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The simple answer: tobacco advertising harms us.  Tobacco is the largest preventable cause of death in the U.S.  To the extent that advertising works—and the industry's $11 billion annual ad budget would indicate the industry thinks it works—LGBT readers are drawn into an activity that will sicken and kill half of all long-time users.  Especially vulnerable are young people who are just coming out, many of whom mistakenly believe that smoking is an integral part of being LGBT.  A study by Gary Remafedi found that one third of LGBT youth in his sample did not know any other LGBT youth that didn't smoke.  For those who felt like outsiders before coming out, LGBT youth may very much want to fit in.  It's important for them to know they don't have to smoke to do so.  Even though LGBT smoking prevalence has been clocked as high as two or three times that of the mainstream, a significant majority of us do not smoke.  Ads are obviously not the only factor in getting and keeping people smoking, but they are a lure and a trigger.  The absence of ads in the LGBT press helps promote a healthy environment for our queer kids coming on the scene.
What other product that kills 440,000 people in the U.S. every year would be allowed to remain on the market?  It accounts for $200 billion in health care costs and lost productivity annually.  In spite of this devastating toll, it is protected by a powerful tobacco lobby that has corrupted the political process with campaign contributions to members of Congress.  In 2009, the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) was granted regulatory authority over tobacco for the first time, but unbelievably, as a result of Altria/Philip Morris's role in drafting the law, the FDA was prohibited under any circumstances from removing cigarettes from the market.  No other product is so privileged.

In 2006, a federal judge ruled that the major tobacco companies were involved in a 50-year racketeering conspiracy to hide their knowledge from the public that tobacco kills.  Unfortunately, hundreds of billions of dollars in penalties were set aside by tobacco-friendly judges.

So how can LGBT public health have an impact on the mind-boggling toll of this powerful "legal" industry?  We rely on exposing the industry's tactics and appealing to people of good will to isolate the industry as a rogue.  As smoking has been restricted over the years, it has become less of a norm and rates have dropped dramatically.  When LGBT publications refuse tobacco advertising and our organizations refuse donations from the industry, it further denormalizes smoking and makes it harder for the industry to conduct business as usual.

No publisher should justify taking tobacco ads on the grounds that the industry is legal.  Would most LGBT publishers accept ads from homophobes such as those promoting reparative therapy or concert performers who sing about killing faggots or bareback party promoters?  I doubt it.  Why not?  Because it would harm the community.  If part of the role of responsible LGBT publishers is to promote the well-being of the community, then why should it matter if the threat is explicitly homophobic or not?

Arguments that readers should be free to see the ads and make their own choices ignore the fact that tobacco is highly toxic.  Publishers should no more choose to run ads for tobacco than they would for heroin or crack, or anything that would harm the community.  The industry has long exploited our community's passion for personal freedom and choice.  Where is choice, when tobacco addiction takes over, when 70% of smokers wish they didn't smoke?  What about the choice of an industry to sell a product it knows is deadly or a publisher to run an ad for a product that kills when used as directed?
Reynolds American recently inaugurated a campaign to promote Camel snus—oral tobacco in a pouch—and included LGBT publications among its advertising venues.  If all tobacco users were to migrate from cigarettes to snus, they would reduce their risk of lung cancer while retaining the risk of throat and mouth cancers.  However, the more likely scenario is that smokers will use snus when they can't smoke to meet their need for nicotine, thus maintaining their addiction and reducing the likelihood of quitting.  The argument that running an ad for snus contributes to harm reduction is not substantiated by the science.

In recent years, a growing number of LGBT publications, organizations and elected officials have adopted formal policies not to accept any gifts or advertising from the tobacco industry (See www.lastdrag.org/cleanmoney.html.)  They are part of a movement that recognizes that tobacco is an LGBT issue simply because it harms us, and disproportionately.  By uniting against an industry that pretends to be our friend while killing us with kindness, they are laying the groundwork for a healthier community.  I urge all LGBT publications to follow suit.  
