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Global and local perspectives on tobacco
harm reduction: what are the issues and
where do we go from here?
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This thematic series of Harm Reduction Journal explores
the issues surrounding the current state of tobacco harm
reduction at global and local levels. Tobacco harm reduc-
tion (THR) refers to strategies designed to reduce the
health risks associated with tobacco smoking but which
may involve the continued use of nicotine. The health con-
sequences of tobacco smoking are well documented; if
current trends continue, it has been estimated that globally,
a billion lives will be lost to tobacco smoking in the
twenty-first century [1]. However, although some countries
have embraced the concept, THR has not been, and is not,
widely accepted or implemented, with heavy sanctions on
reduced risk nicotine-containing products (including
e-cigarettes, snus and heat not burn products) in many
countries. Mike Russell famously stated ‘smokers smoke for
the nicotine, but die from the tar’ [2]. Despite the ringing
clarity of this message that it is the thousands of toxicants
and numerous carcinogens in tobacco smoke that leads to
premature death and disease, many years on, the science of
‘cleaner’ nicotine-containing products remains heavily con-
tested. Nicotine’s long association with combustible tobacco
continues to mar social political dialect surrounding the
use of nicotine products for harm reduction.
Quitting smoking is a difficult process; high rates of re-

lapse are testament to this. For example, 6–12-month ab-
stinence rates with no intervention are only around 3%,
with an estimated percentage point increase of between 6
and 15% with nicotine replacement therapy (NRT), bupro-
prion or varenicline [3]. NRT may not adequately assist
with all of the symptoms of smoking withdrawal, and for
many more it is not an adequate long-term smoking re-
placement. E-cigarettes address the behavioural aspects of
smoking in addition to providing nicotine and are now the
most preferred method of quitting smoking [4]. However,
when highlighting the potential of e-cigarettes for smoking

cessation, in the absence of supporting empirical evidence,
it is important not to overstate their achievements com-
pared to NRT [5].
Although there is emerging evidence for their effective-

ness as a smoking cessation aid, many smokers continue to
smoke alongside e-cigarette use [6–9], or report that
e-cigarettes are not a satisfying alternative to smoking [10].
Moreover, smoking prevalence remains disproportionately
high in underrepresented (e.g. vulnerable/marginalised)
groups (estimates of above 80% in those dependence on
illicit substances) [11], and the effectiveness of e-cigarettes
and other reduced risk nicotine-containing products have
not been extensively researched in these groups. While so
many smokers are still attached to smoking, more choice
and availability of a range of both medicinal and consumer
reduced risk nicotine-containing products is needed includ-
ing NRT, e-cigarettes, snus, heat not burn products along
with a greater understanding of how products may comple-
ment each other.
The development and maintenance of smoking is under-

pinned by a multifaceted and often complex set of interact-
ing biopsychosocial issues, not captured by one theory.
Experts in substance use know this. Despite this knowledge,
one of the most commonly cited objections to reduced risk
products is that because they contain nicotine they may act
as a so-called gateway to regular cigarette smoking for
non-smokers. However, one featured study shows that
regular e-cigarette use is almost exclusive to ex and current
smokers [9]. While this and other studies may help to
counter claims of ‘gateway’ theories, this study along with
past research shows that dual-use (i.e. use of an e-cigarette
and smoking) is high. Why smokers with access to reduced
risk products would still want to smoke and what factors
encourage complete to switching to reduced harm products
are key areas requiring empirical investigation.
Exploring quitting trajectories (which are presented in

this issue) through qualitative research provides a more
nuanced approach to understanding individual differences
in smoking cessation. At a local level (which this thematic
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series invites), the narratives of those averse to change,
those who have changed and those who have failed to
switch, elucidate the challenges of behaviour change and
also how nationwide strategies are perceived.
This edition features timely reminders of why the wider

public perception of nicotine is so often skewed and marred
by its association with tobacco [12]. Indeed, despite an
emerging reduced risk market, public perception around
the risks of these products is often inaccurate and the num-
ber of people incorrectly believing that e-cigarettes are as
harmful or more harmful than smoking seems to be in-
creasing [7]. This issue features one article which highlights
how systems of communicating harms of smokeless to-
bacco originated and may continue to pollute the messa-
ging of other nicotine-containing products. Tobacco health
warning labels and risk-related messages have received a
great deal of empirical attention in relation to their persua-
sive impact on driving down levels of smoking. With the
landscape of nicotine use changing regulation has not kept
up, messages on cigarettes appear to have been ‘borrowed’
and adapted, perhaps inappropriately, for use on much less
harmful products. Despite these changes, the unintended
consequences of warning labels on smokers’ perceptions of
reduced risk products remain an emerging field.
Understanding the conditions under which smokers

switch to e-cigarettes or other reduced risk products
is clearly a priority area for research but one that
may be exclusive to countries where regulation is re-
laxed, markets are developing and real world user be-
haviour can contribute to scientific evidence. The
bigger picture is that there are still many countries
with extremely high smoking prevalence rates with
little or no access to reduced risk products. Where
THR goes from here is unclear and is dependent on
many factors. Perceptions and tolerance of nicotine
vary widely between countries. Selective reporting,
misrepresentation and/or misunderstanding of evi-
dence further muddy the water. This may be com-
pounded by a distrust of the tobacco industry and
scepticism over its involvement and role in harm re-
duction. Nevertheless, opposition to harm reduction
and tensions that exist between the scientific, industry
and political communities on the issue of e-cigarettes
and other reduced risk products ultimately means
users lose out.
While the evidence on the reduced harm status of

e-cigarettes, snus and other non-combustible
nicotine-containing products continues to accumulate,
there are those who continue to focus on the uncertainties.
Tobacco harm reduction, although not risk free, is likely to
reap considerable public health benefits but for its potential
to be realised, a paradigm shift is required; there is no place
for intolerance to nicotine per se when smoking-related
death and disease continue unabated across the globe.

Authors’ contributions
Both authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Competing interests
SC has no competing interests to declare. LD has conducted research for
independent electronic cigarette companies. These companies had no input
into the design, conduct or write up of the projects. She has also acted as a
consultant for the pharmaceutical industry and as an expert witness in a
patent infringement case (2015). MG received a research grant from Pfizer
and serves on an advisory board to Johnson & Johnson, manufacturers of
smoking cessation medications.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Received: 5 June 2018 Accepted: 6 June 2018

References
1. Jha P. Avoidable deaths from smoking: a global perspective. Public Health

Rev. 2012;33:569–600.
2. Russell MJ. Low-tar medium nicotine cigarettes: a new approach to safer

smoking. BMJ. 1976;1:1430–3.
3. West R, Raw M, McNeill A, Stead L, Aveyard P, Bitton J, Stapleton J,

McRobbie H, Pokhrel S, Lester-George A, Borland R. Health-care
interventions to promote and assist tobacco cessation: a review of the
efficacy, effectiveness and affordability for use in national guideline
development. Addiction. 2015;110(9):1388–03.

4. West, R., Beard, E. & Brown, J. Smoking toolkit study: electronic cigarettes in
England—latest trends STS140122. 2016. http://www.smokinginengland.
info/latest-statistics/. Accessed 14 May 2018.

5. Bullen C, Howe C, Laugesen M, McRobbie H, Parag V, Williman J, Walker N.
Electronic cigarettes for smoking cessation: a randomised controlled trial.
Lancet. 2013;382(9905):1629–37.

6. Office for National Statistics (ONS). Adult smoking habits in Great Britain:
2014. 2016. http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/
healthandsocialcare/healthandlifeexpectancies/bulletins/
adultsmokinghabitsingreatbritain/2014. Accessed 14 May 2018.

7. ASH. Fact sheet 33. Use of electronic cigarettes (vapourisers) among adults
in great Britain. 2016b. http://www.ash.org.uk/files/documents/ASH_891.pdf.
Accessed 14 May 2018.

8. Farsalinos, KE., Poulas, K., Voudris, V. & Le Houezec, J. Electronic cigarette use
in the European Union: analysis of a representative sample of 27,460
Europeans from 28 countries. 2016. Addiction Jun 24 (Epub ahead of print).
doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/add.13506.

9. Farsalinos KE, Siakas G, Poulas K, Voudris V, Merakou K, Barbouni A.
Electronic cigarette use in Greece: an analysis of a representative population
sample in Attica prefecture. Harm Reduction J. 2018;15(1):20.

10. Pechacek TF, Nayak P, Gregory KR, Weaver SR, Eriksen MP. The potential that
electronic nicotine delivery systems can be a disruptive technology: results
from a national survey. Nicotine Tob Res. 2016;18(10):1989–97.

11. Cookson C, Strang J, Ratschen E, Sutherland G, Finch E, McNeill A. Smoking
and its treatment in addiction services: clients’ and staff behaviour and
attitudes. BMC Health Serv Res. 2014;14(1):304.

12. Kozlowski LT. Origins in the USA in the 1980s of the warning that smokeless
tobacco is not a safe alternative to cigarettes: a historical, documents-based
assessment with implications for comparative warnings on less harmful
tobacco/nicotine products. Harm Reduction J. 2018;15(1):21.

Cox and Dawkins Harm Reduction Journal  (2018) 15:32 Page 2 of 2

http://www.smokinginengland.info/latest-statistics/
http://www.smokinginengland.info/latest-statistics/
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/healthandlifeexpectancies/bulletins/adultsmokinghabitsingreatbritain/2014
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/healthandlifeexpectancies/bulletins/adultsmokinghabitsingreatbritain/2014
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/healthandlifeexpectancies/bulletins/adultsmokinghabitsingreatbritain/2014
http://www.ash.org.uk/files/documents/ASH_891.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/add.13506

	Authors’ contributions
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	References

