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Abstract

Objectives Given the popularity of e-cigarettes, and the lack of longitudinal evidence regarding their
safety, novel methods are required to explore potential health effects resulting directly from
nicotine use. The aim of this study was to explore the direct effects of nicotine compared with the

other constituents of tobacco smoke on health outcomes associated with smoking.

Design Observational study, using Mendelian randomisation and multivariable Mendelian

randomisation analyses of summary data.

Setting Summary data from two previous genome-wide association studies, and summary data

generated from UK Biobank, a prospective cohort study.

Participants N = 337,010 individuals enrolled in UK Biobank, and a total of N = 341,882 individuals

from two previous genome-wide association studies.

Main outcome measures We explored the effect of cotinine levels (as a proxy for nicotine exposure)
and smoking heaviness (to capture cigarette smoke exposure) on body mass index (BMl), chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD), forced vital capacity (FVC), forced expiratory volume (FEV-1),

coronary heart disease (CHD), and heart rate.

Results In multivariable Mendelian randomisation analyses, there was weak evidence to suggest that
increased cotinine levels may cause increased heart rate among current smokers (B = 0.50 bpm, 95%
Cl -0.06 to 1.05). There was stronger evidence to suggest that increased smoking heaviness causes
decreased BMI among current smokers (B = -1.81 kg/m?, 95% Cl -2.64 to -0.98), as well as increased
risk of COPD, decreased FEV-1 and FVC, and increased heart rate among ever and current smokers.
We also found evidence to suggest that increased smoking heaviness causes increased risk of CHD

among ever smokers.

Conclusions Our combined findings are consistent with smoking-related health outcomes being

caused by exposure to the non-nicotine components of tobacco smoke.
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Introduction

Of an estimated 3.6 million e-cigarette users in Great Britain, 22% use e-cigarettes to help them stop
smoking.! Although current evidence suggests that e-cigarettes may reduce harm by aiding smoking
cessation,?* the long-term health effects of nicotine exposure via e-cigarette use remain unknown.
In contrast, the long-term health outcomes of smoking are well-known, given the abundance of
observational evidence demonstrating associations between smoking and health issues such as
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD), coronary heart disease (CHD) and poor lung
function.>® Consistent evidence across many observational studies provides strong support for a
causal effect,® which is further supported by genome-wide association studies that identify smoking-
related genetic variants when examining these outcomes.%13 However, it remains unclear which
constituents of tobacco smoke (e.g., nicotine, carbon monoxide) negatively impact health, or have

the largest effects.

Until e-cigarettes became widely available in 2007, nicotine replacement therapy (NRT) was the
primary source of nicotine without tobacco. However, long-term NRT use is rare among ex-smokers
14 and non-smokers;*® consequently, there is little evidence on the long-term effects of nicotine use
when not consumed in tobacco products. Given that a randomised controlled trial of long-term
nicotine use would be unethical, we require alternative methods to estimate causal consequences of
nicotine use. Mendelian randomisation (MR) is a method which is often used to infer causality,
particularly where a randomised controlled trial would be unethical or impossible.'® The method
assumes that the laws of Mendelian genetics (segregation and independent assortment) are held at
a population level i.e., a random assortment of genes are transferred from parents to their
offspring.'” For example, if an individual inherits the rs16969968 genetic variant which predisposes
them to be more tolerant of nicotine, then they are likely to be a heavier smoker (i.e., smoke one
more cigarette per day per risk allele) on average than an individual who did not inherit those

variants.'® The inheritance of these genetic variants is mostly independent of confounding factors
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which often distort observational evidence, and therefore mimics the randomisation processin a
randomised controlled trial, reducing issues of both confounding and reverse causality.'” 120 The MR
method estimates the total causal effect of one exposure on one outcome. For example, to explore
the potential harm of using nicotine-containing products (e.g., e-cigarettes), we could use MR
methods to estimate the total effect of e-cigarette use on COPD. However, to conduct MR analysis,
we require large genome-wide association studies (GWAS) of the exposure, to identify genetic
variants that can be used as proxies for this exposure. At present, there are no published large
GWAS of e-cigarette use, and no consortia with sufficient numbers of e-cigarette users to support
GWAS analysis. Furthermore, e-cigarette use and smoking are highly correlated! and may share a
genetic aetiology,?! 22 so to ensure any associations found are not due to confounding effects of

smoking, the GWAS should be restricted to never-smokers, but few never-smokers regularly vape. 2

24

Multivariable MR (MVMR) is an extension of the MR method; rather than calculating the total effect,
MVMR is used to explore the direct causal effect of two or more exposures on an outcome.? 26
When two exposures are related, MVMR can estimate the effect of one exposure on an outcome
while accounting for the effect of the other exposure on the outcome (i.e., the direct effect) even
when there is overlap in the genetic effects on the two exposures. As cigarettes contain nicotine,
smoke exposure and nicotine intake are highly correlated; therefore, MVMR is a suitable method to
explore the direct effects of nicotine versus the direct effect of the other constituents of tobacco
smoke on smoking-related health outcomes. GWAS have previously identified genetic variants
associated with smoking heaviness as well as cotinine — a highly-specific biomarker which captures
recent nicotine exposure given that 70-80% of nicotine is rapidly metabolised into cotinine. 2’ By
using these genetic variants as proxies for nicotine (Gn) and smoking (Gs) — including the genetic
variants that predict both (Gsy) — in an MVMR analysis (Figure 1a), we can explore the direct effects
of cotinine while taking into account the effects of smoke exposure (Figure 1b) and vice versa (Figure

2c). The total effects of smoking heaviness on health outcomes include the effects of cotinine on
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health outcomes, but by exploring the direct effects of smoking heaviness while controlling for the
direct effects of cotinine, we can observe the effects of the remaining constituents of tobacco smoke
(Figure 1c). In other words, among smokers, we can identify the health effects caused by nicotine
versus the health effects caused by the other constituents of tobacco smoke exposure. The aim of
this study was therefore to employ MVMR methods to explore the direct effects of nicotine
compared with the other constituents of tobacco smoke on health outcomes known to be caused by

smoking.

Methods

Data Sources

The data sources for the exposures (cotinine and smoking heaviness) and health outcomes are
shown in Figure 2. The data obtained from these sources are described as either summary-level or
individual-level. Summary-level data contain only the overall genetic association with the exposure
and outcome for the whole sample and can be used to identify suitable genetic instruments and the
effect sizes of the instrument-phenotype association for inclusion in MR and MVMR analysis.
Individual-level data consist of genetic, exposure and outcome data for all individual participants
with which genetic associations can be calculated. Where individual-level data are provided,

summary-level data can be generated for further analysis (Figure 2).

The Cotinine Consortium. Ware, et al. 28 report summary-level statistics from a GWAS meta-analysis
of cotinine levels (per standard deviation change) among daily smokers of European Ancestry (data

available at: https://doi.org/10.5523/bris.182rhz19hg31z1172a7yfcap9v). SNPs were reported as

independent if they reached genome-wide significance using an iterative process of conditional
analyses. Further information about this GWAS can be found in the supplementary material

(Supplementary Note 1).
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GSCAN. The GWAS & Sequencing Consortium of Alcohol and Nicotine use (GSCAN) reports
summary-level statistics from a GWAS of smoking heaviness? (data available at:

https://doi.org/10.13020/3b1n-ff32). SNPs were reported as independent if they explain additional

variance in conditional analyses using a partial correlation-based score statistic.3° Further

information about this GWAS can be found in the supplementary material (Supplementary Note 2).

UK Biobank. We obtained individual-level data from UK Biobank, a population-based health research
resource consisting of approximately 500,000 people, aged between 38 years and 73 years, who
were recruited between the years 2006 and 2010 from across the UK.3! With a particular focus on
identifying determinants of human diseases in middle-aged and older individuals, participants

provided a wide range of health information (data available at www.ukbiobank.ac.uk). A full

description of the study design, participants and quality control (QC) methods have been described
in detail previously.31 32 UK Biobank received ethics approval from the Research Ethics Committee
(REC reference for UK Biobank is 11/NW/0382). Written informed consent was obtained from
participants prior to their participation in UK Biobank. After restricting the sample to individuals of
White British ancestry®? and excluding those with mismatched sex, with missing array data, who

were related or withdrew their consent to participate, the sample size was 337,010.32

Health Outcomes

Body mass index (BMI) and heart rate (beats per minute) were measured during a UK Biobank
Assessment Centre visit. We identified COPD cases as participants who self-reported a doctor’s
diagnosis of COPD. Forced expiratory volume in 1 second (FEV-1) and forced vital capacity (FVC)
were measured using a Vitalograph spirometer. CHD diagnosis was determined using linked hospital
admission data (ICD codes relating to Ischemic Heart Disease). Further information regarding each
health outcome (including UK Biobank field IDs) can be found in the supplementary material

(Supplementary Note 3).

Smoking Status
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In UK Biobank, smoking status was categorised as never, previous and current smoking (field ID
20116). From this variable, we derived an ‘ever smokers’ variable which was defined as currently or
having previously smoked occasionally, most days or daily (i.e., having smoked more than just once
or twice). Current smoking was defined as currently smoking occasionally, most days or daily.
Former smoking was defined as not currently smoking but having previously smoked occasionally,
most days or daily (i.e., more than just once or twice). Those who have tried smoking once or twice

or who have never smoked were categorised as never smokers.

Generated Summary Statistics

Using individual-level data from UK Biobank, we generated summary-level data by regressing each
SNP on each of the health outcomes, adjusting for 10 principal components of population

stratification. As shown in Figure 2, four datasets were generated according to smoking status: ever
smokers (including current and former smokers; n = 151,809), current smokers (n = 33,354), former

smokers (n = 118,455), and never smokers (n = 184,016).

Statistical Analysis

Analyses were carried out in Stata 15.1.34

Selection of genetic variants. Genetic variants related to the phenotype of interest (cotinine levels
or smoking heaviness) were selected for inclusion in the analysis based on the reported results of
the relevant GWAS (Figure 2). SNPs that were independent of any other SNP associations at the
genome-wide significant level (p < 5x108) were selected for inclusion — 55 SNPs were identified as

associated with smoking heaviness?® and 3 SNPs were identified as associated with cotinine levels.?

For MVMR analyses, all included SNPs (i.e., those relating to smoking heaviness as well as those
relating to cotinine levels) must also be independent of each other, so an additional clumping stage

was added to ensure overall SNP independence (LD R? < 0.1, clumping window > 500 kb).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.12.21249493
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.12.21249493; this version posted January 15, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Due to the limited number of independent SNPs associated with cotinine levels at the genome-wide
significant threshold (n = 2), the significance threshold used for inclusion of cotinine SNPs was
lowered to p < 5 x 10°® for cotinine SNPs included in the main analyses. Where a SNP was identified
for inclusion but was not available in either of the other summary data sets (i.e., available in the
Cotinine Consortium summary data but not available in the GSCAN summary data or UK Biobank
data), we selected proxy SNPs with a minimum linkage disequilibrium (LD) R? of 0.8. Details of the
SNPs included in each analysis, and proxies used, are provided in Supplementary Table 1 and

Supplementary Note 4.

Instrument strength and validity was tested using the conditional F-statistic for MVMR and Cochran
Q statistic.3°3® As a general rule, the F-statistic should be greater than 10 and Q estimates should be

less than the number of SNPs included in the model.

Multivariable Mendelian randomisation. We explored the direct effects of cotinine levels and
smoking heaviness on each health outcome (BMI, COPD, FEV-1, FVC, CHD and heart rate) individually
using MVMR. To conduct the MVMR, we used summary data from the Cotinine Consortium and
GSCAN, and summary data generated using individual-level data from UK Biobank (binary outcomes
were estimated using logistic regressions, and continuous outcomes using linear regressions). We
repeated these analyses using two complimentary methods — MVMR-IVW and MVMR-Egger.2® All of
the SNPs included in these analyses were associated with either cotinine levels or smoking heaviness

(or both).

To explore the recoverable and long-term outcomes of smoking, this analysis was restricted to (1)
ever smokers, and (2) current smokers. In supplementary analyses, we additionally stratified the
analysis by former smoking status to further explore recoverable effects, and we stratified the
analysis by ever smoking status to explore potential horizontal pleiotropy — effects observed among
never smokers could indicate horizontally pleiotropic effects (i.e., the included SNPs influencing the

outcome directly, or via another phenotype, but not through smoking), misreporting of smoking
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status, or population stratification. Horizontally pleiotropic genetic variants are not valid instruments

in MR analyses.

Univariable Mendelian randomisation. For comparison with the main analysis, we considered the
total effect of both cotinine levels and smoking heaviness on each health outcome using MR. Details

of the univariable MR analysis methods can be found in Supplementary Note 5.

Public and Patient Involvement

Given the nature of the study (i.e., the use of secondary and summary data), there was no input

from patients or the public in the design or implementation of this study.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Of the 337,010 individuals with available data in UK Biobank, 54% were male, the average age was
57 years, and the average BMI was 27.39. A total of 1,245 (1%) had a diagnosis of COPD and 28,652
(9%) had a diagnosis of CHD. Average FEV-1 was 2.87 litres, average FVC was 3.80 litres, and average
heart rate was 68.98 bpm. A total of 184,016 (55%) were never smokers and 151,809 (45%) were
ever smokers, of whom 33,354 (10%) were current smokers and 118,455 (35%) were former
smokers. A total of 1,185 UK Biobank participants who preferred not to state their smoking status

were excluded.

Multivariable Mendelian Randomisation

The complete results of the MVMR-IVW analysis exploring the direct effects of cotinine and
cigarettes per day (n = 54 SNPs) on health outcomes are displayed in Supplementary Table 2. Results
are presented per standard deviation (SD) increase in the exposure phenotype (i.e.,

cotinine/cigarettes per day).

10
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The Cochran’s Q statistics were greater than the number of SNPs included (N = 54) in the majority of
the models, indicating heterogeneity (Supplementary Table 2). Therefore, we also present the main
analysis using a pleiotropy robust method, MVMR-Egger (Supplementary Table 3), which gives
estimates that are robust to directional pleiotropy under the assumption that this pleiotropy is
uncorrelated with the strength of association between the SNP and the exposure.3” However, a

limitation of this approach is limited statistical power compared to MVMR-IVW.

Instrument Strength. Instrument strength was calculated using the two-sample conditional
F-statistic.?® The conditional F-statistic for MVMR indicates instrument strength of each exposure
when accounting for the prediction of other exposures in the model (i.e., whether the SNPs jointly
predict smoking heaviness after predicting cotinine levels).3® This indicated that the SNPs included in
the analysis are strong instruments for assessing the direct effects of smoking heaviness while
accounting for the effect of cotinine levels (F = 21.66). However, this also indicated that the SNPs
may not be strongly associated with cotinine levels while accounting for the effect of smoking
heaviness (F = 6.83). These F-statistics were calculated with the use of a less stringent threshold (p <
5 x 10°%) for the inclusion of SNPs associated with cotinine levels. Use of the less stringent threshold
improved the instrument strength compared with the genome-wide significant threshold by adding
more independent SNPs that are only associated with cotinine and not with smoking heaviness (p <
5x 108, F for smoking heaviness = 17.53; F for cotinine = 3.36), which supports the use of the less

stringent threshold for the main analysis.

Direct effects of cotinine levels on health outcomes. When taking into account the effects of
smoking heaviness in the MVMR-IVW analysis, there was no clear evidence of an effect of cotinine
on heart rate among ever smokers (Supplementary Table 2). However, there was some weak
evidence to suggest that increased cotinine levels cause increased heart rate among current smokers
(B=0.50 bpm, 95% CI -0.06 to 1.05 per SD increase in cotinine levels), indicating some evidence of

an acute, recoverable effect. There was no clear evidence of any other effect of cotinine levels on

11
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smoking-related health outcomes (Supplementary Table 2). The results were similar in the MVMR-
Egger analysis, but there was weak evidence to suggest that cotinine lowers the risk of CHD among

current smokers (OR = 0.86, 95% Cl -0.74 to 1.01 per SD increase in cotinine levels).

Direct effects of smoking heaviness on health outcomes. When taking into account the effect of
cotinine levels in the MVMR-IVW analysis, there was no clear evidence to suggest an effect of
increased smoking heaviness on BMI among ever smokers (Supplementary Table 2), but there was
evidence to suggest that increased smoking heaviness decreases BMI among current smokers (B = -
1.81 kg/m?, 95% Cl -2.64 to -0.98 per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day). In the MVMR-Egger
analysis, there was evidence to suggest that increased smoking heaviness decreases BMI among ever
smokers (B =-1.02 kg/m?, 95% Cl -2.01 to -0.03 per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day). The

results of the MVMR-Egger analysis were similar for current smokers.

When taking into account the effect of cotinine levels in the MVMR-IVW analysis, there was
evidence to suggest that increased smoking heaviness causes increased risk of COPD among ever
smokers (OR =7.32, 95% Cl 3.60 to 14.88 per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day) and current
smokers (OR = 29.37, 95% Cl 9.68 to 89.12 per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day). The results

of the MVMR-Egger were similar for ever and current smokers (Supplementary Table 3).

There was also evidence to suggest that increased smoking heaviness causes decreased FEV-1 and
FVC among ever smokers (B = -0.22 litres, 95% CI -0.29 to -0.15; B = -0.19 litres, 95% Cl -0.28 to -0.09
per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day respectively) and current smokers (B = -0.34 litres, 95%
Cl-0.48, -0.20; B = -0.24 litres, 95% Cl -0.41 to -0.06 per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day
respectively) in the MVMR-IVW analysis. However, there was no clear evidence of an effect of
smoking heaviness on FEV-1 or FVC in the MVMR-Egger analysis except for some weak evidence of
an effect on FEV-1 among ever smokers (B = -0.11 litres, 95% CI -0.24 to 0.01 per SD increase in

cigarettes smoked per day; Supplementary Table 3).
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There was evidence to suggest that increased smoking heaviness causes increased risk of CHD

among ever smokers (OR = 1.36, 95% Cl 1.05 to 1.79 per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day),
but not among current smokers (Supplementary Table 2) in the MVMR-IVW analysis. There was no
clear evidence of an effect of smoking heaviness among ever smokers in the MVMR-Egger analysis

(Supplementary Table 3).

There was evidence to suggest that increased smoking heaviness raises heart rate among ever
smokers (B = 1.83, 95% Cl 0.88 to 2.79 per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day) and current
smokers (B =3.00, 95% Cl 1.41 to 4.59 per SD increase in cigarettes smoked per day) in the MVMR-
IVW analysis. In the MVMR-Egger analysis however, there was no clear evidence of an effect of

smoking heaviness on heart rate (Supplementary Table 3).

Comparing the total and direct effects. The results of the univariable analyses (i.e., the total effects)
are reported in Supplementary Note 6 and in Supplementary Tables 4 and 5. Among ever smokers,
the differences between the total and direct effects of smoking heaviness were negligible for the
IVW (Figure 3) and Egger (Supplementary Figure 1) analyses. Among current smokers, the
differences between the total and direct effects of smoking heaviness were also negligible for the
IVW (Figure 4) and Egger (Supplementary Figure 2) analyses. The effect estimates were similar in

magnitude and direction, and the confidence intervals overlapped.

Sensitivity and supplementary analysis. The results did not substantially differ from the reported
results when the more stringent threshold (p < 5 x 10°) was used for the IVW method in the
multivariable (Supplementary Table 6) or univariable analyses (Supplementary Table 7). Tests of the
weighted regression dilution, instrument validity, heterogeneity and directional pleiotropy for the
univariable analyses can be found in Supplementary Tables 8-10. All the effects described in the
above IVW analysis also had consistent evidence from the sensitivity analyses. The results for former
smokers and never smokers are shown in Supplementary Tables 2 and 3. There was some evidence

to suggest pleiotropic effects (i.e., there was some evidence of an effect of genetic propensity to

13
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heavier smoking on some health outcomes). The effects found are reported in full in Supplementary

Notes 7 and 8.

Discussion

Our results confirm the known effects of smoking on health. Critically, the direct effects of smoking
heaviness are similar to the total effects of smoking heaviness, suggesting that these health
outcomes are not caused by nicotine per se, but by the other non-nicotine constituents of cigarette
smoke. In contrast, there is little clear evidence of a direct effect of nicotine on smoking-related
health outcomes, although this could be due to a lack of statistical power. Combined, this evidence
indicates that nicotine is likely to have relatively little impact on these health outcomes, certainly
compared with the impact of the other constituents of tobacco smoke, which appear to cause

numerous negative health effects related to smoking.

When interpreting these results, it is important to consider the validity of the instruments used. The
conditional F-statistics indicated that the instrument used as a proxy for smoking heaviness was
strong, but the instrument used as a proxy for nicotine was weak.?® In univariable MR, the F-statistic
simply indicates the instrument strength of the single exposure; however, the conditional F-statistic
in the MVMR context indicates instrument strength of each exposure when accounting for the
prediction of other exposures in the model (i.e., whether the SNPs jointly predict smoking heaviness
after predicting cotinine levels). Therefore, the conditional F-statistic indicates that we can be
confident in the estimate of the direct effect of smoking heaviness when taking into account nicotine
exposure (i.e., the effect of other constituents of tobacco smoke aside from nicotine). However, we
cannot be as confident in the estimate of the direct effect of nicotine on smoking-related health
outcomes. The main genetic variant identified in the cotinine GWAS (rs10851907) is in LD with
rs16969968 (a known functional variant associated with smoking heaviness) which could explain why

the instrument is conditionally weak.?®
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For the most part, the differences between the total and direct effects of smoking heaviness were
small, implying that nicotine has little direct impact on smoking-related health outcomes. The results
are somewhat in line with previous evidence which suggests that nicotine may have an effect on
resting heart rate.3® However, the results do not suggest that nicotine use without exposure to
tobacco smoke has a direct effect on CHD, BMI, lung function, or COPD. In contrast, there was
evidence of a direct effect of the other constituents of tobacco smoke on the selected health
outcomes which have previously been shown to be associated with smoking.>® Interestingly, we also
found some evidence of an effect of increased genetic propensity to smoke and nicotine on BMI,

COPD and heart rate among never smokers which is indicative of pleiotropic effects.

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Study

This study is the first to explore the long-term effects of nicotine use among smokers while
considering the direct effects of other constituents of tobacco smoke (and vice versa). We have
employed a novel method (MVMR) to explore the causal effect of nicotine on potential health
outcomes in order to give an indication of possible future health consequences of long-term
nicotine-containing e-cigarette use. However, this study is not without limitations. First, there are
issues interpreting findings where the number of cigarettes per day are used as a proxy for smoke
exposure. As described by Taylor and colleagues,? the number of cigarettes smoked per day is often
used to determine lifetime smoke exposure, but there are individual differences in smoking
topography (i.e., number of puffs taken per cigarette, average volume per puff etc.) which are not
captured by measures of cigarettes per day, meaning measures of cigarettes per day may not
adequately capture smoke exposure. Second, pleiotropy may have impacted these results.
Interestingly, we found evidence of effects of genetic propensity to heavier smoking on BMI and
COPD among those who have never smoked before in the MVMR-IVW analysis (Supplementary
Table 2) and we also found some evidence of an effect of genetic propensity to use nicotine on heart

rate among never smokers in the MVMR-Egger analysis (Supplementary Table 3). The effect
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estimates among never smokers cannot be meaningfully interpreted as we know that never smokers
do not smoke any cigarettes per day despite being predisposed to heavier smoking. Therefore,
evidence for an effect in never smokers (along with a high Cochran’s Q statistic) is indicative of
horizontal pleiotropy (i.e., the genetic variants influencing smoking heaviness also separately
influence BMI/COPD through a pathway other than smoking). Additionally, the MR-Egger test of
directional pleiotropy indicated directional pleiotropic effects in the relationship between smoking
heaviness and health outcomes, particularly among ever smokers. As there is a smaller sample of
current smokers (but the size of the intercept is similar to ever smokers), there may be some
pleiotropic effects for current smokers which have not been detected due to a lack of statistical
power. Third, cotinine is not a perfect biomarker of nicotine; nicotine metabolism (and therefore
cotinine levels) can be affected by a person’s age, gender, and even diet.?” Additionally, BMI (one of
our health outcomes of interest) can impact metabolism in general®® so could influence cotinine
metabolism. Consequently, there is likely to be some measurement error in the estimates used to
determine which SNPs are independently associated with nicotine consumption. Although cotinine is
not a perfect biomarker of nicotine, it is unlikely that a GWAS of nicotine will become available given
its short half-life (~2 hours) which makes direct measurement difficult.?” Fourth, the conditional F-
statistic indicated that the estimates of the direct effects of nicotine exposure on the health
outcomes are likely to suffer from weak instrument bias and should therefore be interpreted with
caution. The GWAS of cotinine?® was based on a relatively small sample size (N = 4,548) compared to
the GWAS of smoking heaviness (N = 120,744)?° and may have lacked power to detect some

influential SNPs.

Future Research and Implications

As more GWAS summary data become available (e.g., Buchwald and colleagues),*! a larger scale
GWAS of cotinine may reveal more independent SNPs which can be used as an instrument for

nicotine exposure. Future research could extend on these findings using a stronger instrument for
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cotinine (if available) which would allow for clearer interpretation of the causal effect of long-term
nicotine use. The current evidence suggests that consuming nicotine without tobacco smoke (e.g.,
via e-cigarettes rather than cigarettes) may reduce the risk of developing smoking-related diseases.
If the findings are supported by studies using a stronger instrument as a proxy for cotinine, then
policies which encourage smokers to switch to e-cigarettes could lessen the health burden of

smoking-related disease on public health care systems such as the NHS.

Conclusion

In conclusion, although we found clear evidence of a direct causal effect of exposure to the other
constituents of cigarette smoke aside from cotinine on a range of health outcomes, we only
observed evidence of a direct effect of cotinine on heart rate. Despite potential weak instrument
bias in the estimates of the direct effect of cotinine, we can cautiously infer that nicotine use via
cigarettes has little impact on the selected smoking-related health outcomes because there is little
difference between the total effects of smoking heaviness (when nicotine exposure is not taken into
account) and the direct effects of smoking heaviness (when the direct effect of nicotine is taken into
account). Although we did not identify any strong effects of nicotine on health in this study, nicotine
may still have a small influence on health independent of smoking. However, nicotine does not
appear to be the main cause of the negative effects of cigarettes on these specific health outcomes.
This suggests that long-term use of nicotine without the other constituents of cigarette smoke (e.g.,
vaping or NRT use) would result in fewer of the selected negative health outcomes than long-term
smoking. However, the impact of nicotine requires further investigation and future studies should

further explore the role of nicotine with a stronger instrument if relevant data become available.
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Figure 1. Directed acyclic graphs to show the relationship between genetic instruments (Gs, Gsy, and
Gn), exposures (smoking heaviness and cotinine), confounding (U) and outcomes (health outcomes)
in a multivariable Mendelian randomisation analysis.
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Figure 2. A flow chart describing the inclusion process for the Multivariable Mendelian Randomisation analyses.
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wide significant threshold (p < 5x10°®). Boxes with dashed borders indicate where individual-level data was used to generate summary-level
data. Boxes with solid borders indicate summary-level data. 1,185 UK Biobank participants were excluded who preferred not to state their
smoking status.
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Figure 3. Univariable and multivariable Mendelian randomisation IVW analysis of cotinine and
smoking heaviness (cigarettes per day) and smoking-related health outcomes among ever smokers
(n =54 SNPs).

Note: A p-threshold of 5x10°® was used to determine the single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs)
associated with CPD. A lower threshold of 5x10° was used to determine the SNPs associated with
cotinine due to the low number of SNPs associated at the 5x10°® threshold. BMI = body mass index;
COPD = chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; FEV-1 = forced expiratory volume in 1 second; FVC =
forced vital capacity; CHD = chronic heart disease. Effects are betas for continuous variables (BMI,
FEV-1, FVC and HR) and log odds ratios for binary outcomes (COPD and CHD) per standard deviation
increase in cotinine levels/number of cigarettes per day. Univariable analyses presented are the
total effects using the inverse variance weighted (IVW) method. The multivariable analyses reflect
the direct effects using the MVMR-IVW method.
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Figure 4. Univariable and multivariable Mendelian randomisation IVW analysis of cotinine and
smoking heaviness (cigarettes per day) and smoking-related health outcomes among current
smokers (n = 54 SNPs).

Note: A p-threshold of 5x10°® was used to determine the single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs)
associated with CPD. A lower threshold of 5x10° was used to determine the SNPs associated with
cotinine due to the low number of SNPs associated at the 5x10°® threshold. BMI = body mass index;
COPD = chronic obstructive pulmonary disease; FEV-1 = forced expiratory volume in 1 second; FVC =
forced vital capacity; CHD = chronic heart disease. Effects are betas for continuous variables (BMI,
FEV-1, FVC and heart rate) and log odds ratios for binary outcomes (COPD and CHD) per standard
deviation increase in cotinine levels/number of cigarettes per day. Univariable analyses presented
are the total effects using the inverse variance weighted (IVW) method. The multivariable analyses
reflect the direct effects using the MVMR-IVW method.
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