-smolsiggns in a more prominent position on doors. Aftodents
felt that the purpose of the smoking policy on camphould be clearly stated since they were natistine policy
was intended to make smokers quit or to prevemhtiiem smoking in front of doors. Some studentgeled that
an educational approach could change the smokttitsde and help them understand the policy. Tduy, if
smoking were to be banned completely, the Univwertibuld show support for smokers by providing Bew such
as: smoking cessation programs and support groups.

Appendix

Interview Questions:
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How long have you been at Purdue University?

What do you know about the current smoking regoitegi

How has the smoking regulation affected you?

How do your peers and colleagues feel about thkisrpaegulation? Have they been affected by the

smoking regulation?

Why do you think schools have a smoking regulation?

What can change in the current smoking policy?

How can it be more effectivgBon-smokers only)

Do you go to bars regularly? How about after thelsng ban?

What are the ways to increase awareness of theisgip&licy?(non-smokers only)

What are the ways to encourage students to comifiytiie smoking policy?non-smokers only)
. What suggestions on the smoking situation do yoe tier Purdue to better serve the students?
. What are your thoughts on making the campus entamoke-free?

If any, what concerns do you have and how can igegddressedPon-smokers only)

PN PE

ou

RO~
=

References

Alexander, C., Piazza, M., Mekos, D., & Valente(d001). Peers, schools, and adolescent cigarette
smoking. Journal of Adolescent Healf®(1), 22-30.

American Nonsmokers’ Rights Foundation. (2007)léges and universities with smoke-free air polcie
Retrieved September 27, 2007, from http://www.namsenorg.

Chaloupka, F., & Wechsler, H. (1997). Price, tolmacaontrol policies and smoking control among young
adults._Journal of Health Economid$(3), 359-373.

Creswell, J. (2003Research Design. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Czart, C., Pacula, R., Chaloupka, F., & Wechsler,2801). The impact of prices and control polices
cigarette smoking among college students. Conteanp&iconomic Policy19(2), 135-149.

Lewit, E., Hyland, A., Kerrebrock, N., & Cummings, (1997). Price, public policy, and smoking in yau
people. Tobacco Contrdb, S17-S24.

Loukas, A., Garcia, M., & Gottlieb, N. (2006). Texeollege students’ opinions of no-smoking policies
secondhand smoke, and smoking in public placesndbaf American College Healtb5(1), 27-32.

National Center on Addiction and Substance Ab(807). Wasting the best and the brightest: Substan
abuse at America’s colleges and universities. Bedd September 27, 2007, from http://www.casacolaroty.

Neuman, W. (19978ocial research methods: qualitative and quantitative approaches. MA: Allyn and
Bacon.

Rigotti, N., Regan S., Moran, S., & Wechsler, BD@3). Students’ opinions of tobacco control pelci
recommended for U.S. colleges: a national survepatco Contrgl12,251-256.

Ryker, K. (2007)Results of the IUPUI Tobacco Policy Survey. Retrieved September 27, 2007 from
http:/Mww.iupui.edu/~nosmoke/ Assets/docs/6-monthevaing-07.pdf

Sax, L. (1997). Health trends among college freminiournal of American College Heal#tb(6), 252-

262.

Schwandt, T. (2000Handbook of qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications, Inc.

Trinidad, D., & Johnson, A. (2001). The associatietween emotional intelligence and early adoldscen
tobacco and alcohol use. Personality and Indivifitiérences 32(1), 95-105.

University Non-Smoking Policy. (2002). Retrieveepfember 29, 2007, from
http://www.purdue.edu/policies/pages/facilities dafi_4_2.html.

Wayne, D., Aycicegi, A., & Harris, C. (2003). Cigétie smoking in a student sample: Neurocognitive an
clinical correlates. Addictive Behavigrg9(1), 107-126.

Wechsler, H., Rigotti, N., Gledhill-Hoyt, J., & beH. (1998). Increased levels of cigarette usergmo
college students. Journal of the American Medicsddkiation 280(19), 1673-1678.

Endnotes
1. Yoon Na Cho, M.S. student, Department of Consunsérges, E-mailcho50@purdue.edu
2. Sharon A. DeVaney, Professor, Department of Consi8uiences, E-maikdevaney@purdue.edu

203



