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The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference in opinion 

between chain and franchise restaurant managers and independent owner/operators toward 

the effects of a smoking ordinance. The questionnaire, administered to randomly selected 

groups of managers of free-standing restaurants in Arlington, Texas, determined if there 

were differences between the two restaurateur groups toward the effects of a smoking 

ordinance. The three dimensions in this study included the perception of economic and 

operational effects and managerial attitudes and opinions. To analyze the data, t tests 

were used. Results of this study showed a significant statistical difference between 

restaurateur groups toward the perception of economic effects. The other two dimensions 

were not found to be statistically different. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Regulation as defined by Random House (1987) is "a law, rule, or other order 

prescribed by authority, especially to regulate conduct" (p. 1624). Regulation occurs in 

many aspects of society. It occurs in institutions, such as businesses, government agencies 

and professional organizations. However, an organization might self-regulate itself. In 

self-regulation, a business or organization attempts to monitor or control its operations 

using disciplinary rules to prevent employee problems or safety rules to prevent accidents. 

Examples of industry specific organizations are the Texas Bar and the American Medical 

Association. They are responsible for monitoring their members. External regulation 

might come from various organizations such as government (state, federal and local). 

Regulation is a means to regulate conduct, which in turn is the reason for the 

regulation. These reasons can include unsafe acts, business operations and protection of 

the public health. Business operations have been regulated in the past. Airlines, trucking 

and railroads are industries that were regulated up until the early 1980's. Because of their 

inability to compete in today's deregulated atmosphere, these industries have had to make 

a great number of changes. However, today attention has turned to regulation in the 

interest of the public health. Smoking is one health problem that has led to groups 

drawing opposing sides. 



Since the 1964 annual report to Congress by the Office of the Surgeon General, 

smoking has been under attack from various groups including public health organizations 

(such as the American Lung Association), businesses and the government. In the 1964 

report, the Office of the Surgeon General reported that cigarette smoking increases the 

risk of lung cancer and other illnesses. This report looked at the effects of smoking on the 

primary smoker. However, it was not until 1986 that smoking was looked at from the 

aspect of the nonsmoker. The National Academy of Sciences' National Research Council 

found that secondhand smoke (sometimes referred to as passive smoke) increases the risk 

of lung cancer in nonsmokers and causes respiratory problems in children of parents who 

smoke. Also, the Surgeon General reported that separation of nonsmokers from smokers 

does not eliminate the exposure of nonsmokers to secondhand smoke (Janofsky, 1993). 

Up to this point in time, the tobacco industry has been fighting such reports. 

Because of the information included in the 1986 report, nonsmokers now have their 

greatest ammunition in the fight against the tobacco industry. In 1991, the National 

Institute for Occupational Safety and Health determined secondhand smoke to be a 

potential occupational carcinogen. Agreeing with this finding, the Environmental 

Protection Agency declared Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS, another term for 

secondhand smoke) a carcinogen on January 7,1993 (Janofsky, 1993). 

Few places were smoke-free before 1993. In the hotel industry, the percent of 

designated nonsmoking rooms is increasing. Some hotels, such as the Inn at Union 

Square in San Francisco, have gone completely nonsmoking. Smoking on airlines was 



banned on domestic flights in 1990 and airports are reducing the number of smoking areas. 

Some airports, such as, the Dallas/Fort Worth Airport are completely smoke-free. 

Convention centers, which once allowed smoking, are also going smoke-free or partially 

smoke-free (Migdal, 1993). 

Along with these public places (or facilities), another area that has received the 

attention of nonsmoking groups and the government are restaurants. Most people invision 

a restaurant with its smoking and nonsmoking sections divided by only a sign. This 

strategy allowed nonsmokers to often sit away from the sight and odor of smoking, but 

according to earlier studies, the secondhand smoke was just as much a problem as 

smoking itself. Especially after the 1993 Environmental Protection Agency's 

proclamation on ETS (or secondhand smoke), there seems to be an increasing growth in 

the number of restaurants banning smoking as well as governments (especially on the local 

level) attempting to ban or restrict smoking in public places. According to Brooks (1993): 

the instinctive response of most restaurant operators has been to fight 

bans and, like it or not to buddy up with the tobacco industry, which is 

all too happy to fund their fights. Part of the instinct is a natural reaction 

against government meddling, (p. 77) 

However, the government seems willing to get involved in this issue. This is seen 

through the growth in the number of smoking ordinances. There are many examples from 

various areas of the country. The Guilford County Board of Health (in North Carolina) 

passed a smoking prohibition on September 27,1993, under a great deal of protest from 



the Guilford County Commission and the Guilford County Restaurant Association. This 

occurred in a state whose largest cash crop is tobacco (Hayes, 1993). When Madison, 

Wisconsin passed a city ordinance phasing in a smoking ban in most restaurants, it met 

with little resistance (Walkup, 1993). However, the state of California has taken the lead 

in banning smoking in public places. Initially, cities started the move toward banning 

smoking. Los Angeles banned smoking in public places on July 26,1993 (Martin, 1993). 

San Francisco approved a ban on November 1,1993 to take affect in 1995 (Liddle, 

1993b). With support from the California Restaurant Association, a statewide ban on 

smoking is being studied (Liddle, 1993a). 

Recently in the Dallas/Fort Worth Metroplex, there has been increased 

consideration in regard to the proposing and passing of smoking ordinances. The first city 

in this area to pass such a ban was Arlington, Texas. There was a great deal of resistance 

to this ban from local restaurateurs. This was due to the ordinance's requirements which 

included a complete ban on smoking in restaurants unless a special ventilation system 

could be installed. Other factors that discouraged restaurateurs were loopholes exempting 

restaurants from the ordinance, potential loss of business to cities without ordinances and 

the cost of installing ventilation systems (Nichols, 1994). 

These bans are all in line with the feelings of the general public. In a survey 

conducted by the National Restaurant Association, Brault (1993) explains that 56% of 

customers tend to prefer a restaurant that banned smoking versus one that does not. 

Morrison (1993) also found a similar response in a study done at Lawes College's 



restaurant. Findings show that the number of customers preferring a smoke-free 

restaurant is growing and this growth depends upon age and gender. 

Employees of restaurants also tended to prefer a smoking ban. In Siegel's (1993) 

study on environmental tobacco smoke (ETS), he examined air quality studies in public 

places. In his findings, he found high concentrations of ETS in restaurants and bars 

compared with the office workplace and homes. Also, his findings suggest a 50% increase 

in lung cancer risk in food-service workers exposed to ETS. This showed that ETS is a 

significant occupational hazard for food-service workers. 

Greco (1993) also studied exposure to ETS in restaurant and bar settings. She 

surveyed employees and their concerns toward smoking and conducted air quality studies 

in restaurants and bars. She found that smokers and nonsmokers tend to have a difference 

of opinion toward smoking and its effects. Nonsmokers are concerned about health 

problems and social concerns (odor and concerns toward passive smoke). In her air 

quality studies, she found high concentrations of particles, common to tobacco smoke, 

during certain times of the day. 

However, a group not quite often studied but quoted for their opinions are the 

business persons, namely the managers or owners of restaurants. On the subject of 

smoking ordinances, restaurateurs are quite vocal. A survey conducted by the Minnesota 

Restaurant, Hotel and Resort Associations (1994) found that 69% of the 2,200 members 

surveyed do not support a complete ban on smoking in restaurants. There are several 

reasons why restaurateurs do not support a complete ban or partial ban on smoking. 



Restaurateurs note bans are detrimental to business and government should not regulate 

business so heavily or attempt to legislate morality (Minnesota Restaurant, Hotel and 

Resort Associations, 1994). 

The economic aspect of a smoking ban is most often claimed by restaurateurs. 

The common opinion is that smokers would go to restaurants not effected by a ban, which 

include restaurants outside that jurisdiction and restaurants that could provide a smoking 

area. However, this effect has been shown to not be a problem. Glantz and Smith (1994) 

found that smoking ordinances had no significant effect on the fraction of total retail sales 

that went into restaurants. When compared to control communities without smoking 

ordinances, the effect on restaurant sales in communities with smoking ordinances was not 

significant. 

Purpose of Study 

This purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference in opinion 

between independent owner/operators and chain and franchise restaurant managers 

toward the effects of a smoking ordinance. 

Research Hypotheses 

The following three hypotheses were investigated: 

Hi: There is a difference in the perception of economic effects resulting from a 

smoking regulation between managers of chain and franchise restaurants and 

owner/operators of independent restaurants. 



H2: There is a difference in the perception of operational effects resulting from a 

smoking regulation between managers of chain and franchise restaurants and 

owner/operators of independent restaurants. 

H3: There is a difference in managerial attitudes and opinions between managers 

of chain and franchise restaurants and owner/operators of independent 

restaurants. 

Rationale for Study 

There is a need to look at the effects of smoking regulation on businesses. 

Resulting effects could be either negative or positive. Managers and owner/operators of 

restaurants are a group seldom studied but often quoted by the press for their opinions. 

Managers and owner/operators take notice of these effects, because they are involved in 

complying with the ordinance and reviewing financial statements. 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that the restaurant manager or owner/operator would answer 

truthfully. It was also assumed that the restaurant manager or owner/operator was the 

person that completed the questionnaire. Two other assumptions relate to the sample of 

restaurants and their managers. Some of the restaurants in the sample may not have been 

open at the time of passage of the ordinance. However, it was assumed that restaurants 

opened after the ordinance would have to be in compliance with the ordinance. It was 

also assumed that restaurant managers or owners, who were not employed at the 



restaurant during the time the ordinance was passed, would have knowledge of the 

ordinance because they are involved with enforcement of the ordinance. 

Operational Definitions 

Economic effects 

Economic effects refer to direct/indirect costs resulting from business regulation. 

In this study, economic effects are identified by Nichols (1994) as restaurant sales, 

patronage of smokers, costs of converting ventilation systems to comply with the 

ordinance, energy costs resulting from installation of a ventilation system and 

cleaning/maintenance costs to remove the odor of smoke. Workers' 

compensation/employee benefits is also an economic effect (Liddle, 1993a). This effect is 

a result of workers' compensation claims from exposure to secondhand smoke. Finally, 

the financial burden resulting from the ordinance is another economic effect. All economic 

effects were self-reported on a 5-point Likert scale. 

Operational effects 

Operational effects refer to direct/indirect day-to-day operational effects of 

business regulation. Operational effects include employee morale, employee productivity, 

customer satisfaction, dining room changes, and air quality (Brooks, 1993). Brooks 

(1993) points out that restaurants which eliminated smoking reported improved table 

turnover and less customer complaints from nonsmokers. Operational effects were self-

reported on a 5-point Likert scale. 



Managerial Attitudes and Opinions 

Managerial attitudes and opinions refer to aspects that will help determine 

differences between independent owner/operators and general managers of chain and 

franchise restaurants. Manager's attitude toward smoking, secondhand smoke, regulation 

and loopholes in the ordinance are attributes of this variable. Nichols (1994) explains that 

loopholes exempting some restaurants from the ordinance discourage many managers. 

Managerial attitudes and opinions were self-reported on a 5-point Likert scale. 

Demographic information 

Demographic information refers to information that will be used to classify the 

restaurant. The attributes of this variable include restaurant affiliation and type of 

restaurant. Restaurant affiliation refers to the ownership of the restaurant. Restaurants 

can be typically classified as an independent, chain or franchise restaurant. In this study, 

there were two classifications which are independently owned/operated restaurants and 

chain/franchise restaurants. Type of restaurant refers to the kind of restaurant concept. 

In this study, type of restaurant was determined by using five classifications, which include 

quick-serve, midscale, upscale, fine dining and other. Quick-serve restaurants are fast-

food restaurants with counter service and dining room. Midscale restaurants include 

cafeterias, buffets and family-style restaurants such as a Black-eyed Pea Market Grill or 

Denny's. Upscale restaurants include restaurants such as T.G.I. Friday's and Chili's. Fine 

dining establishments are full service restaurants which provide formal, linen table service. 

Establishments which do not fit the previously discussed types are classified as other. 



CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Framework 

Regulation by the government and other regulatory agencies is not a relatively 

recent idea. It has been used in a variety of industries for numerous reasons (health, safety 

and operations are examples). One of the more recent areas that received a great deal of 

attention is smoking. It has created distinct opposing parties. Public health organizations 

and public interest groups are fighting to ban or at least limit the amount of smoking in 

public places. One of these public places is the restaurant. Typically, restaurateurs and 

the tobacco industry are against such bans. The studies that were reviewed are concerned 

with the economic and operational effects and health concerns. 

Health issues can lead to regulation. Secondhand smoke in public places such as 

restaurants is one health issue that is being regulated in several areas of the country. 

Studies have looked at the effects of secondhand smoke. Greco (1993) and Siegel's 

(1993) studies are based upon the theory that exposure to ETS (secondhand smoke) is a 

health hazard for bar and restaurant employees. 

There are certain managerial attitudes and/or opinions toward regulation and 

smoking exhibited by various groups. Minnesota Restaurant, Hotel and Resort 

Associations (1994) theorized that the hospitality industry's reaction to customer requests 

10 
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for no smoking areas and smoking bans is the reason why the industry exceeds current 

standards. Auyash's (1982) basic idea throughout is to examine the arguments over 

regulation and its effects upon the outcome. 

Smoking regulation that requires smoke-free restaurants could have an effect upon 

restaurant sales. Restaurateurs have varied opinions toward the effect of smoking 

ordinances. Glantz and Smith (1993) theorized that passage of a smoke-free restaurant 

ordinance has an effect upon restaurant sales. 

Customers are the most important asset to a restaurant. If they are pleased with 

the atmosphere of a restaurant, then customers will likely return. Studies have examined 

the preference of customers toward smoke-free or smoking areas. Morrison (1993) and 

Brault (1993) believe that customers' preference to smoking bans is based on smoking 

status. Morrison also indicates preference is affected by age and gender. 

This research study builds upon these aspects. Based upon a managerial 

viewpoint, this study determined the effects of smoking ordinances upon workers such as 

reduced worker's compensation and healthier atmosphere to work, customer changes 

resulting in a loss or growth of patronage and satisfaction, and economic effects upon the 

restaurant as a result of the cost of conversion. 

Review of Literature 

Economic Effects of Business Regulation (Smoking Ordinances') 

The controversy with smoking ordinances has been its potential direct effect upon 

business. Some questions arising from this issue include: 

1. Will the restaurant lose its local smoking customer's business with an ordinance 
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in place to other local restaurants that can accommodate them? 

2. Will customers go to other cities which do not have a smoking ordinance in 
effect? 

3. What will be the costs of making a restaurant comply with such an 

ordinance? 

Responses to these questions vary by the group asked. In response to restaurant sales, 

Nichols (1994) mentions that sales have decreased at restaurants in Arlington, Texas due 

to the enactment of a smoking ordinance. Sales are off 20% at a local International 

House of Pancakes (after nearly a decade) and many other restaurants as a result of these 

ordinances. However, restaurants that lie outside the city limits (Pantego and 

Dalworthington Gardens) have seen an increase in business from smokers (Nichols, 1994). 

This type of claim was also made by the Beverly Hills Restaurant Association that sales 

had dropped 30% after such an ordinance was passed. However, this was found to not be 

the case in studies done after this (Samuels & Glantz, 1991). Allen (1993) concluded that, 

after talking to Vermont restaurant operators, a statewide prohibition on smoking in public 

places would not effect local business. It would effect international visitors, who tend to 

smoke more, and out of state workers. As for the costs of compliance with ordinances, 

according to an Arlington restaurateur, costs might run as high as $17,000 (Nichols, 

1994). 

The economic effects upon business, as a result of a smoking ordinance being in 

place, may not be negative. Glantz and Smith (1994) studied the effects on restaurant 

sales in thirty communities in California and Colorado using sales tax data. In the study, 
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fifteen communities had a smoking ordinance in place while the other fifteen communities, 

the control group, was used to compare total restaurant sales computed as a fraction of 

total retail sales and restaurant sales and other factors such as population and median 

income. 

From their analysis, Glantz and Smith (1994) found no significant effect upon the 

fraction of retail sales that went to restaurants or on total restaurant sales when comparing 

cities with and without ordinances. In fact, they found "marginal evidence that a fraction 

of total retail sales to restaurants increased in two cities ... and decreased in one" (p. 

1083). Also, Glantz and Smith (1994) disputed the notion that customers will dine in 

other nearby cities without smoking ordinances based on their study where the sampled 

communities were surrounded by neighboring communities which did not have smoking 

ordinances. 

Operational Effects of Business Regulation (Smoking Ordinances) 

Of course, what is most important to a business, particularly a restaurant, is 

satisfying customers. Several studies have investigated how customers prefer smoking 

ordinances (such as Arlington's) or smoke-free restaurants. Brault (1993) summarizes a 

telephone survey by the National Restaurant Association on customers feelings toward 

smoking in the general public. For those surveyed, the study determined whether that 

person smoked and their likelihood of patronizing a restaurant that banned smoking versus 

another that allowed smoking. In addition, the study determined whether smoking should 

be allowed at certain restaurants. Finally, consumer's patronage under a mandatory ban 
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was examined. Of the people surveyed, about one-fourth were smokers. When asked 

whether smoking should not be allowed in certain eating establishments, 65% of people 

surveyed indicated smoking should not be permitted in dining areas in family-type 

restaurants, 61% believed smoking should not be permitted in indoor areas at fast-food 

restaurants, 59% felt smoking should not be permitted in dining areas at fancy restaurants 

and 44% felt smoking should not be permitted in separate sections at table service 

restaurants. 

When asked whether a person would patronize a restaurant that banned smoking 

versus one that allowed it, consumers, according to Brault (1993), would patronize a 

restaurant banning smoking. However, there was a definite difference of opinion between 

smokers and nonsmokers on this subject. The study found that 61% of smoking 

respondents were less likely to patronize a restaurant that banned smoking, whereas, 68% 

of nonsmokers were more likely to patronize. Finally, when asked whether a mandatory 

ban would affect the number of times a person will eat out, three-quarters of the 

consumers surveyed felt that a mandatory ban would not effect their dining habits. 

Morrison (1993) found very similar results to the National Restaurant 

Association's study in a study conducted at Lawes Restaurant at Gatton College over a 

three month period in 1990 with 388 customer questionnaires and in 1992 with 1,005 

questionnaires. When customers were asked their preference for a nonsmoking policy, 

74.7% of customers preferred this policy in 1990. In 1992, 81.2% of customers preferred 

a nonsmoking policy. When examining gender and age differences in indicating a 
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preference to a smoking policy enhancing their meal, females and ages 51 and above and 

below 18 prefer a nonsmoking environment as enhancing their meal. In addition, the study 

found that smokers prefer restrictions in special areas or areas where smoke is prevented 

from entering a no smoking area. As for nonsmokers, they tend to prefer not allowing 

smoking anywhere. 

Beyond customer preferences for nonsmoking environments, another reason for 

smoking ordinances is employee safety and health concerns. Several studies have found 

poor quality of the air in restaurants and bars. There has been considerable growth of 

liability suits filed against restaurants from workers claiming that secondhand smoke 

caused them health problems. For example, a UK out of court settlement of A$30,000 

(Australian dollars) was awarded to a restaurant employee that claimed the environment in 

which she worked caused a smoking related disease (Morrison, 1993). A waiter in 

California won a $85,000 settlement after having a heart attack caused by exposure to 

secondhand smoke (Siegel, 1992). After being exposed to secondhand smoke which 

caused headaches, an employee in California won $17,500 in workers' compensation. 

(Siegel, 1992). 

Knowing that secondhand smoke can be hazardous with long-term exposure, 

workers in restaurants are another such group that restaurant operators should be 

concerned about. Greco (1993) surveyed 43 restaurant employees regarding their social 

and health concerns over smoking. Health concerns consisted of a variety of symptoms 

such as eye and throat irritation, headaches, and a stuffy nose. Of nine symptoms 
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identified, eye irritation was found to be a significant health concern to both smokers and 

nonsmokers. However, nonsmokers' health concerns included a cough. 

As for social concerns, Greco's (1993) survey reviewed a number of items. These 

included smoke odor, clothing smell, preferences against visiting smoking places, concerns 

toward passive smoke and views toward regulating and/or banning smoking. As for these 

concerns, an important concern of employees that either smoke or do not smoke is hair 

and/or clothing smell resulting from exposure to cigarette smoke. However, nonsmokers 

tended to believe the odor bothers them. 

Siegel (1993) looked at the health aspects of environmental tobacco smoke on 

workers in restaurants. He examined six different studies done by other researchers on 

lung cancer risk in food service workers. The studies, which were from the MEDLINE 

database, were included if they reported a risk estimate of lung cancer incidence in food 

service workers. Studies were included if they controlled for active smoking. According 

to Siegel's findings, food service workers were at a 50% higher lung cancer risk when 

compared with the general population. 

Greco (1993) and Siegel (1993) investigated the environment in which employees 

of restaurants permitting smoking worked. Greco conducted 187 air quality samples 

between December 1992 and February 1993 in three restaurants. In the various areas of 

the restaurants where the samples were taken, areas such as the dining and bar areas were 

found to have high concentrations of carbon monoxide, nicotine, and other respirable 
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suspended particles. When looking at concentration by time of day, the concentration was 

much higher in the evenings. 

Siegel's (1993) examination of previous air quality studies gave similar conclusions 

as Greco (1993). He compiled air quality studies from offices, residences, bars and 

restaurants. His overall findings were that restaurant workers are the group most exposed 

to ETS (environmental tobacco smoke). Levels of ETS were, according to Siegel, 1.6 to 

2.0 times higher for restaurant workers and 3.9 to 6.1 times higher for bar workers than 

for office workers. Compared to the exposure from living with a smoker, ETS exposure 

was 1.5 times higher for restaurant workers and 4.4 to 4.5 times higher for bar workers. 

Also, Siegel (1992) estimates that heavily exposed restaurant workers can inhale as 

much of the carcinogen, benzo(a)pyrene, equivalent 1.5 to 2 packs of cigarettes a day. He 

mentions that mutagenic potency of restaurant air is 5 to 10 times higher than industrial 

workplace air. 

Managerial Attitudes and Opinions 

A statement made by a source at the National Council of Chain Restaurants 

summed up the thinking on smoking by saying: 

It would make it real simple if somebody would come out and ban it on 

a universal basis; then the tobacco people can't be mad at us and our customers 

can't be mad at us. [We'd say], 'We're just complying with the law'. (Oleck, 

1993, p. 20) 
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This attitude and others that are against smoking bans reflect the general feelings toward 

smoking. They either want universal consistency in a ban, so no one is at an unfair 

advantage, or no regulation at all, because they are a private business. 

In a study conducted by the Minnesota Restaurant, Hotel and Resort Associations 

(1994), restaurant, hotel/motel and resort members were surveyed to gauge how they are 

dealing with the nonsmoking trend. Minnesota restaurants are responding by providing an 

average of 56.5% nonsmoking seating area, which is more than the 30% minimum seating 

area required by law. When it comes to smoking bans in general, 66% of Minnesota 

restaurants do not support a complete ban on smoking. Of that group, about one-half of 

these restaurants want things to stay the same, whereas; the other half supports some type 

of regulation on the amount of nonsmoking seating. In addition, respondents felt a 

complete ban hurts business while others think government should not regulate business. 

A minority supports a complete ban on smoking by saying it has advantages but will only 

do this if the state makes it law. They were afraid of being put at a disadvantage with 

local ordinances. Restaurants that have gone smoke-free have done so because of 

customer requests. In the hospitality industry, a majority (72%) believe the decision on 

smoking should be left up to individual operators. However, if smoking is to be banned, 

operators want it to be decided by the state (Minnesota Restaurant, Hotel and Resort 

Associations, 1994). 

Differing opinions toward health-oriented government regulation is not a new 

subject. This difference of opinion was looked at in a study conducted by Auyash (1982). 
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In this exploratory study, he identified two public health issues and analyzed arguments 

during the process of regulation. One issue was an attempt by the New York City health 

department to make physicians report cases of tuberculosis in the 1890's. This issue was 

argued against by physicians claiming it infringes on their rights as individuals to practice 

medicine without interference from the government. The second issue looked at was 

smoking in public places in New Jersey. It was an attempt by the public health council to 

ban smoking in all public places. The arguments against the ban were from the state's 

restaurant owners and the Tobacco Institute. The ban on smoking was defeated because 

the groups opposing the ban were better organized and funded than those in favor. Also, 

smoking was viewed as a voluntary action whose effects were a result of long-term 

exposure. When Auyash (1982) made his decision on which issues to include, he 

considered the following: (a) the issue involved community responsibility and individual 

rights, (b) the issue was deemed by agency ok to regulate, (c) the issue either protects 

individual's right to choose or in community interest, (d) regulation requires public to do 

something not normally done or to stop doing that act, and (e) the issue must have a 

beginning and end "amenable to analysis". 

Summary 

Specific research studies looking at managerial attitudes toward smoking 

ordinances and their effects have not been undertaken. However, attributes of the 

variables in this study, such as restaurant sales, patronage, satisfaction of customers and 

worker aspects, can be found within these studies. Other than the Minnesota Restaurant, 
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Hotel and Resort Associations (1994) and Auyash's (1982) studies, none of the previous 

studies examined managers and their viewpoints. This study examined many of those 

topics discussed earlier in the literature review from a managerial perspective. 



CHAPTER HI 

METHOD 

The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference in opinion 

between independent owner/operators and chain and franchise restaurant managers toward 

the effects of a smoking ordinance. Specifically, this study looked at managers of free 

standing chain, franchise and independent restaurants to determine if they hold different 

opinions toward the economic and operational effects of a smoking ordinance. In 

addition, this study looked at those two groups to determine if they hold different 

managerial attitudes and opinions toward smoking and regulation. 

This chapter explains how the research study attempted to determine differences in 

attitudes of restaurant managers. The conceptual framework, the basis on which the 

study's research hypotheses are based, and the variables studied are presented initially. 

The research hypotheses are presented followed by a discussion on instrument 

development. Finally, the population, sample of the study, process of data collection and 

analysis are discussed. 

Conceptual Framework 

Regulation is used to control a certain aspect of a business. Businessmen have a 

certain attitude toward regulation. This may be based upon other industries' previous 

experiences with regulation. This may effect managers' overall attitude toward regulation 

21 
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Regulation 

Restaur* nt Business 

Operations 

Economics 

Managerial 
Attitude 

Figure I. Conceptual Framework. 

in their own industry. In relationship to the restaurant business, restaurateurs have 

certain viewpoints towards regulation. Regulation such as a smoking ordinance filters 

through the restaurant business and effects a restaurant in various ways. It might effect 

the operation of a business in that a dining room would lose seating or table turnover 

would increase because smokers do not stay as long. It also may effect the economic side 
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of the business. This effect may be a decrease in restaurant sales or installation of an 

expensive ventilation system. Overall, this would effect the restaurateur's attitude toward 

the regulation. It could possibly lead the restaurateur to take action against the ordinance 

or to support the ordinance. Based on this description, a framework was created for this 

study as shown by Figure I. 

Variables Studied 

Independent Variables 

Demographic information is the information that the restaurateur provides to 

classify the managers or owners into groups. This information includes the attributes of 

restaurant affiliation and type of restaurant. Restaurant affiliation refers to whether the 

restaurant is a chain or franchise or an independently owned restaurant. Type of 

restaurant refers to the classifications of quick-serve, midscale, upscale, fine dining and 

other affiliation. 

Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables in this study are operational and economic effects of 

smoking regulations and managerial attitudes and opinions. Economic effects is the first 

dependent variable examined in this study. Economic effects, in this study, refers to the 

direct/indirect costs of smoking regulation. These effects include restaurant sales, 

customer patronage, costs to comply with ordinance, employee benefit costs (or worker's 

compensation), cleaning/maintenance costs, and energy costs. Glantz and Smith (1994) 

found that smoking ordinances had no significant effect on the fraction of total retail sales 
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that went into restaurants. They compared restaurant sales in control communities 

without smoking ordinances to those in communities with smoking ordinances. Nichols 

(1994) interviewed restaurateurs in the city of Arlington after the passage of a smoking 

ordinance. He explains that the costs of a ventilation system could be as high as $17,000 

and increase energy bills by one-third. 

Operational effects refer to direct or indirect day-to-day operational effects of a 

business regulation. In this study, operational effects are identified as employee matters, 

including morale and productivity; dining room changes, including seating arrangement, 

table turnover, and air quality; and customer service issues, including customer complaints 

and customer satisfaction resulting from changes. In Brault's (1993) and Morrison's 

(1993) studies on customers' preferences, they both found that, overall, customers prefer 

restaurants that banned smoking versus ones that do not. As for employee matters, Greco 

(1993) studied employees' health and social concerns toward smoking. She found that 

smokers and nonsmokers had a difference of opinion toward smoking. Greco (1993) and 

Siegel (1993) studied air quality in restaurants and found there were high quantities of 

environmental tobacco smoke, commonly known as secondhand or passive smoke, in 

restaurants and bars. Also, Siegel's (1993) findings suggested a 50% increase in lung 

cancer risk in food-service workers exposed to environmental tobacco smoke. This 

showed that food-service workers face a significant hazard in their own workplace, if they 

allow smokers to smoke. 
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Managerial attitudes and opinions of chain and franchise restaurant managers and 

independent owner/operators is the third dependent variable in this study. Attitudes 

include feelings about secondhand smoke, smoking, regulation and loopholes exempting 

restaurants from the ordinance. A survey conducted by the Minnesota Restaurant, Hotel 

and Resort Associations (1994) examined members feelings toward smoking bans. A 

majority of restaurateurs did support a partial ban, but did not support a complete ban on 

smoking in restaurants. 

Research Hypotheses 

The research hypotheses are as follows: 

Hi: There is a difference in the perception of economic effects resulting from a 

smoking regulation between managers of chain and franchise restaurants and 

owner/operators of independent restaurants. 

H2: There is a difference in the perception of operational effects resulting from a 

smoking regulation between managers of chain and franchise restaurants and 

owner/operators of independent restaurants. 

H3: There is a difference in managerial attitudes and opinions between managers 

of chain and franchise restaurants and owner/operators of independent 

restaurants. 

Instrument Development 

This study did not use a previous study as its basis. Therefore, there is not an 

established measure upon which the instrument (see Appendix A) was based. In 
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developing the instrument, a draft of the instrument was submitted to three professionals 

in the restaurant industry to review the instrument for clarity. A panel of seven faculty 

members was assembled to review the instrument for content validity and clarity. Panel 

members were given a copy of the instrument and an outline to use to critique the 

instrument (see Appendix C for a portion of the panel instrument). Each panel member 

was asked to review each question of the instrument on two criteria: (a) clarity of written 

expression (a five point measure from "excellent" to "very poor"), and (b) relation to one 

of the study's research hypotheses. Once the results had been collected and reviewed, 

revisions were made to the instrument based on a majority opinion of the panel members' 

responses. Based on their responses, two questions were deleted from the first section of 

the survey, economic effects. Another question was rewritten to clarify a term within that 

question. Reliability of the final instrument was determined by Cronbach's a (alpha). The 

value of alpha calculated on the entire 32 items of the survey was 0.48. 

Independent Measures 

The independent measure examined demographic information describing the 

restaurant and its manager. Demographic information was measured by the attributes of 

(a) restaurant affiliation (two-point measure) and (b) type of restaurant (five-point 

measure). These attributes were all measured using closed-ended questions providing 

nominal data. 

Dependent Measures 

Economic effects resulting from a smoking regulation are dependent measures. 
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They were used to determine a difference between the managers of chain and franchise 

restaurants and owner/operators of independent restaurants. Economic effects were 

measured by the following possible cost effects of smoking regulation, which included (a) 

restaurant sales stated as food and beverage sales, (b) customer patronage (customer 

count), (c) costs to convert to meet ordinance requirements, (d) employee benefit costs or 

worker's compensation, (e) cleaning and maintenance costs of a restaurant's public areas, 

and (f) energy costs from installation of ventilation systems. These effects were measured 

on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from five, "strongly agree," to one, "strongly disagree." 

The second measure was the operational effects of smoking regulation which 

referred to the possible changes that occurred at the restaurant. In this study, operational 

effects were identified as (a) morale of smoking and nonsmoking employees, (b) employee 

productivity, (c) dining room changes such as seating arrangement, (d) table turnover, (e) 

air quality, (f) customer complaints, and (g) customer satisfaction to changes. A 5-point 

Likert scale was employed ranging from five, "strongly agree," to one, "strongly 

disagree." 

The third dependent measure was managerial attitudes and opinions. Managers' 

attitudes and opinions were based on the following attributes of (a) self-control of 

operations, (b) feelings toward regulation, (c) attitude toward smoking and secondhand 

smoke, and (d) loopholes in the ordinance. A five point Likert scale was employed 

ranging from five, "strongly agree," to one, "strongly disagree". A summary of the 

variables and the type of data provided is shown in Table 1. 



Table 1. 

Summary of Variables by Instrument Items and Type of Data. 
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Variable Measures Instrument 
Item(s) 

Type of 
Data 

Independent Demographics: 31-32 Nominal 
Type of restaurant 

Restaurant affiliation 

Dependent Economic Effects: 1-9 Interval 
Restaurant sales 

Customer count and patronage 

Costs to convert 

Employee benefit costs 

Cleaning and maintenance costs 

Energy costs 

Dependent Operational Effects: 10-19 Interval 
Employee morale 

Employee productivity 

Dining room changes 

Table turnover 

Air quality 

Customer complaints 

Customer satisfaction 

Dependent Managerial Attitudes and Opinions: 20-30 Interval 
Self-control of operations 

Feelings toward regulation 

Attitude toward smoking 

Loopholes in ordinance 
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The independent variable, demographic information, was collected from two 

questions to obtain restaurant affiliation and type of restaurant. This information was used 

to classify restaurants as either a chain/franchise restaurant or independent restaurant. 

Type of restaurant was used to classify the restaurant as either quick-serve, midscale, 

upscale, fine dining, or other. 

The dependent variables, which included economic effects, operational effects and 

managerial attitudes and opinions, were divided into three sections. These sections each 

provided interval data to be used for analysis. They were set up on a Likert scale ranging 

from five, "strongly agree," to one, "strongly disagree". Each section had at least nine 

questions that covered the various attributes of each variable. Questions within each 

section were written in a positive manner and as precisely as possible. 

Population and Sample 

The population consisted of all free standing restaurants in Arlington, Texas. A 

free-standing restaurant, as defined in this study, is any restaurant with an indoor, enclosed 

seating area that is not shared with any other restaurants. These restaurants typically 

stand independent of other structures. Free-standing restaurants excluded (a) restaurants 

in mall food courts, hospitals, schools or businesses, (b) kiosk restaurants without an 

indoor dining area and having drive-up or drive-through service, and (c) restaurants in 

hotels, retail establishments, gas stations, and convenience stores. An October 12, 1995, 

listing of Arlington restaurants was obtained from sales tax records from the State 

Comptroller's Office. Since this study was concerned with free-standing restaurants, the 
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population of 327 restaurants was the actual number of free-standing chain or franchise 

restaurants and independent operations. The population included 233 chain and franchise 

restaurants and 94 independent operations. 

The sample was chosen at random using a systematic approach from the 

population to obtain fifty independent restaurants and fifty chain/franchise restaurants 

(Thomas & Young, 1993). Upon determining the sample for the study, telephone contact 

was made with each establishment to determine the manager's name. 

Data Collection 

Data collection took place during December, 1995 and January through March, 

1996. A self-administered questionnaire was mailed to managers belonging to the random 

sample using a systematic approach of fifty free-standing independent restaurants and fifty 

free-standing chain/franchise restaurants. Follow-up postcards were sent two weeks after 

the first mailing. If surveys were not returned within two weeks after mailing the postcard 

reminder, a second mailing was sent. If surveys from the second mailing were not 

returned within two weeks, attempts were made to reach those parties by telephone to 

either conduct the survey over the telephone, mail another questionnaire or arrange 

another appointment with the restaurateur to administer the survey in person. 

Data Analysis 

Hypothesis testing was conducted using t tests for the difference between means 

for independent samples. The null hypotheses were tested to determine if there are 

differences between managers of chain or franchise restaurants and independent restaurant 
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owner/operators toward their perception of economic and operational effects of the 

ordinance upon their businesses. Likewise, a t test was used to determine whether there 

was a difference in managerial attitudes and opinions between managers of chain or 

franchise restaurants and independent restaurant owner/operators. 

For each individual's responses, a weighted mean was calculated for each of the 

first three sections of the instrument. Those sections' means were used to calculate 

sample group means for those sections. The group means were used along with the 

pooled variance for the samples to calculate the value of t. The level of significance set to 

reject the null hypotheses for a two tailed test was .05. Restaurant type, another attribute 

of demographic information, was presented as additional information to illustrate the 

diversity of the sample. A summary of variables and the statistical tests used is shown in 

Table 2. 

Table 2. 

Summary of Statistical Tests Used for Data Analysis. 

Independent Variable Dependent Variable Statistical Test 

Demographic information Economic effects t test 

Demographic information Operational effects t test 

Demographic information Attitude of managers t test 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there is a difference in opinion 

between independent owner/operators and chain and franchise restaurant managers toward 

the effects of a smoking ordinance. In addition, this study looked at those two groups to 

determine if they hold different managerial attitudes and opinions toward smoking and 

regulation. 

The instrument was administered to 100 restaurateurs in the city of Arlington, 

Texas. Fifty restaurateurs were from chain and franchise restaurants and 50 were 

independent restaurant owner/operators. From the sample of 100 restaurateurs, a total of 

45 restaurateurs responded to the instrument by completing the research instrument. The 

total response rate was 45%. A total of 19 independent owner/operators (or 38% of the 

group) and 26 chain and franchise restaurants (or 52% of the group) responded to the 

questionnaire. Results of the smoking ordinance survey are presented in Tables 3 through 

10. 

The breakdown of respondents from each group by restaurant type is shown in 

Table 3. There were four categories on the survey consisting of quick-serve, midscale, 

upscale and fine dining. If a restaurant did not fit any of these categories, a category of 

other could be chosen. Of the two groups, the majority of the 26 chain and franchise 

32 
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Table 3. 

Frequencies of Restaurateurs' Responses Concerning Restaurant Affiliation and Type. 

Restaurant Type 

Restaurant Affiliation 

Chain/Franchise Restaurant 
Na = 26 

Independently Owned/Operated 
Na= 19 

Quick-serve (fast-food) 

t 
%c 

14 
53.8 

7 
36.8 

Midscale 

t 
%c 

Upscale 

f" 
%c 

Fine dining 

f 
%c 

Other 

30.8 

3 
11.5 

0 
0 

1 
3.8 

8 
42.1 

0 
0 

1 
5.3 

3 
15.8 

aN refers to the number of restaurateurs in each group. 

bf refers to the frequency of responses for that attribute of restaurant type. 

c% refers to percent of responses for that attribute of restaurant type. 
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restaurants responding to the survey tended to be quick-serve restaurants. Quick-serve 

restaurants made up fourteen responses or 53.8% of the chain and franchise restaurant 

managers responding to the survey. Another group of chain and franchise restaurants 

responding were midscale restaurants, which comprised eight responses or 30.8% of 

responses. One chain and franchise restaurant (3.8% of responses) responded as other. 

Of the 19 independent owner/operators respondents, almost all restaurateurs 

identified their establishments as either quick-serve or midscale. Seven restaurateurs or 

36.8% of independent restaurateurs identified themselves as quick-serve, whereas eight 

independent owner/operators or 42.1% of respondents identified themselves as midscale. 

Three independent restaurant owner/operators (15.8%) identified their restaurant type as 

other. 

Responses for both restaurateur groups for each section of the survey are shown in 

Tables 4 through 9. To show the differences between the chain and franchise restaurant 

managers and the independent owner/operators, the responses for each group can be 

looked at from each statement on the survey. 

Frequency and percentage distributions for both independent restaurant 

owner/operators and chain and franchise restaurant managers toward the perception of • 

economic effects of the Arlington smoking ordinance are shown in Tables 4 and 5. In 

Table 4, independent restaurant owner/operators' responses to the perception of economic 

effects caused by the smoking ordinance are presented. Of the nine statements contained 
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within that section of the survey, one statement had a majority of owner/operators' 

agreement. Disregarding nonresponses, a majority of owner/operators, 57.1% of 

respondents, agreed that smoking customers are now patronizing restaurants that provide 

smoking areas. 

Chain and franchise restaurant managers' responses to the perception of economic 

effects of the smoking ordinance are presented in Table 5. Two of the nine statements 

were found to have a majority of restaurant managers agreeing with them. Approximately 

69.6% of chain and franchise restaurant managers agreed that installation of a ventilation 

system is an effective way to keep smoking customers and 61.1% of managers felt that 

operating ventilation systems increase restaurant energy costs. 

In Tables 4 and 5 collectively, there are two statements where the independent 

restaurant owner/operators and chain and franchise restaurant managers disagree with 

each other in the perception of economic effects of a smoking ordinance. When 

categories are collapsed, about 50.0% of independent restaurant owner/operators disagree 

that smokers are dining in cities where they can smoke, whereas; 52.2% of chain and 

franchise restaurant managers agree that smokers are dining elsewhere. In addition, the 

two restaurateur groups also disagreed on the installation of a ventilation system. When 

the categories are collapsed, about 53.9% of independent owner/operators disagreed that 

the installation of a ventilation system is an effective way of keeping smoking customers, 

whereas; 73.9% of chain and franchise restaurant managers agreed that installation of a 

ventilation system helps keep smoking customers. 
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Table 4. 

Frequency of Independent Restaurant Owner/Operators' Responses Toward Perception 
of Economic Effects. 

Independent Owner/Operators Responses 
Na= 19 

Economic Strongly Strongly Does Not 
Effect nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

Food sales at my restaurant have 
decreased. 14 
f 0 2 6 4 2 5 
%d 0 10.5 31.6 21.1 10.5 26.3 
Valid %e 0 14.3 42.9 28.6 14.3 N/A 

Beverage sales at my restaurant 
have decreased. 14 

f 0 3 5 4 2 5 
%d 0 15.8 26.3 21.1 10.5 26.3 
Valid %e 0 21.4 35.7 28.6 14.3 N/A 

Customer count at my restaurant 
has decreased. 14 

f 0 2 6 5 1 5 
%d 0 10.5 31.6 26.3 5.3 26.3 
Valid %e 0 14.3 42.9 35.7 7.1 N/A 

Customers who smoke are now 
dining in cities where they can 
smoke. 12 
f 2 3 1 4 2 7 
%d 10.5 15.8 5.3 21.1 10.5 36.8 
Valid %e 16.7 25.0 8.3 33.3 16.7 N/A 

Customers who smoke are now 
patronizing restaurants that 
provide smoking areas. 14 

f 2 8 1 2 1 5 
%d 10.5 42.1 5.3 10.5 5.3 26.3 
Valid %e 14.3 57.1 7.1 14.3 7.1 N/A 

Installing a ventilation system is an 
effective way to keep smoking 
customers. 
f 
%d 

Valid %e 

13 
2 

10.5 
15.4 

2 
10.5 
15.4 

2 
10.5 
15.4 

4 
21.1 
30.8 

3 
15.8 
23.1 

6 
31.6 
N/A 

table continues 
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Independent Owner/Operators Responses 
N!= 19 

Economic Strongly Strongly Does Not 
Effect nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

The cost of maintaining/ cleaning 
public areas in my restaurant to 
remove the odor and after-effects 
of smoking has decreased. 13 

f 0 4 4 2 3 6 
%d 0 21.1 21.1 10.5 15.8 31.6 
Valid %e 0 30.8 30.8 15.4 23.1 N/A 

The costs of employee health 
benefits/workers' compensation 
have decreased. 10 
f 0 1 5 1 3 9 
%d 0 5.3 26.3 5.3 15.8 47.4 
Valid %e 0 10.0 50.0 10.0 30.0 N/A 

Operating ventilation systems 
increase restaurant energy costs. 11 

f 4 2 3 2 0 8 
%d 21.1 10.5 15.8 10.5 0 42.1 
Valid %e 36.4 18.2 27.3 18.2 0 N/A 

aN is the number of respondents from the sample group. 

bn is the number of respondents to survey statements. This disregards restaurateurs that responded to the statement 
as does not apply. 

cf refers to the frequency of responses for each category on the survey. 

d% refers to percentage of responses for each category on the survey. 

eValid % refers to percentage of responses for each interval response category on the survey. The survey had interval 
values for the response categories "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". If the restaurateur did not answer the 
statement or answered "does not apply," those responses were not considered part of the calculation of Valid % but 
were considered as missing data. In the table presentation, missing data is represented with a "N/A" for not 
applicable. 
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Table 5. 

Frequency of Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers' Responses Toward Perception of 
Economic Effects. 

Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers Responses 
Na = 26 

Economic Strongly Strongly Does Not 
Effect nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

Food sales at my restaurant have 
decreased. 23 

f 2 3 9 7 2 3 
%d 7.7 11.5 34.6 26.9 7.7 11.5 
Valid %e 8.7 13.0 39.1 30.4 8.7 N/A 

Beverage sales at my restaurant 
have decreased. 20 

f 2 2 7 5 4 6 
%d 7.7 7.7 26.9 19.2 15.4 23.1 
Valid %e 10.0 10.0 35.0 25.0 20.0 N/A 

Customer count at my restaurant 
has decreased. 23 
f 2 4 5 10 2 3 
%d 7.7 15.4 19.2 38.5 7.7 11.5 
Valid %e 8.7 17.4 21.7 43.5 8.7 N/A 

Customers who smoke are now 
dining in cities where they can 
smoke. 23 
f 6 6 3 8 0 3 
%d 23.1 23.1 11.5 30.8 0 11.5 
Valid %e 26.1 26.1 13.0 34.8 0 N/A 

Customers who smoke are now 
patronizing restaurants that 
provide smoking areas. 25 

f 5 8 4 8 0 1 
%d 19.2 30.8 15.4 30.8 0 3.8 
Valid %e 20.0 32.0 16.0 32.0 0 N/A 

Installing a ventilation system is an 
effective way to keep smoking 
customers. 23 

f 1 16 5 1 0 3 
%d 3.8 61.5 19.2 3.8 0 11.5 
Valid %e 4.3 69.6 21.7 4.3 0 N/A 

table continues 



39 

Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers Responses 
Na = 26 

Economic Strongly Strongly Does Not 
Effect nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

The cost of maintaining/ cleaning 
public areas in my restaurant to 
remove the odor and after-effects 
of smoking has decreased. 19 
f 3 5 8 3 0 7 
%d 11.5 19.2 30.8 11.5 0 26.9 
Valid %e 15.8 26.3 42.1 15.8 0 N/A 

The costs of employee health 
benefits/ workers' compensation 
have decreased 17 

f 0 3 4 7 3 9 
%d 0 11.5 15.4 26.9 11.5 34.6 
Valid %e 0 17.6 23.5 41.2 17.6 N/A 

Operating ventilation systems 
increase restaurant energy costs. 18 
f 5 11 2 0 0 8 
%d 19.2 42.3 7.7 0 0 30.8 
Valid %e 27.8 61.1 11.1 0 0 N/A 

aN is the number of respondents from the sample group. 

bn is the number of respondents to survey statements. This disregards restaurateurs that responded to the statement 
as does not apply. 

cf refers to the frequency of responses for each category on the survey. 

d% refers to percentage of responses for each category on the survey. 

eValid % refers to percentage of responses for each interval response category on the survey. The survey had interval 
values for the response categories "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". If the restaurateur did not answer the 
statement or answered "does not apply," those responses were not considered part of the calculation of Valid % but 
were considered as missing data. In the table presentation, missing data is represented with a "N/A" for not 
applicable. 
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The frequency and percentage distributions of responses to the second dependent 

variable in the study, the perception of operational effects, are shown in Tables 6 and 7. 

The two restaurateur groups, chain and franchise restaurant managers and independent 

restaurant owner/operators, responded to ten statements dealing with the attributes of 

operational effects of the smoking ordinance. These effects were the direct and indirect 

effects on the daily operation of a restaurant. 

Of the independent restaurant owner/operators' responses in Table 6, two 

statements stood out as having a majority opinion on the attributes of operational effects. 

Disregarding nonresponses, a majority of independent owner/operators, which was 53.8% 

of respondents, strongly agreed that air quality had improved in their dining area as a 

result of the smoking ordinance. In addition, 50.0% of the responding owner/operators 

agreed that smokers do not stay in their restaurants as long as before the passage of the 

ordinance. 

Chain and franchise restaurant managers' responses as to the perception of the 

operational effects of the smoking ordinance are presented in Table 7. A majority of 

restaurant managers tended to agree or disagree with four of the statements in the section 

dealing with the variable of operational effects. As far as the number of customer 

complaints regarding a restaurant's smoking section, 52.9% of responding restaurant 

managers agreed that the number of complaints had decreased as a result of the Arlington 

smoking ordinance. Disregarding nonresponses, 63.6% of responding chain and franchise 

restaurant managers disagreed that they had to rearrange the seating layout of their 
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Table 6. 

Frequency of Independent Restaurant Owner/Operators' Responses Toward Perception of 
Operational Effects. 

Independent Restaurant Owner/Operators Responses 
Na= 19 

Operational Strongly Strongly Does Not 
Effect nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

The morale of my employees who 
smoke has improved. 9 
f 0 1 3 1 4 10 
%d 0 5.3 15.8 5.3 21.1 52.6 
Valid %e 0 11.1 33.3 11.1 44.4 N/A 

The morale of my employees who 
do not smoke has improved. 9 
f 0 4 4 0 1 10 
%d 0 21.1 21.1 0 5.3 52.6 
Valid %e 0 44.4 44.4 0 11.1 N/A 

Employee productivity has 
increased. 12 
f 0 3 6 0 3 7 

0 15.8 31.6 0 15.8 36.8 
Valid %e 0 25.0 50.0 0 25.0 N/A 

Customer complaints regarding my 
restaurant's smoking section have 
decreased. 11 
f 1 2 5 0 3 8 
%d 5.3 10.5 26.3 0 15.8 42.1 
Valid %e 9.1 18.2 45.5 0 27.3 N/A 

I had to rearrange the seating 
layout of my restaurant. 8 
f 2 1 2 2 1 11 
%d 10.5 5.3 10.5 10.5 5.3 57.9-. 
Valid %e 25.0 12.5 25.0 25.0 12.5 N/A 

Air quality has improved in my 
dining area. 13 
f 7 3 2 1 0 6 
%d 36.8 15.8 10.5 5.3 0 31.6 
Valid %e 53.8 23.1 15.4 7.7 0 N/A 

table continues 



42 

Independent Restaurant Owner/Operators Responses 
Na = 19 

Operational Strongly Strongly Does Not 
Effect nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

Customers who smoke seem more 
satisfied with their dining 
experience. 11 
f 0 2 5 2 2 8 
%d 0 10.5 26.3 10.5 10.5 42.1 
Valid %e 0 18.2 45.5 18.2 18.2 N/A 

Customers who do not smoke seem 
more satisfied with their dining 
experience. 14 
f 5 6 3 0 0 5 
%d 26.3 31.6 15.8 0 0 26.3 
Valid %e 35.7 42.9 21.4 0 0 N/A 

Table turnover has increased in my 
restaurant. 11 
f 0 2 6 0 3 8 

0 10.5 31.6 0 15.8 42.1 
Valid %e 0 18.2 54.5 0 27.3 N/A 

Smokers do not stay in my 
restaurant as long as before. 12 
f 3 6 2 1 0 7 
%d 15.8 31.6 10.5 5.3 0 36.8 
Valid %e 25.0 50.0 16.7 8.3 0 N/A 

aN is the number of respondents from the sample group. 

bn is the number of respondents to survey statements. This disregards restaurateurs that responded to the statement 
as does not apply. 

cf refers to the frequency of responses for each category on the survey. 

d% refers to percentage of responses for each category on the survey. 

eValid % refers to percentage of responses for each interval response category on the survey. The survey had interval 
values for the response categories "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". If the restaurateur did not answer the 
statement or answered "does not apply," those responses were not considered part of the calculation of Valid % but 
were considered as missing data. In the table presentation, missing data is represented with a "N/A" for not 
applicable. 
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Table 7. 

Frequency of Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers' Responses Toward Perception of 
Operational Effects. 

Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers Responses 
Na = 26 

Operational Strongly Strongly Does Not 
Effect nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

The morale of my employees who 
smoke has improved. 22 
f 1 3 7 9 2 4 
%d 3.8 11.5 26.9 34.6 7.7 15.4 
Valid %e 4.5 13.6 31.8 40.9 9.1 N/A 

The morale of my employees who 
do not smoke has improved. 23 
f 3 8 10 2 0 3 
%d 11.5 30.8 38.5 7.7 0 11.5 
Valid %e 13.0 34.8 43.5 8.7 0 N/A 

Employee productivity has 
increased. 24 

f 2 2 13 7 0 2 
%d 7.7 7.7 50.0 26.9 0 7.7 
Valid %e 8.3 8.3 54.2 29.2 0 N/A 

Customer complaints regarding my 
restaurant's smoking section have 
decreased. 17 
f 1 9 5 2 0 9 
%d 3.8 34.6 19.2 7.7 0 34.6 
Valid %e 5.9 52.9 29.4 11.8 0 N/A 

I had to rearrange the seating 
layout of my restaurant. 11 
f 2 1 1 7 0 15 

7.7 3.8 3.8 26.9 0 57.7 
Valid %e 18.2 9.1 9.1 63.6 0 N/A 

Air quality has improved in my 
dining area. 22 
f 7 10 3 2 0 4 
%d 26.9 38.5 11.5 7.7 0 15.4 
Valid %e 31.8 45.5 13.6 9.1 0 N/A 

table continues 
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Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers Responses 
Na =26 

Operational Strongly Strongly Does Not 
Effect nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

Customers who smoke seem more 
satisfied with their dining 
experience. 21 

f 2 1 8 9 1 5 
%d 7.7 3.8 30.8 34.6 3.8 19.2 
Valid %e 9.5 4.8 38.1 42.9 4.8 N/A 

Customers who do not smoke seem 
more satisfied with their dining 
experience. 25 
f 4 16 4 1 0 1 
%d 15.4 61.5 15.4 3.8 0 3.8 
Valid %e 16.0 64.0 16.0 4.0 0 N/A 

Table turnover has increased in my 
restaurant. 22 

f 0 7 9 6 0 4 
%d 0 26.9 34.6 23.1 0 15.4 
Valid %e 0 31.8 40.9 27.3 0 N/A 

Smokers do not stay in my 
restaurant as long as before. 23 
f 0 15 5 2 1 3 
%d 0 57.7 19.2 7.7 3.8 11.5 
Valid %e 0 65.2 21.7 8.7 4.3 N/A 

aN is the number of respondents from the sample group. 

bn is the number of respondents to survey statements. This disregards restaurateurs that responded to the statement 
as does not apply. 

cf refers to the frequency of responses for each category on the survey. 

d% refers to percentage of responses for each category on the survey. 

eValid % refers to percentage of responses for each interval response category on the survey. The survey had interval 
values for the response categories "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree". If the restaurateur did not answer the 
statement or answered "does not apply," those responses were not considered part of the calculation of Valid % but 
were considered as missing data. In the table presentation, missing data is represented with a "N/A" for not 
applicable. 
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restaurant. Customers who do not smoke seem more satisfied with their dining 

experience, according to 64% of chain and franchise restaurant managers who agreed with 

the statement. Finally, 65.2% of these managers also agreed that smokers are not staying 

in their restaurant as long as before the ordinance was enacted. 

Between both groups, there is a similar pattern to their agreement or disagreement 

with statements within that section on perception of operational effects as a result of the 

Arlington smoking ordinance. This is shown in Tables 6 and 7. For the statement dealing 

with the attribute of the time that smokers spent in their restaurant, both restaurateur 

groups agreed that smokers do not stay in their restaurant as long as before the ordinance 

was passed. 

The frequency and percentage distributions for the third dependent variable in the 

study, managerial attitudes and opinions, are shown in Tables 8 and 9. This variable 

consisted of general topics dealing with attributes such as regulation, smoking and the 

smoking ordinance itself. Between the two groups, there are not any notable differences 

in response distribution toward the eleven statements presented within that section of the 

survey. 

The frequency and percentage distributions of independent restaurant 

owner/operators' responses to the variable of managerial attributes and opinions are 

shown in Table 8. Disregarding nonresponses, there are three statements that a majority 

of owner/operators either agreed or strongly agreed with in that section. As far as the 

ability of owner/operators to make decisions affecting their restaurant, 56.3% of 
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Table 8. 

Frequency of Independent Restaurant Owner/Operators' Responses Over Managerial 
Attitudes and Opinions. 

Independent Restaurant Owner/Operators Responses 
Na= 19 

Managerial Attitudes and Opinions 
nb 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Does Not 
Apply 

The owner/operator or manager is 
the person that should make 
decisions that affect his/her 
restaurant. 16 
f 9 6 1 0 0 3 
%" 47.4 31.6 5.3 0 0 15.8 
Valid %e 56.3 37.5 6.3 0 0 N/A 

Government regulation is 
important to better protect public 
health. 18 

f 5 8 3 1 1 1 
%d 26.3 42.1 15.8 5.3 5.3 5.3 
Valid %e 27.8 44.4 16.7 5.6 5.6 N/A 

Government regulation affects a 
business operationally. 18 

f 6 8 3 1 0 1 
%a 31.6 42.1 15.8 5.3 0 5.3 
Valid %e 33.3 44.4 16.7 5.3 0 N/A 

Government regulation affects a 
business economically. 18 

f 5 9 3 1 0 1 
%d 26.3 47.4 15.8 5.3 0 5.3 
Valid %e 27.8 50.0 16.7 5.6 0 N/A 

A local government regulation 
creates inequalities with other 
nearby localities regulated in a 
different manner. 17 
f 7 4 5 1 0 2 

36.8 21.1 26.3 5.3 0 10.5 
Valid %e 41.2 23.5 29.4 5.9 0 N/A 

Smoking is not acceptable in 
public places. 17 

f 3 5 4 3 2 2 
%d 15.8 26.3 21.1 15.8 10.5 10.5 
Valid %e 17.6 29.4 23.5 17.6 11.8 N/A 

table continues 
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Independent Restaurant Owner/Operators Responses 
Na= 19 

Managerial Attitudes and Opinions 
nb 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Does Not 
Apply 

In a restaurant which allows 
smoking, secondhand smoke is a 
health threat to employees. 18 

f 6 8 3 0 1 1 
%d 31.6 42.1 15.8 0 5.3 5.3 
Valid %e 33.3 44.4 16.7 0 5.6 N/A 

In a restaurant which allows 
smoking, secondhand smoke is a 
health threat to customers. 18 
f 6 7 3 1 1 1 
%d 31.6 36.8 15.8 5.3 5.3 5.3 
Valid %e 33.3 38.9 16.7 5.6 5.6 N/A 

People should be concerned about 
the effects of secondhand smoke. 17 
f 6 6 4 1 0 2 
%d 31.6 31.6 21.1 5.3 0 10.5 
Valid %e 35.3 35.3 23.5 5.9 0 N/A 

Loopholes exempting restaurants 
developed while the ordinance was 
being passed gave those 
restaurants an unfair advantage. 16 

f 4 6 5 0 1 3 
%d 21.1 31.6 26.3 0 5.3 15.8 
Valid %e 25.0 37.5 31.3 0 6.3 N/A 

Loopholes in the ordinance 
exempting restaurants which 
prohibit minors gave those 
restaurants an unfair advantage, 
f 

%d 

Valid %e 

14 
1 9 4 0 0 5 

5.3 47.4 21.1 0 0 26.3 
7.1 64.3 28.6 0 0 N/A 

aN is the number of respondents from the sample group. 

bn is the number of respondents to survey statements which disregards restaurateurs' responses to the statement as 
does not apply. 

cf refers to the frequency of responses for each category on the survey. 

d% refers to percentage of responses for each category on the survey. 

eValid % refers to percentage of responses for each interval response category on the survey. If the restaurateur did 
not answer the statement or answered "does not apply," those responses were not considered part of the calculation 
of Valid % but were considered as missing data. In the table presentation, missing data is represented with a "N/A". 
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Table 9. 

Frequencies of Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers' Responses Over Managerial 
Attitudes and Opinions. 

Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers Responses 
Na =26 

Managerial Attitudes and Opinions 
nb 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Does Not 
Apply 

The owner/operator or manager is 
the person that should make 
decisions that affect his/her 
restaurant. 26 
f 12 8 3 2 1 0 
%d 46.2 30.8 11.5 7.7 3.8 0 
Valid %e 46.2 30.8 11.5 7.7 3.8 0 

Government regulation is 
important to better protect public 
health. 26 

f 3 10 5 7 1 0 
%d 11.5 38.5 19.2 26.9 3.8 0 
Valid %e 11.5 38.5 19.2 26.9 3.8 0 

Government regulation affects a 
business operationally. 25 

f 8 12 5 0 0 1 
%d 30.8 46.2 19.2 0 0 3.8 
Valid %e 32.0 48.0 20.0 0 0 N/A 

Government regulation affects a 
business economically. 26 
f 9 14 3 0 0 0 
%d 34.6 53.8 11.5 0 0 0 
Valid %e 34.6 53.8 11.5 0 0 0 

A local government regulation 
creates inequalities with other 
nearby localities regulated in a 
different manner. 24 

f 11 8 4 1 0 2 
~%d 42.3 30.8 15.4 3.8 0 7.7 
Valid %e 45.8 33.3 16.7 4.2 0 N/A 

Smoking is not acceptable in 
public places. 25 
f 3 10 4 8 0 1 
%d 11.5 38.5 15.4 30.8 0 3.8 
Valid %e 12,0 40,Q m 32,0 0 N/A 

table continues 
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Chain and Franchise Restaurant Managers Responses 
Na = 26 

Managerial Attitudes and Opinions Strongly Strongly Does Not 
nb Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Apply 

In a restaurant which allows 
smoking, secondhand smoke is a 
health threat to employees. 26 
f 3 10 7 6 0 0 
%d 11.5 38.5 26.9 23.1 0 0 
Valid %e 11.5 38.5 26.9 23.1 0 0 

In a restaurant which allows 
smoking, secondhand smoke is a 
health threat to customers. 26 
f 3 10 6 7 0 0 
%d 11.5 38.5 23.1 26.9 0 0 
Valid %e 11.5 38.5 23.1 26.9 0 0 

People should be concerned about 
the effects of secondhand smoke. 25 
f 5 14 5 1 0 1 
%d 19.2 53.8 19.2 3.8 0 3.8 
Valid %e 20.0 56.0 20.0 4.0 0 N/A 

Loopholes exempting restaurants 
developed while the ordinance was 
being passed gave those 
restaurants an unfair advantage. 24 
f 4 5 13 2 0 2 
%d 15.4 19.2 50.0 7.7 0 7.7 
Valid %e 16.7 20.8 54.2 8.3 0 N/A 

Loopholes in the ordinance 
exempting restaurants which 
prohibit minors gave those 
restaurants an unfair advantage, 

f 

%d 

Valid %e 

24 
4 4 10 5 1 2 

15.4 15.4 38.5 19.2 3.8 7.7 
16.7 16.7 41.7 20.8 4.2 N/A 

aN is the number of respondents from the sample group. 

bn is the number of respondents to survey statements which disregards restaurateurs' responses to the statement as 
does not apply. 

cf refers to the frequency of responses for each category on the survey. 

d% refers to percentage of responses for each category on the survey. 

eValid % refers to percentage of responses for each interval response category on the survey. If the restaurateur did 
not answer the statement or answered "does not apply," those responses were not considered part of the calculation 
of Valid % but were considered as missing data. In the table presentation, missing data is represented with a "N/A". 
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owner/operators strongly agreed that they should be able to make those decisions. A 

majority of owner/operators, which made up 50.0% of actual responses, agreed that 

regulation effects a business economically. Finally, 64.3% of owner/operators agreed that 

loopholes in the Arlington smoking ordinance exempting restaurants which prohibit 

minors gave those restaurants an unfair advantage. 

Chain and franchise restaurant managers' responses to statements on the variable 

of managerial attitudes and opinions are presented in Table 9. On two of the statements in 

this section of the survey, there is a majority of respondents agreeing with the statements 

presented. As with the independent owner/operators, a majority of restaurant managers, 

which consisted of 53.8% of respondents to the statement, agreed that government 

regulation affects a restaurant economically. In addition, 56% of responding restaurant 

managers agreed that people should be concerned about the effects of secondhand smoke. 

The statistical analysis of the three research hypotheses are summarized in Table 

10. To compute the t values, group means were calculated from weighted mean scores 

for each restaurateur on the first three sections of the survey dealing with the three 

research hypotheses. To determine whether a pooled-variance or unequal-variance t value 

was used, Levene's test for equality of variances or F value was examined. 

The first research hypothesis, which stated there is a difference in the perception of 

economic effects between managers of chain and franchise restaurants and 

owner/operators of independent restaurants, a t value that was calculated from unequal 

variances was used as a result of Levene's test for equality of variances or F value of 
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2.064. The t value of 2.44 was found at the .021 level of significance for a two-tailed test 

of significance. This was less than the established .05 level of significance. Thus, there 

was a positive significant statistical difference between the group means of the chain and 

franchise restaurant managers and independent restaurant owner/operators regarding the 

perception of economic effects. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis was accepted. 

The second hypothesis, which stated there is a difference in the perception of 

operational effects between managers of chain and franchise restaurants and 

owner/operators of independent restaurants, a pooled-variance t value was used as a result 

of Levene's test of equality of variances or F value of 7.982. The t value of -0.53 was 

found at the .60 level of significance for a two-tailed test of significance. Therefore, the 

null hypothesis that there was no difference between the means of the two groups was 

retained. 

The third research hypothesis, which stated there is a difference in managerial 

attitudes and opinions between managers of chain and franchise restaurants and 

owner/operators of independent restaurants, an unequal-variance t value was used as a 

result of Levene's test of equality of variances or F value of 2.489. The t value of-1.73 

was found at the .094 level of significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis that there was 

no difference between the means of the two groups was retained. 



52 

Table 10. 

Statistical analysis of variables. 

Chain/Franchise Independent Restaurant 
Restaurant Managers Owner/Operators 

Variables Group Mean Group Mean t value3 

Economic Effects 3.22 2.80 2.44 

Operational Effects 3.30 3.40 -0.53 

Managerial Attitudes 3.68 3.95 -1.73 
and Opinions 

* = p < .021, using two-tailed test of significance. 

Note. There is a positive significant statistical difference between the means of the two restaurateur 
groups regarding the perception of economic effects. 

aThe t value presented is either a result of a pooled-variance or unequal variance. Both techniques were 
used to compute t values, but the values actually presented were chosen as a result Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances or F-value. The higher this value becomes, the greater the likelihood that the t 
value computed from pooled-variances will be used. 

Comments from Restaurateurs 

A comment area was provided at the end of the instrument to give restaurateurs 

the ability to respond to statements on the survey and provide additional input. From the 

independent restaurant owner/operators, comments consisted of the following: 

• "I think people can do whatever they want, not the government telling them 
what to do." 

• "...smokers have never complained about my non-smoking policy and also 
have never challenged it. Even before the ordinance was passed, few of my 
customers smoked indoors." 

• "I cannot afford installation equipment for smoking customers." 
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• "Few people enjoy one cigarette after eating; many others just order one coffee 
and/or one drink and hang on for chain smoking. In such a case it is very 
unfortunate for the restaurant owner - one dollar; one seat; one hour - income 
25 cents! This is another angle for contribution to your survey. I am a smoker 
myself. Few people are considerate. Many people stay for 1 hour just for one 
coffee and many cigarettes in a place with A/C or heater; also without tip! It 
was true." 

From the chain and franchise restaurant managers, responses were as follows: 

• "We haven't installed a smoking section as yet. In the last state legislature, 
there was a bill to preempt local smoking laws with a statewide smoking law. 
Unfortunately, it didn't pass." 

• "I think it should be the owner's choice on the smoking laws." 

• "At this restaurant so far, I have had only one person complain about the ban. 
As a smoker myself, I still do not believe it is necessary to smoke in 
restaurants. It is not fair to others. Only those with no regard for others will 
complain about the ban in places such as ours." 

• "I don't believe family type restaurants such as ours were affected as 
negatively as restaurant and bar operations. I do believe the less government 
regulation involving restaurants - the better!" 

• "The smoking ordinance has not greatly affected my restaurant's volume of 
customers or sales. However, worker's benefits (costs) have not decreased as 
a result of the ordinance." 

• "There is a big absence. I miss the friendliness and laughter of customers, nice 
comments people used to say. Fun is gone from work." 

• "I have no problem with ordinances or regulations regarding public places paid 
for by everyone's tax dollars. However, private business should not have to 
worry about government intervention where it affects operations and thereby 
costs. Businesses will do whatever it takes to keep customers. These types of 
ordinances keep restaurateurs from making friends on either side of the issue." 

Judging from the restaurateurs' comments, both groups agree that the government 

should not interfere in their businesses and the restaurateur should have the ability to make 
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their own decisions regarding their establishment. However, restaurateurs disagree with 

the actual effects of the ordinance itself. Some restaurateurs felt that, as far as smokers' 

business is concerned, it was not greatly affected by the ordinance. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference in opinion 

between independent restaurant owner/operators and chain and franchise restaurant 

managers toward the effects of a smoking ordinance. The survey was administered to 100 

restaurateurs in Arlington, Texas. 

This chapter presents conclusions drawn from the study which are considered 

relevant to further discussion. Of the three research hypotheses, a significant statistical 

difference between chain and franchise restaurant managers and independent 

owner/operators toward the perception of economic effects of a smoking ordinance was 

found. Tabular presentation of the two restaurateur groups' responses to the instrument is 

shown for the dependent variables, the perception of economic and operational effects and 

managerial attitudes and opinions. The presentation of the restaurateurs' responses help 

identify the areas where the two restaurateur groups were in agreement or disagreement 

with statements on the instrument. 

Economic Effects 

There was a significant statistical difference found between group means of the 

two restaurateur groups, chain and franchise restaurant managers and independent 

55 
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restaurant owner/operators, as to their perception of economic effects of a smoking 

ordinance as shown in Table 10. The t value of 2.44 was found at the .021 level of 

significance, which was less than the established .05 level of significance, allowing the 

acceptance of the alternative hypothesis. This difference in perception indicates that 

independent restaurant owner/operators felt the impact of the Arlington smoking 

ordinance more than chain and franchise restaurant managers. Judging from independent 

owner/operators' responses in Table 4, they seemed to disagree or be neutral about most 

of the statements in that section of the instrument. The claim that economic effects caused 

by a smoking ordinance has a detrimental effect upon business tends to disagree with the 

Glantz and Smith (1994) study. Their study found that a smoking ordinance would have 

no significant effect on the fraction of total retail sales that went into restaurants. Their 

study looked specifically at total retail sales which differs from the attributes reviewed in 

this study. This study looked at several attributes resulting from a smoking ordinance that 

may effect a restaurant economically such as food and beverage sales, customer count, 

costs associated with a ventilation system and employee benefits/workers' compensation. 

Operational Effects 

There was no significant statistical difference found between the group means of 

the two restaurateur groups as to their perception of operational effects of a smoking 

ordinance as shown in Table 10. The t value of -0.53 at the .60 level of significance was 

greater than the .05 level of significance, which resulted in the retaining of the null 

hypothesis. A comparison of the group means between the two restaurateur groups 
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shows no noticeable difference between the groups. In addition to the group means, a 

comparison of the distribution of responses between the two restaurateur groups in Tables 

6 and 7 also shows no noticeable difference in agreement or disagreement with the 

statements in that section. These results show that the perception of operational effects of 

a smoking ordinance are relatively the same for all restaurateurs. These findings are 

similar to previous studies. Similar to Brault's (1993) and Morrison's (1993) studies on 

customer preferences where they found that overall customers prefer restaurants that 

banned smoking over ones that do not, restaurateurs perceive customers are more satisfied 

with their dining experience as a result of a smoking ordinance. As far as smoking or 

nonsmoking employees' concerns, restaurateurs' perceptions agreed with Greco's (1993) 

study that there is a difference of employees' opinion toward smoking. When asked about 

an improvement in employee morale as a result of the smoking ordinance, restaurateurs 

from both groups agreed that there was a difference in morale between employees who 

smoke and those that do not based on responses from two statements on the instrument as 

shown on Tables 6 and 7. 

Managerial Attitudes and Opinions 

There was no significant statistical difference found between the group means of 

the two restaurateur groups as to the third dependent variable, managerial attitudes and 

opinions, as shown in Table 10. The t value of -1.73, found at the .094 level of 

significance, was greater than the .05 level of significance, which resulted in the retaining 

of the null hypothesis. Regarding differences in responses between the two restaurateur 
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groups, the information included in Tables 8 and 9 presents an almost similar distribution 

of responses between the two groups. Respondents in general tend to agree with almost 

all statements dealing with managerial attitudes and opinions. General feelings about 

government regulation and its effects are shared in a related study of members of the 

Minnesota Restaurant, Hotel and Resort Associations (1994) in which 69% of the 2,200 

members surveyed did not support a complete ban on smoking. Restaurateurs surveyed 

stated that the bans were detrimental to business and that government should not regulate 

or legislate morality. From the responses within this section, restaurateurs in Arlington 

are in favor of being the person responsible to make decisions affecting their restaurant. 

Regulation can be used to protect the public health but regulation can affect a business 

operationally and economically. It also creates inequalities with other localities regulated 

in a different manner. Smoking, viewed by restaurateurs, was not acceptable in public 

places and secondhand smoke was a health threat to employees and customers. Due to its 

generalities on regulation and smoking, managerial attitudes and opinions seemed to 

garner agreement between both groups lending to its lack of statistical difference. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

It is important to recognize the statistical difference between the chain and 

franchise restaurant managers and independent restaurant owner/operators toward the 

perception of economic effects of a smoking ordinance. However, it is important to note 

the pattern of responses in the other sections of the instrument in order to determine the 

reasons for the lack of statistical difference between the two groups as to their perception 
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of operational effects of a smoking ordinance and managerial attitudes and opinions. 

These patterns of responses might lend an indication as to what areas of future research to 

consider. 

From a statistical standpoint, the variable that showed the least statistical 

difference as far as small t value and similar neutral group means was the perception of 

operational effects. An overview of the restaurateurs' responses from the instrument 

sections dealing with operational effects show many nonresponses and neutral responses 

to statements, especially dealing with employee morale, productivity, rearrangement of 

seating layout and table turnover. Improved employee morale and productivity could 

result from other factors such as higher pay or incentive plans in place at the time of 

passage of the smoking ordinance. As far as the operational effects of increased table 

turnover and rearrangement of seating layout, the lack of responses received might be a 

result of the large number of quick-serve or fast-food restaurants responding to the 

instrument. Many quick-serve restaurant chains had already banned smoking in their 

dining areas, which would not necessitate rearranging seating. In addition, quick-serve 

restaurants want high table turnover and their dining rooms are designed to discourage 

long stays anyway because more customers mean more profit for the restaurant. 

A possible area of future research would be to look at differences in operational 

and economic effects based on the type of restaurant. For this study, restaurant type was 

used as descriptive information just to present a breakdown of the sample studied. It is 

possible that examining restaurants by type would show greater differences as far as the 
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perception of operational effects. This is because fine dining establishments and upscale 

restaurants would want customers to stay longer as many offer after-dinner items such as 

desserts and alcoholic beverages. 

Managerial attitudes and opinions is another variable that did not show statistical 

significance. Though the number of responses to each statement in that section were high, 

there was a great deal of agreement between both restaurateur groups. This might be a 

result of general feelings toward regulation and smoking. As discussed earlier in Chapter 

1, regulation is a means to control conduct which has worked with varied success in the 

past and is supported if it is successful and creates little to no conflict. For a restaurateur, 

regulation, in the form a smoking ordinance, would be supported if it does not effect 

restaurants economically or creates inequalities with other localities. Restaurateurs want 

to make decisions that affect their business but do support regulations that protect the 

public health. Considering the high level of agreement between restaurateurs toward the 

variable of managerial attitudes and opinions, this variable should be rewritten to be more 

specific or possibly broken up in to two separate sections on the survey. Possibly more 

detail can be discussed as far as smoking and regulation. 

Other recommendations for future research include: 

1. This study deals with general perceptions of the effects of a smoking ordinance and 

attitude toward regulation and smoking. A future study could examine more 

detailed information on the effects of a smoking ordinance. Information, such as 
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food and beverage sales, seating capacity and table turnover, could be used as 

other factors to compare restaurant groups. 

2. Several of the restaurants in the sample opened after the ordinance took effect. 

A future area of research could be to compare restaurateurs' responses based on 

whether the establishment opened before or after the ordinance took effect. 

Restaurateurs' responses from restaurants opening before the passage of the 

ordinance can be looked at exclusively. 

3. With a slight revision to the instrument, a survey of corporate managers could be 

accomplished to determine differences between managers towards the variables in 

this study. For a study on the corporate level, differences between restaurants 

could be based on factors such as restaurant type or ownership of units (corporate 

owned units, franchised units only, or a combination of both types of ownership). 

4. Replication of this research could be expanded to compare responses based on 

locality. Cities with smoking ordinances could be compared to determine 

differences between restaurateurs in those cities. 

5. Research is needed to look at restaurateur support for a statewide smoking 

ordinance. A complaint of restaurateurs is that smoking ordinances create 

inequalities with other nearby localities regulated in a different manner. A 

statewide ordinance would, in their opinion, affect all establishments equally and 

smokers would not go elsewhere in order to be accommodated. Revising this 
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study's instrument or creating another to look at the perception of restaurateurs 

statewide could be a means to examine this argument. 

A future area for research could be examining how to get restaurateurs to support 

local smoking ordinances. A complaint of restaurateurs is that they feel members 

of city councils considering smoking ordinances neglect to consider 

restaurateurs' input when writing these ordinances. 
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APPENDIX A 

Questionnaire 
I am a graduate student at the University of North Texas conducting a survey as pirt of my thesis This 
survey will gauge the attitude of restaurant managers toward the effects of the Arlington smoking 
ordinance and regulation** Your responses will be greatly appreciated. 

"Hie Arimgton «molrT"f ««*•"«» passed in December of 1993, required lo t tna t i to cither nwuH special ventilation system to 
remove ***** (winch alkmed • restaurant to designate up to 30H of net floor apace for a smokm* area) or bao smokmg altogether, 

itablufaments that do not emptoy or serves 
I rooms, it also exempted restaurants that 

Section 1 — Economic Effects 

Circle the number which best describes your 
agreement with each statement. If statement 
is not applicable, place a check nark in 
the does »ot apply blank. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree 

Does Not 
Apply 

As a result of the implementation of the 
Arlington smoking ordinance^. 
1. Food sales at my restaurant have increased 5 3 2 1 — 
2. Beverage sales at my restaurant have increased 5 3 2 1 ___ 

3. Customer count at my restaurant has increased 5 3 2 * 

4. Customers who smoke are now dining in cities 5 3 2 1 
where they can smoke. 

5. Customers who smoke are now patronizing 5 3 2 
restaurants that provide smoking areas. 

6. Instilling a ventilation system is an effective way 5 3 2 
to keep smoking customers. 

7. The cost of maintaining/cleaning public areas in 5 
mv iMtaiinfit |A M M M M fWai #wi%p anH jftar aflWifi 

3 2 1 — 
my iQuiiuaiu IO iwuvvc mc uuur •nu inffiTinviy 

8. The costs of employee health benefits/workers* 5 3 2 1 — 
umipfiimion have decreased 

9. Operating ventilation systems increase restaurant 5 3 2 
energy costs. 

Section 2 — Operational Effects 

Circle the number which best describes your 
agreement with each statement. If statement 
is not applicable, place a check mark in 
the does not apply blank. 
As a result of the implementation of the 
Arlington smoking ordinance^. 
1. The morale of my employees who smoke has 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

Strongly 
Neutral Disagree Disagree 

Does Not 
Apply 

2. The morale of my employees who do not smoke 
has improved 

3. Employee productivity has increased. 

4 Customer complaints regarding my restaurant's 
smoking section have decreased 

5. I had to rearrange the seating layout of my 
restaurant. 

6. Air quality has improved in my dining area. 

7 Customers who smoke seem more satisfied with 
their dining experience 

8. Customers who do not smoke seem more satisfied 
with their dnung experience. 

9. Table turnover has increased in my restaurant. 

10. Smokers do not stay in mv restaurant as long as 
before. 

Continued on Back" 
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Section 3 — Managerial Attitudes and Opinions 

Circle the number which best describes your 
agreement with each statement. If statement 
Is not applicable, place a check mark In 
the does not apply blank. 

1. The owner/operator or manager is the person that 
should make decisions that affect his/her 

protect public health. 
3. Government regulation affects a business 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Does Not 
Apply 

4. Government regulation affects a business 

5. A local government regulation creates inequalities 
with other nearby localities regulated in a different 

6. Swnfcifg is not fryywhu in public places. 

7. In a restaurant which alkms smoking, secondhand 
smoke is a health threat to employees. 

8. In a restaurant which allows smoking, secondhand 
smoke is a health threat to customers. 

9. People should be concerned about the effects of 

10. Loopholes nrmpting r 
while the ordinance was being passed gave those 
restaurants an unfair iAiwuy 

11. 
which prohibit minors gave those restaurants an 
unfair advantage. 

Section 4 — Demographic Information 

Circle the number which best describes your restaurant. 

What is your restaurant affiliation? Circle one. 
1 Chain/franchise 
2 Independently owned/operated 

What is your restaurant type? Circle one. 
1 Quick-serve (Cast-food) 
2 Midscale (including cafeterias, buffets and family-style restaurants such as Denny's) 
3 Upscale (restaurants such as T.G.I. Friday's. Chili s, etc.) 
4 Fine dining (linen table service) 
5 Other (Please specify .) 

ADDITIONAL CC rS ARE WELCOME 

If you would like a summary of the results of the survey, please send a self-addressed, stamped envelope 
to Ronald B. Lindly, University of North Texas, School of Merchandising and Hospitality Management, 
P.O. Box 5248, Denton, Texas 76203-0248 

Thank you for your participation! 
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APPENDIX B 

Sample Cover Letter 

December-*. 1995 

Manager's (or Owner's) Name 
Restaurant Name 
Restaurant Address 
Arlington, Texas 76000 

Dear Manager's (or Owner's) Name 

Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Ronald Brian Lindly. a graduate student at the 
University of North Texas. I am working on my Master's Degree in Hotel and Restaurant Management. 
Currently. 1 am working on my thesis entitled. "Managerial Attitudes Toward Business Regulation: The 
Arlington Smoking Ordinance." 

You were selected to participate in this study by means of a random sample obtained from a listing from 
the Texas Comptrollers Office. Your participation will be held in strict confidentiality. Responses from 
the questionnaire will be kept anonymous. The results obtained from this questionnaire will be reported 
in my research to determine any differences between restaurateurs toward the smoking ordinance. The 
results of this research will attempt to show attitudmal differences, economic effects and operational 
effects of the ordinance. The responses obtained from individual questionnaires will be compiled to form 
two groups of restaurateurs, chain/franchise restaurant managers and independent restaurant 
owner/operators. All results will be presented in relation to these two groups. 

Your participation in this project adds credibility and value to the study. It will be paramount in the 
resulting data and analysis. If possible, please return the survey in the enclosed envelope by Monday. 
December 18th. 

I invite you to contact my professor. Dr. Daniel A. Emenheiser, or me at the University of North Texas, at 
(817) 565-2436 if you should have any questions about this project. I can also be reached at (817) 465-
1697 (Arlington). Thank you in advance for your participation. 

Sincerely. 

Ronald Brian Lindly Daniel A Emenheiser. Ed. D. 
Graduate Student Graduate Coordinator 

Enclosure 

This project has been reviewed and approved bv the UNT Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects 
(817) 565-3940 
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Reminder Postcard 

December 18,1995 

Dear Restaurant Owner/Manager: 

I am writing to remind you that if you have not completed the survey on the 
Arlington Smoking Ordinance, please take time to do so. I do realize this is a very 
busy time of the year for your restaurant, but your responses are very important to 
my study. Again, I would like to thank you for your participation. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald B. Lindly, Graduate Student 
University of North Texas 

P.S.: If you no longer have a copy of the survey and need another, please call 
me at (817) 465-1697 or Dr. Daniel Emenheiser at (817) 565-4786 
(Denton). 
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APPENDIX C 

Panel Survey Instrument 

Brian Lindly 

Survey Pane! Review 

The Arlington Smoking Ordinance 

In December of 1993, the Arlington City Council passed one of the first smoking 
ordinances in North Texas. It met with resistance from local restaurateurs because of the 
requirements of the ordinance. Main points in the ordinance included: 

• requiring restaurants to completely ban smoking or install ventilation systems 
to exchange restaurant air every fifteen minutes (which allows a restaurant to 
designate up to 30% of net floor space as smoking) 

• rules for displaying signage 
• defined ordinance violations and defenses to prosecution for restaurateurs and 

customers 
• a 1994 amendment to the ordinance allowing a alternate ventilation system 

(whereby a restaurant could partition off a section of the dining area and install 
a cheaper air cleaning system) 

These requirements upset local, especially independent, restaurateurs because: 

• there were two major loopholes in the ordinance that exempted restaurants that 
prohibited minors and eight restaurants that were under construction at the 
time of the ordinance 

• the cost of special ventilation systems might range in price from $10,000 to 
$90,000 

• the potential loss of local business to other cities, such as, Dalworthington 
Gardens, Pantego and Fort Worth 

Survey Instructions 

Please respond to the attached questionnaire by indicating whether you think the items will 
provide me with information to answer my research hypotheses For example, are the 
items clearly worded? Are there additional questions which need to be included on the 
instrument if the hypotheses are to be adequately answered? Are there questions on the 
questionnaire in its present form which really do not address the research questions? 

Using the evaluation categories listed on the following pages, please rate each survey item 
from "Excellent" to "Very Poor". 
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Section 1 — Economic Effects 

As a result of the Arlington smoking ordinance... 

1. Food sales at my restaurant have increased 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 

2. Beverage sales at my restaurant have increased. 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 

3. Patronage at my restaurant has increased. 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 
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4. Customers that smoke are dining in cities where they can smoke 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 

5. Customers that smoke are patronizing restaurants that provide smoking areas 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 

6. Installing a ventilation system is the best way to keep my smoking customers. 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 
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7. The cost of cleaning public areas in my restaurant to remove the odor of smoke has 
decreased. 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 

8. Employee benefits/workers' compensation costs have decreased 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 

9. Ventilation systems increase restaurant energy costs. 

Criterion #1: Clarity of Written Expression 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very Poor 

Criterion #2: Is this question clearly related to at least one of the study's research 
hypotheses? 

Yes No Undecided 

Comments: 
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