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Introduction

Despite continued resistance to harm reduction interventions,
there is strong evidence demonstrating their successes in public
health, most notably in reducing the incidence of HIV and Hepatitis
C infection. Critics may argue that tobacco harm reduction, as it
applies to e-cigarettes, remains distinct from harm reduction for other
forms of drug addiction. While there is no de nitive evidence that
either e-cigarettes or needle exchanges promote substance initiation
among non-users, critics have expressed concerns about the possibility
of a gateway e ect of e-cigarettes towards conventional cigarettes.
In addition, unlike e-cigarettes, needle exchanges are not backed by
powerful political lobbyists or for-pro t companies. Lastly, injection
drug use is comparably invisible relative to the conspicuousness of
using an e-cigarette in public. While these important distinctions
highlight the need for closer examination, they do not inherently
exclude the harm reduction potential of e-cigarettes [1]. e burden of
smoking-related illness suggests that novel public health interventions
designed to reduce the harms associated with cigarette smoking are
needed. Virtually all interventions to date have focused on eliminating
nicotine use, as standard nicotine replacement therapies are indicated
for use up to 12 weeks.  ese successes have been limited, with just
over 15% of smokers motivated to quit achieving prolonged abstinence
at 12 months with the aid of a smoking cessation therapy. Despite
the fact that an elimination-centred approach is incongruous with
the understanding that harm reduction strategies are more practical
and feasible than enforcing population-wide abstinence, anti-tobacco
activists have expressed concern that harm reduction might over-
shadow cessation messages, e ectively resulting in a reduction in the
number of successful quitters [2]. Tobacco harm reduction continues
to be met with scepticism by public health advocates whose distrust of
safer smoking products dates back to a misguided endorsement of light
cigarettes in the 1950’s and 60’s. More recently, critics denounced the
use of low-nitrosamine smokeless tobacco products, commonly known
as snus, for tobacco harm reduction despite evidence that the increased
use of snus among Swedish men was accompanied by a reduction
in the prevalence of cigarette smoking and tobacco-related disease.
Arguments against the use of smokeless tobacco for harm reduction are
similarly used against e-cigarettes, including the continued promotion
of an addictive substance, uncertain long-term safety concerns, the
possibility of a gateway e ect to conventional tobacco products, and
concerns about questionable terms of engagement with the tobacco
industry.

Discussion

An important distinction between e-cigarettes and smokeless
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