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ABSTRACT 

Introduction 

The health effects of dual use of electronic cigarettes (e-cigarettes) and combustible cigarettes 

are unclear. We report on differences in cardiovascular disease (CVD) risk factors, lung function, 

and clinical laboratory markers among people who smoke used e-cigarettes to reduce their 

cigarette smoking in a randomized placebo-controlled trial.  

Methods 

Participants (n=520) who regularly smoked cigarettes were randomized to 1 of 4 conditions (e-

cigarette device paired with liquid containing 0, 8, or 36 mg/mL of nicotine or a cigarette-

substitute [CS]) and encouraged to reduce their smoking over 6 months. Group differences were 

assessed between the e-cigarettes and CS conditions at baseline and 6-month using one-way 

ANOVA and linear mixed-effects model. Multi-testing adjustment was not applied as the 

analysis was exploratory in nature. Primary outcomes were: CVD risk (i.e., blood lipids, C-

reactive protein, blood pressure, heart rate, waist-to-hip ratio, body mass index, and 

INTERHEART risk score), lung function (i.e., spirometry indices and clinical COPD 

questionnaire), and other clinical laboratory markers (i.e., complete blood count and complete 

metabolic panel). 

Results 

At 6-month, use of nicotine e-cigarettes caused no significant differences from control groups for 

most measures. However, participants randomized to 36 mg/mL e-cigarettes had significantly 

higher levels of high-density lipoprotein (HDL) (p=0.003 in unadjusted analysis, p=0.002 in 

adjusted analysis), and lower levels of low-density lipoprotein (LDL) (p=0.044 in adjusted 

analysis) and cholesterol/HDL ratio (p=0.034 in unadjusted analysis, p=0.026 in adjusted 
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analysis) as compared to CS. Also, those in the 36 mg/mL e-cigarette condition had higher levels 

of HDL as compared to those in 0 mg/mL condition (p=0.016 in unadjusted analysis, p=0.019 in 

adjusted analysis).  

Conclusions  

Those randomized to the highest nicotine e-cigarettes had small improvement in some measures 

of blood lipids (e.g., increased HDL, and reduced LDL and cholesterol/HDL ratio) as compared 

to a non-aerosol CS among individuals attempting to reduce their cigarette smoking. Future 

studies of e-cigarettes for smoking cessation would benefit from including these measures to 

further explore the results found in this study. 

Trial Registration ClinicalTrials.gov, NCT02342795. 

Strengths and limitations of this study 

• The use of a randomized double-blind placebo-controlled trial design with two nicotine 

concentrations and a relatively long follow-up period (6 months). 

• Use of an additional randomized control group who did not use an electronic cigarette 

device, but were given a “cigarette substitute” product with no aerosol but similar 

behavioral requirements. 

• Participants had to be daily cigarette smokers with no plans to quit smoking, but an 

interest in reducing, and were recruited from two U.S. sites. The results may only be 

generalizable to similar populations. 

• These were exploratory analyses of a comprehensive group of commonly used clinical 

markers, rather than hypothesis-driven primary outcomes. These results therefore provide 

a preliminary assessment of effects that may inform future studies. 
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BACKGROUND 

Electronic nicotine delivery systems, popularly known as electronic cigarettes (e-

cigarettes), are a diverse class of nicotine delivery products that have grown in popularity.  The 

prevalence of current e-cigarette use among adults in the United States increased from 3.7% in 

2020 to 6.6% in 2023.1,2 E-cigarettes vary greatly in design elements and power settings, and 

work by heating a liquid containing nicotine, propylene glycol, glycerin, and flavoring agents to 

produce an aerosol that is inhaled via a mouthpiece.3  

The public health impact of e-cigarette use is a matter of substantial debate.4 On the one 

hand, e-cigarette aerosol contains and delivers fewer and lower concentrations of toxic chemicals 

than tobacco cigarettes (TCs).5 Further, findings from a Cochrane review that included 56 

randomized controlled trials (RCTs) found that nicotine-containing e-cigarettes helped more 

people to achieve abstinence from TCs for six months and longer as compared to a nicotine-free 

e-cigarettes or nicotine replacement therapy.6  This evidence suggests that e-cigarettes may be a 

potential harm reduction tool for people who smoke TC. 

On the other hand, e-cigarettes are likely not completely harmless and there are many 

concerns that e-cigarettes may serve as an initiation product for TCs among adolescents and 

young adults.7 Further, it has been found that e-cigarettes contain some toxic chemicals, 

including carcinogens, heavy metals, and ultrafine particles that could cause damage when 

inhaled into the lungs.5,8 Exposure to e-cigarette aerosol could produce a range of inflammatory 

reactions in different organ systems, including the pulmonary, cardiovascular, gastrointestinal, 

renal, neurological, ophthalmic, and immune system.9,10 Although e-cigarettes are not widely 

approved as smoking cessation devices, one of the most comprehensive reviews for the UK 

government concluded that, “Our findings that vaping carries only a small fraction of the health 
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risks of smoking, suggest that smokers should be encouraged to use vaping products for stopping 

smoking, or as an alternative nicotine delivery device to reduce the health harms of smoking.”11 

However, given the novelty of the e-cigarettes, the long-term health impacts remain unknown. 

Part of the challenge in addressing concerns about health effects of e-cigarettes use is that 

the available evidence has provided conflicting results using both human and animal models.12–15 

In addition, conclusive evidence on harm or benefit of e-cigarette use in human using standard 

clinical markers is either mixed or absent. For instance, recent investigations16–18 have found no 

significant changes in spirometry measures after short to mid-term use of e-cigarettes (from 8 

days to 12 months) among individuals who use TC completely or partially switch. In contrast, 

Cibella et al, (2016) showed progressive improvements in FEF 25–75% (a sensitive marker of 

obstructive peripheral airflow) among people who smoke TCs switched completely to e-

cigarettes over one year.19 Regarding cardiovascular health, several studies18,20–22 have reported a 

positive impact, including heart rate and blood pressure when switching from TC to e-cigarette, 

whereas others did not observe improvements in these outcomes.13,17 Similarly, there are few 

studies that have explored the effects of e-cigarette use on complete blood count (CBC), 

complete metabolic panel (CMP), and blood lipid levels, and these studies also have disparate 

findings.11,23–25 Furthermore, most findings are derived mainly from non-randomized clinical 

studies with methodological dissimilarities to reach meaningful and generalizable conclusions. In 

addition, most of the research on these health effects studied use of e-cigarettes with undefined 

nicotine delivery properties and without randomized comparison groups. 

Thus, there are critical gaps in the existing literature regarding pulmonary, 

cardiovascular, and other health effects of e-cigarette use among those who are currently 

smoking. The present report is an exploratory study from a four-arm randomized placebo-
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controlled trial designed to examine the effects of e-cigarette use on tobacco-related toxicant 

exposure among individuals who were attempting to reduce their TC consumption using an e-

cigarette or a cigarette substitute (CS) that does not emit aerosol or nicotine.26 These exploratory 

analyses were planned to provide a preliminary assessment of the potential effects of e-cigarette 

use on cardiovascular disease (CVD) risk factors, pulmonary function, and other standard 

clinical laboratory markers when used by individuals trying to reduce their cigarette 

consumption. Given that many smokers who try e-cigarettes continue to smoke (dual use), this 

study provides an opportunity to explore potential harmful effects on health markers of dual use. 

METHODS  

Main trial design and participants 

This study was a two-site (Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmond, VA and Penn 

State College of Medicine, Hershey, PA), four-arm, parallel-group, randomized placebo-

controlled trial, with the three e-cigarette conditions administered in a double-blind manner. 

Details of the trial have been published previously.26–29  Briefly, 520 adults aged 21-65 years 

who smoked at least 10 cigarettes per day (CPD), had an expired-air carbon monoxide (CO) 

reading of > 9 parts per million (ppm) at baseline, and were interested in reducing their TC 

consumption were enrolled in the 9-month trial. After an assessment visit (V1), participants 

returned approximately 1 week later and were randomized, at no cost, to one of the four study 

conditions: cigarette substitute (CS) or a 0, 8, or 36 mg/mL liquid nicotine concentration e-

cigarettes. Participants selected the flavor of their e-cigarette liquid (tobacco or menthol) after 

briefly testing each flavor in the clinic; but they could not change it thereafter.  During the 

randomization phase of the study, participants were encouraged to reduce their TC smoking by 

50% for 2 weeks, then by 75% for 2 weeks, and then to maintain 75% reduction and/or continue 
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to try to reduce for the remainder of the trial to week 24. At each visit after randomization, 

participants received brief counseling, including a discussion of their CPD reduction goals and 

they were encouraged to use their assigned study product as a substitute for TC. Participants 

were compensated for their in-person and remote visits. This trial is registered with 

ClinicalTrials.gov, NCT02342795. The consort diagram showing recruitment and retention can 

be found in online supplemental figure 1. 

Study products  

The study products used included e-cigarettes and a CS. The e-cigarettes consisted of a 

3.3 – 4.1 volt, 1100 mAh rechargeable battery and a 1.5 Ohm, dual-coil, 510-style cartomizer 

(SmokTech, Shenzhen, China). It had a button that activated the battery to heat the coil and 

produce an aerosol that is inhaled through the mouthpiece. The CS (QuitSmart, Inc., NC) was a 

plastic tube that resembled a cigarette. It had an adjustable draw to resemble the feel of a 

cigarette, but it did not have any electronic parts, and it did not contain nicotine or emit any 

aerosol. The CS serves as a true control group to ascertain the effects due to e-cigarette aerosol 

(nicotine containing or not). Specific details of these products and the procedures for dispensing 

blinded, randomized nicotine concentrations to participants have been previously published.26–

29 Primary outcome analyses revealed that those randomized to the 36 mg/mL e-cigarettes had a 

significantly lower cigarette consumption, NNAL concentration, and exhaled CO at 6-month 

than those randomized to the CS.30 

Measures    

Baseline socio-demographics and tobacco use characteristics  

Demographic information included age, sex, race, education, and income. Tobacco use 

characteristics included number of CPD and participant’s age of smoking initiation.  
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Measured pulmonary function and self-reported pulmonary symptoms and functional state  

Spirometry measurements were performed without a bronchodilator using the CareFusion 

SpiroUSB spirometer (Basingstoke, UK) by trained research staff at baseline, 1, 3, and 6 months. 

The primary focus of this report is on results from the baseline and 6-month follow-up 

timepoints. Participants completed 3 acceptable spirometry maneuvers at each timepoint, with 

assessment of repeatability. Indices measured include forced expiratory volume in 1 second in 

liters (FEV1), FEV1% (% predicted), forced vital capacity in liters (FVC), FVC% (% predicted), 

FEV1/FVC ratio, FEV1/FVC% (% predicted), peak expiratory flow in liters per second (PEF), 

PEF% (% predicted), forced expiratory flow in liters per second (FEF) at 25% of the FVC, 75% 

of the FVC, and between 25-75% of the FVC, FEF (25-75%) (% predicted), and forced 

expiratory time (FET) in seconds.  The best FEV1 and best FVC were retained; other indices 

were determined from the maneuver with the largest sum of FVC and FEV1. 

Self-reported pulmonary health status was measured at baseline and 6-month using the 

10-item Clinical COPD Questionnaire (CCQ) which assesses three domains: symptoms 

(dyspnea, cough, phlegm), functional state (limitations in activities of daily life due to breathing) 

and mental state (feelings of depression or concerns about breathing).30 Scores for each of the 

three domains were calculated using standard analytical guidelines. The overall scores range 

between 0 (best possible clinical control) to 6 (worst possible clinical control). The CCQ is a 

validated patient-reported outcome measure of symptoms and functional state, applicable not 

only to individuals diagnosed with COPD but also to those “at risk” of developing the condition 

(e.g., current smoking), thereby broadening its applicability in both clinical and research 

settings.30
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Blood measurements  

Blood samples were collected at baseline and 6-month by trained research staff and 

analyzed by the clinical lab at the Penn State Hershey Medical Center and Virginia 

Commonwealth University Medical Center Clinical Laboratory. Whole blood was used to assess 

white blood cells (WBC), red blood cells (RBC), platelets, hemoglobin, hematocrit, mean 

corpuscular volume (MCV), mean corpuscular hemoglobin (MCH), mean corpuscular 

hemoglobin concentration (MCHC), red cell distribution width (RDW), and mean platelet 

volume (MPV).  The whole blood was centrifuged to obtain plasma for analyzing C-reactive 

protein (CRP), CMP (sodium, potassium, chloride, carbon dioxide, anion gap, glucose, blood 

urea nitrogen [BUN], aspartate aminotransferase [AST], alkaline transferase [ALT], alkaline 

phosphatase [ALP], bilirubin, protein, albumin, calcium, and creatinine). Lipoprotein measures 

included total cholesterol, high-density lipoprotein (HDL), non-HDL cholesterol, 

cholesterol/HDL ratio, low-density lipoprotein (LDL), and triglycerides. All of these laboratory 

outcomes are non-fasting measurements. 

Other physiological measures  

Blood pressure (BP) and heart rate were measured using an electronic 

sphygmomanometer after participants were seated quietly for > 5 minutes. Weight was collected 

on digital scales that were calibrated according to the manufacturer’s specifications. Height was 

measured using a standard stadiometer. Body mass index (BMI) was calculated as the weight in 

kg divided by the square of height in meter. Participants’ hip and waist circumferences were 

measured by trained research staff and the waist-to-hip ratio was calculated. Cardiovascular 

disease (CVD) risk was assessed using the INTERHEART risk score, a validated tool for 

quantifying risk-factor burden without laboratory testing.31 The non-laboratory risk calculator 

includes self-reported items relating to smoking, diabetes, blood pressure, psychosocial factors, 
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diet, physical activity, family history of CVD, biological sex,  age, and measured waist-to-hip 

ratio. Scores range from 0 to 48; higher scores indicate a greater risk-factor burden. 

Statistical analysis 

We first examined the overall characteristics of the study population by comparing 

baseline demographics, tobacco use, and psychosocial/health characteristics among the four 

randomized conditions. We calculated frequencies (percentages) and p-values using chi-square 

tests for categorical variables, as well as means, standard deviations (SD), and p-values using 

ANOVA test for continuous variables. We used one-way ANOVA tests to assess between group 

differences (i.e., CS, 0 mg/mL, 8 mg/mL and 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarettes) for clinical 

outcomes at baseline. 

To compare the changes in clinical outcome measures across the randomized conditions 

at each time point (i.e., baseline, 1-month, 3-month and 6-month follow-up) and within 

conditions relative to week 0, we conducted linear mixed-effects models for both unadjusted and 

adjusted analyses. The model included main effect terms of categorical time (e.g., baseline, 1-

month follow-up, etc.), and condition (e.g., CS, 0, 8, and 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarettes), and 

their interaction as fixed effects, assuming a different mean for each treatment at each time point. 

A random-effect term with variance–covariance matrix (in the unstructured, autoregressive 

structure of order 1, or the compound symmetry structure) determined by the fit statistics (e.g., 

Akaike information criterion, AIC) was included to capture the within-subject correlation across 

repeated measures analyses. Multi-testing adjustment was not applied in the pairwise 

comparisons as this analysis was exploratory.  

The primary analyses used intention-to-treat (ITT) methodology, utilizing all available 

data at each visit without imputing missing values in the clinical outcome measures. In addition, 

we conducted three sensitivity analyses to investigate the robustness of the statistical inference to 
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the untestable missing mechanism assumption for both unadjusted and adjusted analyses: (1) the 

per-protocol analyses included only completers who have the respective clinical outcome 

measure at baseline and the three follow-up visits; (2) the last-observation-carried-forward 

analyses filled missing values with the last observed clinical outcome measure of the participant; 

(3) the multiple imputation procedure invoked a parametric model for missing values imputation 

and generated multiple datasets to adjust for the variability in the imputation process; 

specifically, we generated 50 imputed datasets based on the fully conditional regression model.  

 The baseline covariates which included demographic characteristics, cigarettes per day, 

exhaled CO level, psychosocial/health characteristics etc. for adjusted analyses were selected 

using the stepwise model selection procedure via AIC. We used a fully conditional regression 

model (logistic regression for categorical variables and linear regression for continuous 

variables) as the imputation model to impute missing values in baseline participants' 

characteristics. It assumed a separate conditional distribution for each imputed variable as 

implemented by the SAS procedure via the FCS statement and demonstrated comparable 

performance as another popular multiple imputation method with a multivariate normal 

distribution assumption.32 Detailed description of covariates included in fully conditional 

regression model and in the adjusted models are presented in Supplemental Table 1 and 

Supplemental Table 2 respectively. 
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RESULTS 

Baseline socio-demographics and tobacco use characteristics  

An overview of baseline study participant demographics and tobacco use characteristics 

across the four randomized groups is presented in Table 1. The sample was 58.8% female, 67.3% 

White, and had a mean age of 46.2 ± 11.6 years. Nearly 60% of the participants had some 

college education or more and 59% had an income of less than $39,999. Participants smoked an 

average of 18.6 ± 7.7 CPD and had a mean age of 18.1 ± 5.1 years when they initiated smoking. 

There were no significant differences in participant demographics or tobacco use characteristics 

across randomized conditions. The number of participants in each outcome measurements across 

randomized arms at 6-month has been presented in Supplemental Table 3. 
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Table 1. Baseline Characteristics of Study Participants by Overall and Conditions 

 
 
Characteristics 

 E-cigarette Conditions  p-value 
CS 

(n=130) 
0 mg/mL 
(n=130) 

8 mg/mL 
(n=130) 

36 mg/mL 
(n=130) 

Overall 
(N=520) 

 

n (%) / 
Mean (SD) 

n (%) / 
Mean (SD) 

n (%) / 
Mean (SD) 

n (%) / 
Mean (SD) 

N (%) / 
Mean 
(SD) 

 

Socio-demographics  
Study site 1.0 

PSU 80 (61.5) 80 (61.5) 80 (61.5) 80 (61.5) 320 (61.5)  
VCU 50 (38.5) 50 (38.5) 50 (38.5) 50 (38.5) 200 (38.5)  

Age 46.1 (12.4) 45.7 (11.4) 45.6 (11.7) 47.4 (11.1) 46.2 (11.6) 0.578 
Sex 0.279 

Female 79 (60.8) 80 (61.5) 80 (61.5) 67 (51.5) 306 (58.8)  
Male 51 (39.2) 50 (38.5) 50 (38.5) 63 (48.5) 214 (41.2)  

Race 0.942 
White NH  83 (63.8) 92 (70.8) 87 (66.9) 88 (67.7) 350 (67.3)  
African 
American/Black 
NH  

39 (30.0) 33 (25.4) 37 (28.5) 36 (27.7) 145 (27.9) 
 

Other  8 (6.2) 5 (3.8) 6 (4.6) 6 (4.6) 25 (4.8)  
Some college or higher 0.557 

No  54 (41.5) 58 (44.6) 47 (36.2) 51 (39.2) 210 (40.4)  
Yes  76 (58.5) 72 (55.4) 83 (63.8) 79 (60.8) 310 (59.6)  

Income > $39,999, n=510 0.505 
Yes  51 (39.8) 47 (37.0) 51 (40.8) 60 (46.2) 209 (41.0)  
No  77 (60.2) 80 (63.0) 74 (59.2) 70 (53.8) 301 (59.0)  

Baseline tobacco use characteristics  
Cigarettes smoked per 
day 

18.4 (7.1) 18.8 (8.3) 19.4 (8.7) 17.8 (6.5) 18.6 (7.7) 0.348 

Age of smoking 
initiation, n=514 

18.2 (4.9) 17.2 (5.0) 18.9 (5.5) 18.1 (4.8) 18.1 (5.1) 0.067 

Note: CS, Cigarette Substitute; PSU, Penn State University; VCU, Virginia Commonwealth University; NH, Non-Hispanic. There were no 
significant differences in baseline characteristics between randomized conditions (p > 0.05). 

p-values were reported from Chi-squared tests for categorical variables and one-way ANOVA for continuous variables. 

Measured pulmonary function and self-reported pulmonary symptoms and functional state 

 At baseline, there were no significant differences between the randomized conditions for 

any of the spirometry indices (Table 2). At 6-month, there were also no differences across 

randomized conditions in FEV1 (Table 3; Figure 1A) and other PFT measures (Table 3) with the 

exception of FET which was significantly higher among those using 36 mg/mL e-cigarettes as 

compared to CS group in both unadjusted (p = 0.033; Table 3) and adjusted analysis (p = 0.02; 

Supplemental Figure 14).    
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Table 2. Results from One-Way ANOVAs comparing outcome measurements at baseline 

by overall and conditions 

Characteristics  E-cigarette Conditions  p-value 

CS 
(n=130) 

0 mg/mL 
(n=130) 

8 mg/mL 
(n=130) 

36 mg/mL 
(n=130) 

Overall 
(N=520) 

 

 
Mean 
(SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 

 

Pulmonary Function Tests, N=518 
FEV1, L  2.7 (0.9) 2.6 (0.9) 2.6 (0.8) 2.7 (0.9) 2.7 (0.9) 0.833 
FEV1 % pred 80.5 (18.5) 79.6 (19.8) 77.4 (17.6) 81.2 (19.0) 79.7 (18.7) 0.389 
FVC, L  3.4 (1.1) 3.4 (1.0) 3.4 (1.0) 3.4 (1.0) 3.4 (1.0) 0.916 
FVC % pred 82.0 (19.3) 82.2 (18.6) 79.1 (16.1) 82.8 (18.5) 81.5 (18.2) 0.372 
FEV1/FVC, 
N=517 79.1 (9.6) 77.7 (10.3) 77.9 (9.5) 78.9 (9.8) 78.4 (9.8) 0.573 
FEV1/FVC % pred 91.1 (12.7) 90.5 (11.9) 91.2 (11.9) 91.0 (12.3) 91.0 (12.2) 0.972 
PEF L/s 6.1 (1.9) 6.0 (1.9) 6.1 (1.7) 6.1 (1.9) 6.1 (1.9) 0.963 
PEF % pred 76.9 (21.6) 76.4 (20.5) 75.9 (19.1) 77.8 (22.5) 76.7 (20.9) 0.893 
FEF 25 L/s 5.2 (2.0) 5.0 (1.9) 5.1 (1.9) 5.2 (1.9) 5.1 (1.9) 0.763 
FEF 75 L/s  1.2 (0.7) 1.1 (0.7) 1.1 (0.6) 1.2 (0.6) 1.2 (0.7) 0.349 
FEF 25-75 L/s 2.6 (1.2) 2.5 (1.2) 2.5 (1.2) 2.6 (1.1) 2.6 (1.2) 0.789 
FEF 25-75 % pred 80.0 (29.1) 77.0 (31.6) 75.0 (31.5) 79.2 (29.1) 77.8 (30.4) 0.546 
FET, sec N=504 4.8 (1.7) 4.7 (1.7) 4.5 (1.5) 4.5 (1.7) 4.6 (1.7) 0.522 
Clinical COPD Questionnaire (CCQ) 
COPD Symptoms, 
N=514 1.7 (1.0) 1.8 (1.1) 2.0 (1.1) 1.8 (1.0) 1.8 (1.1) 0.185 
COPD Functional 
State, N=512 0.8 (1.1) 0.7 (0.9) 0.7 (1.0) 0.6 (0.8) 0.7 (1.0) 0.221 
COPD Mental 
State, N=508 1.1 (1.3) 1.0 (1.1) 1.2 (1.2) 1.1 (1.3) 1.1 (1.2) 0.792 
COPD Total Score, 
N=506 1.2 (0.9) 1.2 (0.9) 1.3 (1.0) 1.2 (0.8) 1.2 (0.9) 0.739 
Complete Metabolic Panel, N=496 
Sodium, mmol/L 139.2 (2.9) 139.7 (3.1) 139.6 (2.8) 139.1 (3.1) 139.4 (3.0) 0.346 
Potassium, mmol/L 4.0 (0.3) 4.1 (0.4) 4.0 (0.3) 4.1 (0.5) 4.1 (0.4) 0.194 
Chloride, mmol/L 103.2 (3.1) 103.5 (3.0) 103.8 (3.0) 103.1 (3.7) 103.4 (3.2) 0.302 
Carbon dioxide, 
mmol/L 26.8 (2.8) 26.6 (2.5) 26.6 (2.3) 26.1 (2.4) 26.5 (2.5) 0.186 
Anion gap, 
mmol/L 9.2 (3.5) 9.6 (3.8) 9.2 (3.4) 9.9 (3.4) 9.5 (3.5) 0.299 

Glucose, mg/dL 
108.3 
(47.4) 105.1 (43.2) 106.0 (37.7) 111.8 (67.5) 107.8 (50.2) 0.721 

BUN, mg/dL 12.7 (4.0) 12.3 (4.1) 13.1 (4.4) 12.7 (4.3) 12.7 (4.2) 0.528 
AST, units/L 32.4 (22.0) 33.3 (23.1) 33.4 (21.4) 33.8 (19.2) 33.2 (21.4) 0.964 
ALT, units/L 30.7 (22.4) 29.8 (26.3) 33.2 (27.8) 32.4 (20.1) 31.5 (24.3) 0.691 
ALP, units/L 79.9 (24.7) 80.1 (28.3) 81.5 (24.0) 76.3 (23.6) 79.4 (25.2) 0.408 
Bilirubin, mg/dL 0.3 (0.2) 0.4 (0.3) 0.4 (0.2) 0.3 (0.2) 0.3 (0.2) 0.898 
Protein, mg/dL 7.4 (0.5) 7.4 (0.5) 7.4 (0.6) 7.4 (0.5) 7.4 (0.5) 0.649 
Albumin, mg/dL 4.3 (0.3) 4.2 (0.3) 4.2 (0.3) 4.3 (0.3) 4.2 (0.3) 0.446 
Calcium, mg/dL 9.4 (0.4) 9.3 (0.4) 9.3 (0.5) 9.3 (0.4) 9.3 (0.4) 0.192 
CRP, mg/dL, 0.8 (0.8) 0.7 (0.5) 0.7 (0.5) 0.7 (0.5) 0.7 (0.6) 0.451 
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N=495 
Creatinine, mg/dL, 
N=520 

122.4 
(98.6) 118.2 (83.7) 96.9 (71.0) 108.9 (91.6) 111.6 (87.1) 0.392 

Complete Blood Count, N=494 
WBC, 109/L 7.7 (2.4) 8.1 (2.4) 7.9 (2.3) 7.8 (2.1) 7.9 (2.3) 0.642 
RBC, 1012/L 4.6 (0.5) 4.7 (0.4) 4.8 (0.5) 4.6 (0.5) 4.7 (0.5) 0.018* 
Hemoglobin, g/dL 14.0 (1.5) 14.2 (1.2) 14.4 (1.5) 14.1 (1.4) 14.2 (1.4) 0.256 
Hematocrit, % 41.6 (3.9) 42.5 (3.4) 42.9 (3.9) 42.0 (3.6) 42.2 (3.7) 0.033* 
MCV, fL 89.8 (5.4) 90.3 (5.9) 90.0 (5.7) 91.5 (5.7) 90.4 (5.7) 0.077 
MCH, pg 30.3 (2.3) 30.2 (2.5) 30.1 (2.4) 30.7 (2.3) 30.3 (2.4) 0.208 
MCHC, g/dL 33.7 (1.2) 33.4 (1.1) 33.4 (1.2) 33.5 (1.1) 33.5 (1.2) 0.273 
RDW, % 13.3 (1.2) 13.4 (1.4) 13.4 (1.5) 13.2 (1.3) 13.3 (1.3) 0.556 

Platelets, 109/L 
252.5 
(64.8) 252.6 (61.8) 254.4 (58.9) 257.9 (59.8) 254.3 (61.2) 0.889 

MPV, fL 10.2 (1.5) 10.2 (1.2) 10.2 (1.2) 10.2 (1.2) 10.2 (1.3) 0.944 
Lipoproteins, N=496 

Cholesterol, mg/dL 
188.3 
(38.6) 189.0 (44.9) 186.1 (42.1) 187.3 (37.9) 187.7 (40.8) 0.952 

HDL, mg/dL  48.3 (17.1) 48.4 (16.1) 46.0 (13.4) 48.6 (14.7) 47.8 (15.4) 0.495 
Non-HDL 
Cholesterol, mg/dL 

140.0 
(38.3) 140.6 (47.8) 140.2 (43.5) 138.7 (39.2) 139.9 (42.2) 0.986 

Cholesterol/HDL 
Ratio  4.2 (1.3) 4.3 (1.8) 4.4 (1.5) 4.2 (1.5) 4.3 (1.5) 0.804 
LDL Calculated, 
mg/dL (N=476) 

105.0 
(33.7) 106.9 (36.1) 105.6 (33.6) 107.3 (37.3) 106.2 (35.1) 0.955 

Triglycerides, 
mg/dL 

177.2 
(117.5) 

171.6 
(148.2) 

186.1 
(160.3) 

169.9 
(125.6) 

176.2 
(138.6) 0.794 

Other Physiological Measures 
Weight, pound, 
N=520 

193.5 
(50.7) 188.8 (58.0) 194.0 (50.8) 188.4 (44.3) 191.2 (51.1) 0.722 

BMI, kg/m2, 
N=519 30.3 (7.2) 29.7 (8.1) 30.2 (7.4) 29.5 (6.6) 29.9 (7.3) 0.801 
Heart rate, bpm, 
N=519 81.4 (13.0) 83.0 (14.1) 81.9 (12.8) 80.9 (12.4) 81.8 (13.1) 0.579 
Systolic blood 
pressure, mmHg, 
N=519 

125.3 
(14.0) 124.3 (13.8) 127.1 (15.5) 124.6 (14.5) 125.3 (14.5) 0.428 

Diastolic blood 
pressure, mmHg, 
N=519 78.6 (9.9) 79.6 (9.7) 80.3 (9.8) 78.3 (10.1) 79.2 (9.9) 0.316 
Waist-to-hip ratio, 
N=518 0.9 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1) 0.898 
INTERHEART 
risk score, N=519 20.6 (5.1) 20.2 (5.6) 21.0 (6.2) 20.6 (5.8) 20.6 (5.7) 0.766 
Note: CS, cigarette substitute; FEV1, forced expiratory volume in 1 second; FVC, forced vital capacity; PEF, peak expiratory flow; FEF, forced 
expiratory flow; FET, forced expiratory time; BUN, blood urea nitrogen; AST, aspartate aminotransferase; ALT, alkaline transferase; ALP, 
alkaline phosphatase; CRP, C-reactive Protein; WBC, white blood cells; RBC, red blood cells; MCV, mean corpuscular volume; MCH, mean 
corpuscular hemoglobin; MCHC, mean corpuscular hemoglobin concentration; RDW, red cell distribution width; MPV, mean platelet volume; 
HDL, high-density lipoprotein; LDL, low-density lipoprotein; COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disorder; BMI, body mass index. 

p-values were reported from one-way ANOVA. 

*: p-value < 0.05, Reference group: CS 
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Table 3. Results from linear mixed-effects models comparing outcome measurements at the 

end of intervention by conditions (6-month) 

Characteristics  E-cigarette Conditions 
CS 0 mg/mL 8 mg/mL 36 mg/mL 

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 
Pulmonary Function Tests (N=314) 
FEV1, L 2.50 (0.77) 2.52 (0.71) 2.72 (0.90) 2.67 (0.81) 
FEV1 % pred 77.57 (17.07) 79.52 (16.46) 80.58 (18.83) 80.86 (16.38) 
FVC, L 3.21 (0.91) 3.21 (0.82) 3.50 (1.08) 3.38 (0.90) 
FVC % pred 79.40 (16.87) 80.75 (15.80) 82.82 (17.45) 81.44 (14.87) 
FEV1/FVC 77.80 (10.62) 78.36 (7.73) 77.76 (11.14) 78.65 (8.86) 
FEV1/FVC % pred 90.05 (13.67) 89.43 (11.87) 89.47 (13.39) 91.99 (12.43) 
PEF L/sec 6.00 (1.84) 5.91 (1.65) 6.15 (1.86) 6.26 (1.66) 
PEF % pred 77.53 (21.24) 77.72 (19.95) 78.14 (21.34) 79.09 (18.97) 
FEF 25, L/sec 5.11 (1.98) 4.94 (1.73) 5.21 (2.12) 5.41 (1.81) 
FEF 75, L/sec 1.04 (0.54) 1.07 (0.52) 1.22 (0.64) 1.12 (0.68) 
FEF 25-75, L/sec 2.37 (1.08) 2.40 (1.04) 2.62 (1.27) 2.60 (1.24) 
FEF 25-75 pred 76.51 (29.21) 77.09 (28.98) 80.28 (34.13) 80.75 (29.39) 
FET, sec (N=311) 4.78 (1.87) 4.72 (1.72) 4.75 (2.08) 5.06 (1.94)* 
Clinical COPD Questionnaire (CCQ) 
COPD Symptoms 
(N=313) 

1.61 (1.14) 1.60 (1.20) 1.53 (0.99) 1.50 (1.04)* 

COPD Functional 
State (N=312) 

0.77 (1.00) 0.61 (0.89) 0.88 (1.21)*,# 0.52 (0.84) 

COPD Mental State 
(N=311) 

1.04 (1.26) 1.03 (1.24) 0.97 (1.11) 0.82 (1.06) 

COPD Total Score 
(N=310) 

1.17 (0.96) 1.09 (0.90) 1.15 (0.94) 0.98 (0.83) 

Complete Metabolic Panel (N=307) 
Sodium, mmol/L 138.91 (2.41) 138.97 (2.74) 138.84 (2.74) 139.52 (2.68) 
Potassium, mmol/L 4.08 (0.32) 4.11 (0.36) 4.07 (0.42) 4.05 (0.33) 
Chloride, mmol/L 103.15 (3.15) 103.54 (2.75) 103.25 (3.90) 103.29 (3.23)* 
Carbon dioxide, 
mmol/L 

26.43 (3.01) 26.61 (2.69) 25.99 (2.49) 26.30 (2.67) 

Anion gap, mmol/L 9.33 (3.41) 8.82 (3.98) 9.60 (3.73) 9.92 (3.82) 
Glucose, mg/dL 111.01 (49.41) 105.48 (36.39) 107.04 (59.16) 105.29 (39.89) 
BUN, mg/dL 12.57 (4.75) 12.69 (4.41) 13.38 (3.86) 12.65 (3.89) 
AST, units/L 30.39 (21.94) 32.75 (25.43) 31.86 (15.14) 31.52 (14.15) 
ALT, units/L 28.19 (20.38) 29.39 (30.27) 33.88 (24.42) 32.95 (19.98) 
ALP, units/L 81.33 (27.69) 82.87 (29.47) 75.26 (20.29) 79.80 (22.67) 
Bilirubin, mg/dL 0.34 (0.23) 0.34 (0.30) 0.34 (0.24) 0.37 (0.27) 
Protein, mg/dL 7.34 (0.51) 7.26 (0.54) 7.37 (0.47) 7.45 (0.59) 
Albumin, mg/dL 4.21 (0.32) 4.14 (0.33) 4.28 (0.31)# 4.27 (0.32) 
Calcium, mg/dL 9.25 (0.43) 9.24 (0.39) 9.35 (0.37)* 9.31 (0.57) 
CRP, mg/dL 
(N=308) 

0.55 (0.45) 0.62 (0.51) 0.77 (1.89)* 0.53 (0.35) 

Creatinine, mg/dL 
(N=311) 

116.4 (75.3) 131.7 (104.8) 112.3 (101.6) 90.4 (62.2) 

Complete Blood Count (N=307) 
WBC, 109/L 7.60 (1.93) 7.98 (2.33) 7.46 (1.80) 7.45 (1.78) 
RBC, 1012/L 4.61 (0.48) 4.74 (0.50) 4.58 (0.42) 4.70 (0.47) 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.14.24319048doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.14.24319048


 

 

17 

 

Hemoglobin, g/dL 13.81 (1.57) 14.02 (1.24) 14.02 (1.24) 14.13 (1.26) 
Hematocrit, % 41.22 (4.10) 42.21 (3.45) 41.77 (3.21) 42.18 (3.52) 
MCV, fL 89.63 (6.19) 89.51 (5.11) 91.49 (5.86) 89.90 (4.48) 
MCH, pg 30.01 (2.64) 29.73 (2.24) 30.71 (2.27)*,# 30.14 (2.02)# 

MCHC, g/dL 33.46 (1.23) 33.20 (1.10) 33.56 (1.09)*,# 33.51 (1.23)*,# 

RDW, % 13.38 (1.34) 13.38 (1.33) 13.06 (0.98) 13.23 (1.23) 
Platelets, 109/L 260.89 (71.26) 253.49 (60.09) 256.77 (51.45) 256.79 (47.51) 
MPV, fL 10.39 (1.17) 10.50 (1.20) 10.42 (1.03) 10.32 (1.11) 
Lipoproteins (N=307) 
Cholesterol, mg/dL 186.22 (36.87) 189.00 (42.52) 192.75 (41.67) 183.53 (39.62) 
HDL, mg/dL 46.65 (15.37) 48.00 (17.26) 47.29 (15.00) 50.52 (18.28)*,# 

Non-HDL 
Cholesterol, mg/dL 

139.57 (38.40) 141.00 (41.55) 145.47 (38.84) 133.01 (40.29) 

Cholesterol/HDL 
Ratio (N=306) 

4.36 (1.50) 4.32 (1.57) 4.33 (1.34) 4.00 (1.46)* 

LDL Calculated, 
mg/dL (N=299) 

107.62 (32.07) 108.85 (39.69) 111.93 (37.76) 100.81 (35.13) 

Triglycerides, 
mg/dL 

174.38 (161.44) 167.42 (92.37) 181.44 (125.95) 179.25 (157.11) 

Other Physiological Measures 
Weight, pound 
(N=314) 

185.72 (44.09) 188.64 (57.99) 195.76 (43.14) 195.61 (47.23) 

BMI, kg/m2 
(N=314) 

29.52 (7.08) 30.24 (8.25) 30.38 (6.10) 30.34 (6.73) 

Heart Rate, bpm, 
(N=313) 

78.53 (13.73) 79.93 (12.38) 77.41 (11.43) 79.33 (11.65) 

Systolic blood 
pressure, mmHg 
(N=313) 

125.23 (16.57) 122.74 (14.56) 124.72 (17.08) 125.85 (14.82) 

Diastolic blood 
pressure, mmHg 
(N=313) 

78.21 (10.17) 79.76 (10.70) 77.54 (10.80) 80.19 (10.76) 

Waist-to-hip ratio 
(N=314) 

0.93 (0.08) 0.94 (0.08) 0.94 (0.08) 0.95 (0.07) 

INTERHEART risk 
score (N=313) 

17.78 (5.73) 17.32 (6.25) 16.29 (5.97) 17.40 (6.57) 

Note: CS, cigarette substitute; FEV1, forced expiratory volume in 1 second; FVC, forced vital capacity; PEF, peak expiratory flow; FEF, forced 
expiratory flow; FET, forced expiratory time; BUN, blood urea nitrogen; AST, aspartate aminotransferase; ALT, alkaline transferase; ALP, 
alkaline phosphatase; CRP, C-reactive Protein; WBC, white blood cells; RBC, red blood cells; MCV, mean corpuscular volume; MCH, mean 
corpuscular hemoglobin; MCHC, mean corpuscular hemoglobin concentration; RDW, red cell distribution width; MPV, mean platelet volume; 
HDL, high-density lipoprotein; LDL, low-density lipoprotein; COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disorder; BMI, body mass index. 

* significant at p < 0.05, Reference group: CS 

# significant at p < 0.05, Reference group: 0 mg/mL e-cigarette 

p-values were reported based on the unadjusted linear mixed-effect models with intention-to-treat method. 
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There were no significant differences across the randomized conditions for total CCQ 

score or any individual CCQ domain (symptoms, functional and mental state) at baseline (Table 

2). At 6-month, participants using 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarettes had significantly lower COPD 

symptoms as compared to CS group in the unadjusted analysis (p=0.021; Table 3; Supplemental 

Figure 15 – A, C). There were no significant differences across the randomized conditions in 

COPD mental state domain and COPD total score at the 6-month follow-up assessment (Table 

3). 

Blood measurements  

Complete blood count 

At baseline, there were significant differences across the randomized groups in RBC 

count (p=0.018) and hematocrit levels (p=0.033; Table 2). At 6-month, participants randomized 

to the 8 mg/mL e-cigarettes had higher levels of MCH as compared to CS (p=0.019) or 0 mg/mL 

e-cigarettes (p=0.004) in unadjusted analysis (Table 3), and this effect remained significant after 

controlling for other factors (Supplemental Figure 40). Also, MCHC levels were higher among 

participants randomized to the 8 or 36 mg/mL e-cigarettes as compared to either CS or 0 mg/mL 

e-cigarettes in both unadjusted and adjusted analysis (Table 3; Supplemental Figure 41).    

Complete metabolic panel, CRP and lipoproteins 

At baseline, there were no significant differences between conditions for complete 

metabolic panel, CRP, or lipoprotein measures (Table 2). At 6-month, participants randomized to 

the 36 mg/mL e-cigarettes had significantly higher levels of HDL as compared to participants 

randomized to the CS or 0 mg/mL e-cigarettes in both the unadjusted (Figure 1B; Table 3) and 

adjusted analysis (Supplementary Figure 46 – B, D). Cholesterol/HDL ratio was significantly 

lower among participants randomized to 36 mg/mL e-cigarettes as compared to participants in 
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CS condition (p=0.034; Table 3; Figure 1C). The direction and magnitude of the differences 

were similar in the unadjusted and adjusted analysis (Supplementary Figure 48). Similarly, LDL 

levels were significantly lower among participants randomized to 36 mg/mL e-cigarettes as 

compared to CS condition in adjusted analysis (p=0.044; Supplemental Figure 49 – B, D), 

although it was not significant in unadjusted analysis (Figure 1D; Supplemental Figure 49 – A, 

C).  

Other physiological measures 
 

At baseline and 6-month, no significant group differences were seen between e-cigarette 

and CS conditions for all physiological measures (weight, BMI, heart rate, systolic and diastolic 

BP, waist-to-hip ratio, and INTERHEART risk score) in either the unadjusted or adjusted 

analysis (Table 2, Table 3, and Supplemental Figures 51 – 57). Similarly, no differences were 

observed when comparing 0 mg/mL condition to 8 or 36 mg/mL nicotine-containing e-cigarette 

conditions on these physiological measures (Table 3; Supplemental Figures 51 – 57). 

DISCUSSION 

In this four-arm, prospective, parallel-group, RCT, we examined differences in CVD risk 

factors, pulmonary function, and other standard clinical laboratory markers among participants 

who smoked cigarettes regularly and were instructed to reduce their cigarette smoking with one 

of four study products (e-cigarettes with 0, 8 or 36 mg/mL nicotine or a CS). Compared with 

participants in the CS or non-nicotine e-cigarette group, we found no consistent patterns of harm 

or benefit from nicotine e-cigarette use on most of the measured outcomes. We observed a 

statistically significant improvement in HDL levels, cholesterol/HDL ratio, LDL levels and 

COPD symptoms among participants using the 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarettes compared to CS. 

These results were consistent in both the unadjusted and adjusted analyses for HDL levels, 
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cholesterol/HDL ratio and COPD symptoms though between group differences were small with 

limited clinical significance. Further, as this study is exploratory in nature, these significant 

findings must be interpreted cautiously and verified in follow-up studies. 

We found no clinically significant between group differences in PFT measures at 6-

month. These results are similar to other RCTs that explored the acute (<7 days)33, short to mid-

term (from 8 days to 12 months)17,18,25 or long-term (more than 12 months)19 effects of e-

cigarette use on spirometry indices among people who partially or completely switched from 

TCs to e-cigarettes. At 6-month follow-up, the forced expiratory time (FET) was significantly 

longer among participants who were using the 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarettes as compared to 

CS indicating longer time in lung emptying. FET has long been proposed as an early marker of 

small airway dysfunction.34 More recent investigators emphasize the interindividual variation in 

FET determined by two competing effects: airway narrowing that increases the duration of 

expiration and airway closure that terminates it.35 FET becomes longer with age and among 

those who smoke, and this effect may be differentially impacted by obstructive and restrictive 

processes.35 In our study, other  spirometry indices such as FVC, FEV1/FVC, and  FEF 25–75 

were descriptively higher in the 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarette group as compared to CS group, 

suggesting that the prolonged FET was not an indicator of physiologic dysfunction. 

The purpose of the present study was to explore the impact of nicotine liquid 

concentration in e-cigarettes on clinical health outcomes across a 6-month period, which has 

been understudied in the current literature. This detailed analysis could help to identify harm 

related to e-cigarette use among participants trying to reduce their TC consumption. In effect, we 

found no statistically or clinically significant changes in spirometry measures and most of the 

CVD risk factors (i.e., CRP, SBP, DBP, heart rate, BMI, waist-to-hip ratio, triglycerides) across 
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the randomized conditions despite evidence from other outcomes from this same trial that 

support the utility of the 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarettes in reducing TC use and associated 

toxicant exposure as compared to other conditions.26 The methodological differences in study 

designs, control groups (i.e., variations in smoking/e-cigarette use history), and follow-up time 

periods (i.e., acute or long-term effects) in the related evidence from prior reports presents 

challenges for the comparison of the study findings.11,13,17,18,21,36,37  

Of interest, we observed in the current study that participants using the 36 mg/mL 

nicotine e-cigarettes had significantly lower self-reported COPD symptoms (i.e., shortness of 

breath at rest or during physical activities, cough, phlegm production), higher HDL levels (“good 

cholesterol”), lower LDL levels (“bad cholesterol”), and lower total cholesterol/HDL ratio 

(indicator of risk of getting cardiovascular disease) as compared to the CS group. Findings from 

our primary outcome paper indicate that the 36 mg/mL e-cigarette group reduced their cigarette 

consumption by 58% and the CS group reduced by 39% at 6-month.26 The abstinence rate was 

also significantly higher in the 36 mg/mL group as compared to the CS group at 6-month (10.8% 

vs. 3.1%).27 Therefore, a plausible explanation for the positive changes may be the sustained 

reduction in cigarette smoking and carbon monoxide exposure, and greater abstinence rate 

among those in the 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarette group as compared to the CS group. 

Similar to our study findings, a one-year RCT demonstrated substantial improvement in 

respiratory symptoms (shortness of breath and cough/phlegm production) among individuals 

who quit or reduced their TC consumption by switching to e-cigarettes as compared to those who 

failed to reduce TC use (<50% reduction in the CPD from baseline).19 Studies have shown that 

low levels of HDL, and high levels of LDL and total cholesterol/HDL ratio have been associated 

with atherosclerosis and elevated risk of developing CVD.38,39 In addition, smoking cessation 
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leads to an increase in cardio-protective HDL levels.40–43  People who smoke and are more 

addicted, as indicated by time to first cigarettes have less favorable lipid indices.44 The available 

evidence and the current study findings suggest that high nicotine e-cigarettes may better 

facilitate reductions in TC smoking and beneficial changes in lipid parameters, which may 

mediate reduction in CVD risk among participants. However, the results must be interpreted 

cautiously due to small effect size and limited literature on changes in lipid profile among dual-

users trying to reduce TC use. Although statistically significant, the mean of HDL, LDL and 

cholesterol/HDL ratio across four randomized arms falls in the normal reference range for 

clinical interpretation. Further investigation is recommended to determine whether this might be 

a transient phenomenon or translates to a more sustained health benefit.  

Participants randomized to nicotine e-cigarettes had significantly higher levels of MCHC 

(amount of hemoglobin per unit volume) and MCH (amount of hemoglobin per red blood cell) 

(only for 8 mg/mL e-cigarette group) as compared to the two non-nicotine groups. Also, the 36 

mg/mL group had significantly higher MCH than the placebo group. Elisia et al. (2020) found 

that both MCH and MCHC were elevated for those who smoked versus those who did not,45 

which is contrary to our finding as these measures were elevated in nicotine e-cigarette groups 

that smoked less and had significantly lower CO measurements.26 As the differences across 

groups were very small and the values fall in normal reference range across each group, the 

mechanism behind these differences remains unclear, but decreased CO exposure after reducing 

TC leading to decrease in carboxyhemoglobin may be involved.46 There were no clinically 

meaningful between group differences in most of the other laboratory measurements included in 

standard blood work panels.  
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Overall, our findings did not show additional harm among individuals using 8 and 36 

mg/mL nicotine e-cigarettes to reduce TC smoking compared to CS or 0 mg/mL e-cigarette use. 

Contrary to our findings, other studies have found adverse changes at the cellular level using e-

cigarettes, such as, airway hyperresponsiveness, sympathetic activation, vascular stiffening, 

endothelial dysfunction, and atherosclerotic plaque formation in human and animal models.12,14,47 

The variability in the findings might be due to different factors such as the e-cigarette device and 

liquid used, the composition of e-cigarette aerosol, and individual use patterns, as they may 

influence the effects on cells/tissues and  blood and urinary markers. Future studies with long-

term follow-up (> 1 year) and methodological similarities are required.  

The major strengths of this study are the use of a randomized, double-blind design which 

included both a placebo and a non-e-cigarette control group, the use of an e-cigarette with a well 

characterized nicotine delivery profile,48 a large and diverse sample, and a 6 month intervention 

period. Also, the study encompassed a comprehensive battery of clinically relevant biological 

measures (e.g., pulmonary function, CVD risk, and clinical laboratory markers) to examine 

changes due to e-cigarette use among people trying to reduce their TC consumption. The study’s 

limitations included participant drop-out (36%) and use of one type of e-cigarette. In addition, 

the findings are only generalizable to individuals who are interested in reducing their TC 

smoking. Multiple comparison adjustments were not done as this is an exploratory analysis 

aiming to identify potential changes in clinical health outcomes and generate hypotheses for 

future research. 

CONCLUSION 

The current RCT found that nicotine-containing e-cigarette use during 6 months of TC 

smoking reduction did not contribute to additional harms as compared to a plastic CS or a non-
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nicotine e-cigarette group. This study examined 56 physiological and related measures of CVD 

risk, pulmonary function, and standard clinical laboratory tests. A novel finding that warrants 

further exploration was the improvement in blood lipids (e.g., increased HDL, reduced LDL and 

cholesterol/HDL ratio) in participants assigned to use the 36 mg/mL nicotine e-cigarettes. While 

the magnitude of these changes was small, future studies should further examine the impact of e-

cigarette use on lipid profiles and CVD risk reduction. 
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Figure 1 (A – D).  Unadjusted mean of FEV1 (A), HDL (B), Cholesterol/HDL ratio (C), and LDL (D) at baseline 

and at 6 months post intervention across randomized groups;  

* indicate a significant difference between the 36 mg/mL group relative to the cigarette substitute group in unadjusted intention-to-treat analysis 
at 6 months (p < 0.05). 

# indicate a significant difference between the 36 mg/mL group relative to the 0 mg/mL EC group in unadjusted intention-to-treat analysis at 6 
months (p < 0.05). 
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