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Executive Summary 

 
No one is protected from secondhand smoke among the air. Secondhand smoke is extremely 
toxic and can remain in the air long after a lit tobacco product is put out. Secondhand smoke is 
the lethal smoke created from the burning end of a lit tobacco product, or cigarette, and the 
smoke exhaled by the smoker. This lethal smoke contains more than 7,000 chemicals of which 
250 chemicals have been confirmed as hazardous and 69 chemicals have been linked to cause 
cancer. 
 
California is not considered a state that provides sufficient protection against exposure to 
secondhand smoke. In California, secondhand tobacco smoke is accountable for expulsion of 
approximately 1900 tons of carbon monoxide, 40 tons of nicotine, and 365 tons of particle 
matter, that can be involuntarily inhaled, into the environment each year. In California, smoke-
free policies, or laws, that limit tobacco use in public places are inadequate at diminishing 
exposure to secondhand smoke and need to be revised and enforced throughout the state. 
 
The state of California has declined in its political activism towards becoming a smoke-free 
state. Currently, there are 27 states that do not have smoke-free policies effective statewide, and 
California is one of those states. California’s smoke-free policies are inadequate due to the 
allowance of exemption in smoke-free policies. These exemptions include the allowance of 
smoking in certain indoor work places, without designated smoking areas, public parks, and 
some public beaches. These exemptions have occurred because California legislators, who are 
the decision makers, are not passing laws that can effectively enforce smoke-free policies among 
all public places.  
 
Every day, tobacco companies spend almost $11 million to try to influence the population to buy 
cigarettes. In 2005, the tobacco industry spent approximately $13.4 billion on marketing 
expenses on a national scale and $848 million within the state of California and continues to 
increase in marketing sales. 
 
The effects that nonsmokers, who are regularly exposed to elevated levels of secondhand smoke, 
face is a 25% increase of developing heart disease, and a 30% increase of lung disease. However, 
research proves that smoke-free laws in California can reduce the rate of heart attacks and lung 
cancer among nonsmokers by 30%. 
 
If there were better bills proposed and further research on how enforcing some-free policies can 
reduce secondhand smoke exposure, more bills could be proposed that could correct existing 
exemptions, and more educational programs could be effective on informing the public of the 
harmful effects of secondhand smoke. California should make a concerted effort to ensure the 
health and well-being of California residents by effectively providing protection from 
secondhand smoke exposure.    
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Lethal Smoke in the Air 

Millions of Americans are being exposed to secondhand smoke every day. Whether in the car on 
the way to work, standing in front of a restaurant, or walking among a public park, secondhand 
smoke exposure is everywhere. No one is safe when there is secondhand smoke among the air. 
Secondhand smoke is considered to be extremely toxic and can remain in the air long after a lit 
tobacco product is put out.    
Secondhand smoke is defined as the lethal smoke created from the burning end of a lit tobacco 
product, such as a cigarette, and the smoke exhaled by the smoker. This lethal smoke contains 
more than 7,000 chemicals of which 250 chemicals have been confirmed as hazardous and 69 
chemicals have been linked to cause cancer (Secondhand Smoke, 2012). In California, 
secondhand tobacco smoke is accountable for expulsion of approximately 1900 tons of carbon 
monoxide, 40 tons of nicotine, and 365 tons of particle matter, that can be involuntarily inhaled, 
into the environment each year (Martin & Paauwe, 2006). According to the California Air 
Resources Board (2006), secondhand smoke has been classified as a “Toxic Air Contaminant” 
due to its mixture of poisonous compounds such as benzene, arsenic, and cyanide. (See appendix 
for detailed descriptions of these chemicals and their effects on the body).  
There are no safe levels of secondhand smoke for the exposure is effective immediately. The 
individuals most at risk of the harmful effects of secondhand smoke exposure are nonsmokers. 
Nonsmokers, of all ages or ethnicities, are vulnerable to the exposure of secondhand tobacco 
smoke. According to the American Cancer Society (2013), nonsmokers are more likely to 
develop multiple health complications, such as lower respiratory tract infections, asthma, eye and 
nasal irritation, heart disease, lung cancer and breast cancer. In California, secondhand smoke is 
to blame for nearly 4,000 deaths from heart disease and lung cancer each year (Thompson, 
2006). California is not considered a state that provides sufficient protection against exposure to 
secondhand smoke. In California, smoke-free policies, which limit tobacco use in public places, 
are inadequate at diminishing exposure to secondhand smoke and need to be revised and 
enforced throughout the state.  

The Leading Tobacco Industry 

Restricted Information on Secondhand Smoke  
The tobacco industry and health-concerned consumers are having an ongoing debate on whether 
or not secondhand smoke is harmful to the human body. According to the International Agency 
for Research on Cancer (IARC) (2002), tobacco companies have funded almost 50 studies, 
within the past 25 years, to determine if there is a credible connection among secondhand smoke, 
lung disease, and heart disease. Many of these studies verified a connection, but, when a link was 
found, the companies stopped funding the research or altered their conclusions (Keim, 2007). 
According to the World Health Organization (2013), the tobacco industry criticizes the data that 
proves secondhand smoke is hazardous because the industry is aware that smokers are unwilling 
to contaminate others’ health conditions. 
Tobacco companies are cautious of the amount of information about secondhand smoke that can 
be released to the general public. The tobacco industry is attentive to smokers’ preferences on 
smoking tobacco and is focused on ensuring that smokers stay uninformed on the effects of 
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secondhand smoke in order to keep productivity. The tobacco industry is attempting to keep 
smokers unaware of the reality that cigarettes do not just harm themselves, but also individuals 
who are near a burning cigarette or involuntarily inhale the smoke..  
The Congress of the United States passed the Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act in 1965, 
which implements cigarette packs to contain a warning label stating “Cigarettes may be 
hazardous to your health”. Although this label does help inform smokers their cigarette smoking 
can harm them, the label does not specify the possibility of the harmful effects of secondhand 
smoke. By not providing the adequate information on the health risks on tobacco products, 
smokers are still unaware of the harm they may be exposing to others. Research shows that 
tobacco companies are still continuing to deny the confirmations that secondhand smoke 
primarily causes lung disease and many other diseases, although every examination of the 
evidence was proven to be valid (About Second Hand Smoke, 2013). 

Advertisements Promote Smoking 
The tobacco industry continues to dominate in advertisements for tobacco smoking, and is 
heavily promoting tobacco products in California and throughout the nation. The tobacco 
industry promotes smoking as an inviting, invigorating experience through advertisements 
publicized through newspapers and magazines. Every day, tobacco companies spend almost $11 
million to try to influence the population to buy cigarettes (Jacobs, 1997). According to the 
California Tobacco Control Program (2009), in 2005, the tobacco industry spent approximately 
$13.4 billion on marketing expenses on a national scale and $843.8 million within the state of 
California and continues to increase in marketing sales.  

Political Support in California 
The tobacco industry has gained supporters not only through advertisements, but also through 
California politicians. According to the California Department of Public Health (2009), the 
tobacco industry increases its influence on California politicians by donating thousands of dollars 
for campaigns to political parties, legislative candidates, and legislators. The following table 
(Table 10) breaks down the financial contributions the tobacco industry provided for the political 

parties in the 
election for 
2011-2012.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note. This table on the tobacco industry contributions is acquired from the National Institute on Money in State 
Politics.  
Tobacco Industry Contributions and Recipients, 2011–2012. (2011). [Graphic illustration on Tobacco Industry 
Contributions]  Retrieved from http://www.followthemoney.org/press/ReportView.phtml?r=493&ext=6 
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The tobacco industry supporters gave $3.5million to more than 2,000 state-level candidates in 
the 2011-2012 elections (Tobacco Industry Contributions and Recipients 2011–2012, 2011). 
Tobacco companies focus primarily on individuals, among each political party, who aspire to 
become representatives, senators, Vice-President, and President (Jacobs, 1997). According to the 
National Institute on Money in State Politics (2011), almost 79% of the proposed contributions 
were given to candidates who, afterwards, won their elections. The subsequent table (Table 12) 
categorizes the contributions given to each candidate running in the election for 2011-2012.   

 
Note. This table on the tobacco industry contributions is acquired from the National Institute on Money in State 
Politics.  
Tobacco Industry Contributions and Recipients, 2011–2012. (2011). [Graphic illustration on Tobacco Industry 
Contributions]  Retrieved from http://www.followthemoney.org/press/ReportView.phtml?r=493&ext=6 
 
In return of receiving these financial contributions, the United States government supports the 
tobacco industry through financial funding and international trade. The U.S government assists 
tobacco profits by sponsoring tobacco farms and the costs of growing the tobacco crops 
throughout the nation (Jacobs, 1997). There are 136,000 employed tobacco farms funded in 23 
states, and 114 tobacco manufactories located in 21 states (Tobacco's Impact on the Economy, 
1997).   
 
Also, the U.S government has persisted to aid the growth of the tobacco industry by allowing 
tobacco companies to sell tobacco products outside of the country. Tobacco companies have 
exported cigarettes to almost 146 countries around the world (Jacobs, 1997). In 1992, the profit 
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created from exporting tobacco products was $5.6 billion (Galea, 2012). The taxes for the 
exported revenue provide the U.S government a great deal of money and have become a great 
importance to the United States’ economy. As the tobacco industry continues to cultivate a profit 
and disburse taxes, the United States government legislators increase the support for tobacco 
smoking.  

Inadequate Policies 
The state of California has declined in its political activism towards becoming a smoke-free state 
by allowing exemption in smoke-free policies. These exemptions include the allowance of 
smoking in certain indoor work places, without designated smoking areas, public parks, and 
some public beaches. These exemptions have occurred because California legislators are not 
passing laws that can effectively enforce smoke-free policies among all public places. Currently, 
there are 27 states that do not have smoke-free policies enforced statewide, and California is one 
of those states (Saving Lives, Saving Money, 2011). However, California has been considered a 
pioneer in legalizing smoke-free laws, among the workplace. California was the first state in the 
U.S to execute a smoke-free workplace law enabling smoking in certain indoor work space in 
1995 (California Tobacco Control Update 2009: 20 Years of Tobacco Control in California, 
2009). This law was the first of 25 other states’ decisions to make them smoke-free within work 
places, but California is losing its smoke-free policy credibility by not updating these policies.  
 
According to research, these exemptions are the most common within workplaces, Indian 
casinos, certain public outdoor places, and at public events, and put many individuals more at 
risk to secondhand smoke exposure (California Tobacco Control Update 2009: 20 Years of 
Tobacco Control in California, 2009). However, no new bills have been passed in order to 
correct these risky exemptions. In 2012, congress was introduced to a bill by State Senator Mark 
DeSaulnier, Senate Bill 575, that was intended for the prohibition of smoking in hotel lobbies, 
break rooms within workplaces, bars, banquet rooms, and owner-operated corporations (Bill 
Would Expand Calif. Smoking Ban At Work, 2011). This bill did not pass for it did not continue 
past the legislative process (Casey, 2013). Another bill, Assembly Bill 217, was proposed to both 
legislative chambers and was proficient in passing the legislative process, but the bill was vetoed 
by California Governor Jerry Brown, in 2012, because eliminated “..one of several statutory 
exceptions to the general prohibition on indoor smoking in the workplace” (Casey, 2013). There 
have been no new laws or bills introduced to the legislative chambers that have been able to 
ensure no exposure to secondhand smoke in those exempt places of current laws. 

Opposing Views  
Research has shown there is a strong public support among both smokers and nonsmokers for 
these smoke-free policies; however, store owners who sell tobacco are not for advocating smoke-
free policies. Many vendors that endorse tobacco products do not agree with the benefits of 
smoke-free policies because they fear these policies can disrupt business profiting. There are 
40,000 retailers that sell tobacco products in the U.S., and are continuing to make a substantial 
profit (Patricia A. McDaniel, 2011). According to the Institute of Medicine (2007), no evidence 
has been proven that the health benefits from authorizing smoke-free policies would drastically 
affect businesses and their revenue. However, store owners, that sell tobacco products, are still 
not cooperating with smoke-free policies by making minimal efforts to encourage consumers to 
become aware of the restrictions of these policies. Research verifies that these policies are the 
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more cost effective solutions to protect employee health and the health of others (Facts on 
Secondhand Smoke, 2011).           

Risky Exposure for Nonsmokers 

The Center for Disease Control and Prevention, CDC, (2013) verifies that approximately 14% of 
the California adult population smoked cigarettes which ranked California as second among the 
United States for the highest average of smokers in a state within the year 2011.  This puts many 
individuals at risk for the exposure of secondhand smoke from tobacco products. The individuals 
who are greatly affected by secondhand smoke are nonsmokers. Nonsmokers are becoming more 
at risk to being frequently exposed to secondhand smoke. According to the Surgeon General of 
the U.S in 1989, he specified in his report how dangerous secondhand smoke is because it can 
cause disease, such as lung and breast cancer, increase the frequency of respiratory infections in 
children exposed to it, and may cause an increased in heart attacks among healthy nonsmokers 
(HowTo Get Away From SHS, 2006).  
 
Physical Effects from Secondhand Smoke 
Brief exposure to secondhand smoke can be harmful for the body. When exposed to secondhand 
smoke, an individual will start to experience immediate effects like irritation to the eyes and 
throat. Increased exposure to secondhand smoke can be damaging to the lungs, heart, and 
circulatory system. Research proves that nonsmokers who are regularly exposed to elevated 
levels of secondhand smoke have a 25% increase of developing heart disease, and a 30% 
increase of lung disease (Facts on Secondhand Smoke, 2011).  According to the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (2013), the percentage of individuals who were diagnosed within 
the last year of cancer linked to second hand smoke was 44%. Every year, almost 37,000 
nonsmokers die from heart disease created by secondhand smoke exposure (Jacobs, 1997). 
California is increasing in its death toll, and California’s “smoking-attributable mortality rate 
ranks 6th among the states” (Smoking and Tobacco Use, 2013).   

Unreliable Policies  
Many of the current smoke-free laws do not guarantee adequate protection from secondhand 
smoke, and are creating exemptions where exposure to secondhand smoke may be critical. These 
frequently encountered loopholes in California’s Smoke-Free Workplace law exposes 
approximately 13.5% of California workers to secondhand smoke (Facts on Secondhand Smoke, 
2011).The exemptions in California smoke-free laws continue to allow exposure of secondhand 
smoke to nonsmokers in multiple areas such as workplaces, public places, and private 
residencies.  
 

Who Benefits?  
The tobacco industry continues to profit from selling and promoting tobacco products to 
merchants throughout California. Currently, there is no official limit on how many tobacco 
products can be sold within the United States or among a state. The state board assessed that, last 
year alone, 972 million packs of cigarettes were solid in California (State's Tobacco Tax 
Revenue Drops as Cigarette Sales Fall, 2010). California is benefiting also from the profit of 
tobacco products being sold statewide. California distributed $4.4 billion in tobacco bonds in 
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2007 (Taggart, 2012). However, California is promoting tobacco smoking by allowing profit to 
be made within the state.   

California Awareness 

Proposed Policies That Can Be Beneficial  
In order to reduce secondhand smoke exposure in California, the state should promote initiatives 
that advocate restricting smoking in private and public places. By promoting initiatives, 
California residents can be educated on the benefits smoke-free policies can establish. According 
to the California Tobacco Control Program (2009), smoke-free laws in California have been 
proven to reduce the rate of heart attacks and lung cancer among nonsmokers by 30%. California 
is making a statewide effort to implement smoke-free policies at the community level by 
promoting campaigns that help influence communities to enforce these policies (California 
Tobacco Control Update 2009: 20 Years of Tobacco Control in California, 2009). California has 
seen progress in advocating initiatives; however, there is still not enough public support in 
making California a complete smoke-free state. 

Countering Advertisements 
California communities should make a greater endeavor at countering pro-tobacco influences 
and advertisements by providing more anti-smoking smoking advertisement. Tobacco companies 
are sponsoring many public events, and continue to advertise smoking among the entertainment 
industry. California has created an active media campaign that is against these social media 
advertisements. According to the California Tobacco Control Program (2009), the media 
campaign performed on a $15 million budget during the fiscal year of 2007-2008. This media 
campaign’s purpose was to increase public awareness about the tobacco industry’s misleading 
influences on the California population, but the funds were diminished due to state budgeting. 
However, when the media campaign was administered properly, it was largely responsible for 
changing the attitudes and beliefs on individual preferences for cigarette smoking (California 
Tobacco Control Update 2009: 20 Years of Tobacco Control in California, 2009).    

Smoking as Socially Unacceptable 
Smoking cigarettes has become a socially acceptable activity within the past two decades, and 
the state of California should make an effort to change the public view on smoking. California 
residents’ knowledge on secondhand smoke is regressing. By reestablishing the knowledge on 
secondhand smoke among communities statewide, more funded programs against smoking could 
be offered thus reducing secondhand smoke exposure. By educating the general public, and, 
more specifically smokers, on the hazardous side effects of secondhand smoke, California can 
change the social norm to go against smoking, reduce the likelihood of smoking cigarettes and 
help reduce the risk of secondhand smoke exposure in nonsmokers (California Tobacco Control 
Update 2009: 20 Years of Tobacco Control in California, 2009). 

Making Tobacco Unaffordable 
The state of California should increase the price of tobacco in order to reduce smoking and 
exposure to secondhand smoke. In 2012, Proposition 29 was presented on the ballot for 
California voters and was intended to increase the tax on all tobacco products by $1 in order to 
fund research on cancer, but failed to pass by a slim percentage of voters who voted against it 
(Lagos, 2012). California’s tax on tobacco still remains lower than 32 other states that enforce 
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the tax. The average price of a pack of cigarettes is an estimated five dollars, and the prices of 
this tobacco product has decreased since 2003 (California Tobacco Control Update 2009: 20 
Years of Tobacco Control in California, 2009). As cigarettes are being sold at cheaper prices 
than other states, smoking among adults has escalated and is contributing to the risks of the toxic 
secondhand smoke. If prices are increased, this could result in a decrease of consumption, reduce 
the exposure to secondhand smoke, and lower medical care costs for residents in California 
(Jacobs, 1997). 
 
Community Agreement  
California residents should agree on intruding newer policies with fewer, or no, exemptions, 
followed by public awareness activities. According to the California Tobacco Control Update 
(2009), a majority of California residents agreed that smoking should be prohibited among 
outdoor dining areas (75%), among public beaches (66%), and should not be allowed in Indian 
casinos (72%). However, smokers are not compliant on the possibility of cigarette smoking 
being banned among outdoor public places and Indian casinos. California tobacco control is still 
operating to gain support from non-governmental health organizations and local health groups 
that can help fund the movement to a tobacco-free state (California Tobacco Control Update 
2009: 20 Years of Tobacco Control in California, 2009).    

 
California was the first state to adopt an anti-smoking policy among workplaces, but is failing to 
gain community effort to generate newer policies that can create a smoke-free state. Research 
has showed that having suitable and affordable anti-tobacco programs can protect the health of 
all individuals. Within the state of Kentucky, the community of Lexington established a 
Lexington-Fayette County smoke-free law that was proven to reduce secondhand smoke 
pollution by 91% (The Facts About Secondhand Smoke, 2012). In 2002, the state of Montana 
enforced a smoke-free law, and saw significant results. In Helena, the number of patients 
admitted among hospitals for myocardial infarctions (heart attacks) lowered by 40% (The Facts 
About Secondhand Smoke, 2012).  California should consider adopting a solution from other 
anti-smoking supporting states in order to reduce the cancer-causing exposure of secondhand 
smoke.  

Prevention of Secondhand Smoke Exposure 

California has an extensive history on contributing to tobacco control, but the success of tobacco 
prevention is deteriorating. The tobacco industry continues to gain powerful influence over 
California advertisements and the supporting government. California is not considered a smoke-
free state due to bills not being passed, policies not being properly enforced, and not enough 
local support on opposing smoking throughout the state.   California was a state that pioneered 
the smoke-free law among the workplaces and public places, but is quickly diminishing in its 
fight against smoking prevention. The state of California needs more communal support and 
local advocates in order to have a greater impact on preventing tobacco consumption and 
secondhand smoke exposure.  
 

• California smoke-free policies should be renewed in order to correct exemptions in 
existing laws. 

• California should restrict smokers to designated public areas authorized by communities.   
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• Initiating smoke-free policies is beneficial in saving lives by reducing the exposure to 
secondhand smoke and the risk of developing cancer. 

• Initiating policies can lower the medical care costs for residents in California. 
• In order to decrease secondhand smoke, California should limit the amount of tobacco 

products manufactured and sold statewide.  
• California should advocate affordable anti-tobacco programs that can protect the health 

of all individuals.  
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Appendix A 

This appendix provides detailed descriptions of compounds found in secondhand smoke and 
their effects on the body. 

1) Benzene:  
a) The chemical compound, benzene, is a colorless liquid that is derived from natural 

processes, such as forest fires and volcanoes. This compound is among the 20 most 
widely used chemicals among the nation. Benzene is a natural ingredient found among 
gasoline, crude oil, and, most common, cigarette smoke.  

b) The most exposure to benzene comes from the inhalation of contaminated air. Cigarette 
smoke and secondhand smoke are the most significant sources that expose air to benzene. 
Cigarette smoke is responsible for almost half of the U.S national benzene exposure. 
Rooms contaminated by cigarette smoke contain higher levels of benzene than average.    

c) Based on empirical research and studies, benzene is recognized as a trigger for cancer in 
both humans and animals. These studies performed, that suggested benzene as a cancer 
factor, were essentially focused on leukemia and other cancers found in blood cells. 
Among lab animals, benzene was found to cause an assortment of cancerous tumors. 
Among human participants, the rates of leukemia were discovered to be higher when 
exposed to elevated levels of benzene. Many studies conducted on humans have not 
found a considerable increase in the risk of cancers from greater benzene exposures. 
However, exposure to benzene is proven to increase the risk of development of leukemia.  

d) Benzene is known to cause other short-term and long-term health problems. Short-term 
related complications from high exposures of benzene include dizziness, tremors, 
headaches, irritation of the eyes and throat, drowsiness, and unconsciousness. The long-
term complications from benzene exposure can become fatal. Long-term benzene 
exposure mostly damages the red bone marrow. Red bone marrow is the sight of 
erythropoiesis, the formation of red blood cells, and is very vulnerable to the exposure of 
benzene. If exposed to benzene over a long period of time, the exposure can result in a 
low red blood cell count (anemia), low white blood cell count (can impair the body’s 
ability to fight against infections), and low blood platelet count (can cause excessive 
bleeding).  

Note. This information was retrieved from The American Cancer Society. The citation is as 
followed: Benzene. (2010, November 5). Retrieved from The American Cancer Society: 
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancercauses/othercarcinogens/intheworkplace/benzene 

2) 	  Arsenic: 
a) Arsenic is a chemical element naturally found in the environment among rocks, water, 

soil, air, animals, and plants. This compound can combine with other organic or inorganic 
compounds which can increase its toxicity. When combined with inorganic chemical 
compounds, such as sulfur, arsenic becomes a toxic cancer-causing agent. When 
combined with organic chemical compounds, arsenic is verified to be less toxic and not a 
probable cause to cancer. However, arsenic is a toxic cancer causing agent when 
produced from the smolder of lit tobacco products.    

b) Individuals can be exposed to arsenic in multiple ways. Occasionally, people are exposed 
to arsenic in small amounts by breathing in contaminated air, drinking contaminated 



16	  
INEFFECTIVE	  SMOKE-‐FREE	  POLICIES	  

water and food. People who live close to agricultural or industrial establishments are 
more at risk for higher exposure to arsenic that can cause cancer. Arsenic can be found in 
burning tobacco products; however, this brief exposure is not fatal. Individuals who are 
frequently exposed to burning tobacco products may terminal health problems. 

c) Arsenic is known to cause short-term and long-term health problems. Brief exposure can 
cause short-term health effects like irritated throat and lungs (if inhaled), nausea, stomach 
pains, muscle weakness, and bruising, caused by blood vessel damage. Frequent exposure 
to arsenic can cause long-term effects on the body that can lead to fatality. Some long-
term effects include liver and kidney impairment, an irregular heartbeat, and a deficiency 
of white and red blood cells, which can lead to increased infections.   

Note. This information was retrieved from the American Cancer Society. The citation is as 
followed: Arsenic. (2011, February 17). Retrieved from The American Cancer Society : 
http://www.cancer.org/cancer/cancercauses/othercarcinogens/intheworkplace/arsenic 

3) Cyanide: 

a) The chemical, cyanide, is a poisonous compound that can be found in tobacco smoke, 
contaminated foods, and some plants. Cyanide is considered a potentially lethal chemical 
that can endure in various forms. Cyanide is contained in tobacco products through the 
manufacturing of the paper. This chemical is commonly known to be released during the 
combustion of cigarettes.   

b) Individuals can be exposed to cyanide by inhaling contaminated air, or by consuming 
water or food that has been in contact with the chemical. Cyanide can be absorbed in 
water or air through industrial activities and natural processes; however, inhaling cyanide 
is the most harmful form of exposure. Smoking cigarettes, or being exposed to tobacco 
smoke, is the major source of exposure to cyanide in the air. This particular exposure is 
hazardous because cyanide takes on a gaseous state that is poisonous to the body.   

c) Cyanide is proven to cause short-term and serious long-term effects on the body. The 
short-term effects of cyanide poisoning include headache, nausea, vomiting, rapid 
breathing, and muscle fatigue. These effects are more common among individuals with 
brief exposure, and do not cause severe health complications. The long-term effects of 
cyanide poisoning include convulsions, lung damage, low blood pressure, slower heart 
rate, and respiratory failure which can lead to death.                 

Note. This information was retrieved from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. The 
citation is as followed: Facts About Cyanide. (2013, June 27). Retrieved from Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention : http://www.bt.cdc.gov/agent/cyanide/basics/facts.asp 

 


