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BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Patterns of electronic cigarette use in current and ever users among 
college students in France: a cross sectional-study 

AUTHORS Tavolacci, Marie-Pierre; Vasiliu, Anca; Romo, Lucia; Kotbagi, 
Gayatri; Kern, Laurence; Ladner, Joel 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Christiane Stock 
University of Southern Denmark  
Denmark 

REVIEW RETURNED 03-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The manuscript studies an interesting topic of pattern of e-cigarette 
use and its relationship to smoking among French college students. 
The study is well done and provides some new insights about the 
potential motifs of young people to use electronic cigarettes. I have 
some comments that may further improve the quality of the paper:  
1. There are some language and grammar mistakes in the 
manuscript and it should be proof read by a native speaker. (e.g. 
non-smoker instead of no-smoker; the prevalence instead of 
prevalence in some sentences)  
2. In the introduction the authors describe the use of e-cigarettes in 
different age groups. The prevalences differ a lot among studies and 
it would be worthwhile to state in which countries the data have been 
collected (especially references 4-6).  
3. Response rate is more appropriate than “reply rate”.  
4. It is unclear to the reader why eating disorders have been studied. 
It has not been introduced as an important topic in connection with 
E-cigarettes nor has it been stated as part of the research aims.  
5. In the statistical analysis part it should be explained why 
“variables with p<0.20 from the univariate analysis were introduced 
into the multivariate model”, since they did not show any significant 
association.  
6. In the discussion part page 10, lines 22-23 it should be stated in 
which countries the data have been collected.  
7. In the limitation part I lack a statement on the fact that the data 
have only been collected a two universities in France, which means 
a limited coverage.  
8. The data collection is not randomized as you state in the limitation 
section. The work “randomized” needs to be left out. 

 

REVIEWER Guido Van Hal 
University of Antwerp, Belgium 

REVIEW RETURNED 08-Mar-2016 
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GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have tackled a very important topic: the use of e-
cigarettes in young people (university students). Since e-cigarettes 
is a recent topic, a lot of information on its use is still lacking. This 
study gives us a good insight into this theme.  
My main remark is that the manuscript could become a lot clearer 
and more fluently by having it read through by a native speaker of 
English.  
Besides, I only have a few small remarks.  
Page 6, lines 33-35: did the authors consider to use gender-specific 
cut-offs for the AUDIT? Most of the time, this is taken into account. 
Can the authors elaborate on this topic? Why didn't they use 
gender-specific cut-offs?  
Page 7, first lines: 'Associations were considered statistically 
significant when p<0.05' instead of 'Variables...'  
Page 8, first lines: the authors mention that they included 1,134 
college students. What was the intended number? What about the 
non-response? If there was non-response, what were the possible 
reasons?  
p. 11, lines 33-35: I don't understand the sentence beginning with 
'Whatever the frequency...' The authors say they found no 
association with gender and ever-use of e-cigarettes but I don't see 
the link with the last part of that sentence when they refer to the 
literature; those studies found a higher use for gender? For males or 
females? For ever-use or never-use of e-cigarettes? 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Christiane Stock  

University of Southern Denmark  

 

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below  

Author’s response to review: see below  

 

The manuscript studies an interesting topic of pattern of e-cigarette use and its relationship to 

smoking among French college students. The study is well done and provides some new insights 

about the potential motifs of young people to use electronic cigarettes. I have some comments that 

may further improve the quality of the paper:  

 

1. There are some language and grammar mistakes in the manuscript and it should be proof read by 

a native speaker. (e.g. non-smoker instead of no-smoker; the prevalence instead of prevalence in 

some sentences)  

According to the reviewer’s suggestion, the manuscript has been thoroughly checked once again by a 

native English speaker in terms of grammar, spelling and in order to enhance the overall level of 

language.  

 

2. In the introduction the authors describe the use of e-cigarettes in different age groups. In the 

introduction the authors describe the use of e-cigarettes in different age groups. The prevalences 

differ a lot among studies and it would be worthwhile to state in which countries the data have been 

collected (especially references 4-6).  

The three studies have been conducted in USA  

Ref 4 is a review of literature: 6 focused on adolescents, 3 on youth adults and 7 on adults, main of 

studies were conducted in USA. Only the year (between 2011 and 2014) and the sample of the study 

could explain different prevalence  
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Ref 5 and 6 were conducted in USA  

 

3. Response rate is more appropriate than “reply rate”.  

As requested by the reviewer we modified “reply rate” by “response rate”  

 

4. It is unclear to the reader why eating disorders have been studied. It has not been introduced as an 

important topic in connection with E-cigarettes nor has it been stated as part of the research aims.  

Eating disorders is high among college students, with association with smoking behaviour then it 

could be interesting to identify an association with the e-cigarette use  

 

5. In the statistical analysis part it should be explained why “variables with p<0.20 from the univariate 

analysis were introduced into the multivariate model”, since they did not show any significant 

association.  

Indeed we have introduced in the multivariate model variables with p<0.10 from the univariate 

analysis. We modified the text in the statistical analysis  

 

6. In the discussion part page 10, lines 22-23 it should be stated in which countries the data have 

been collected.  

As suggested by the reviewer, we added that the data have been collected in New Zealand and USA.  

 

7. In the limitation part I lack a statement on the fact that the data have only been collected a two 

universities in France, which means a limited coverage.  

This sample enrolled students from different curriculums however available only at two universities 

including one in the capital city of France (Paris).  

 

8. The data collection is not randomized as you state in the limitation section. The work “randomized” 

needs to be left out.  

As requested by the reviewer we deleted 'randomized" in the limitation  

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

 

Guido Van Hal  

University of Antwerp, Belgium  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below  

The authors have tackled a very important topic: the use of e-cigarettes in young people (university 

students). Since e-cigarettes is a recent topic, a lot of information on its use is still lacking. This study 

gives us a good insight into this theme.  

 

My main remark is that the manuscript could become a lot clearer and more fluently by having it read 

through by a native speaker of English.  

 

According to the reviewer’s suggestion, the manuscript has been thoroughly checked once again by a 

native English speaker in terms of grammar, spelling and in order to enhance the overall level of 

language  

 

Besides, I only have a few small remarks.  

 

Page 6, lines 33-35: did the authors consider to use gender-specific cut-offs for the AUDIT? Most of 

the time, this is taken into account. Can the authors elaborate on this topic? Why didn't they use 

gender-specific cut-offs?  
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We use the gender specific cutt off for the analysis. Then we specified the cutt off in the methods  

A score below 8 for males or 7 for females indicates no problems with alcohol, between 8 and 12 for 

males or between 7 and 11 for females indicates hazardous drinking, and above 12 for males or 11 

for females indicates risk of addiction  

 

Page 7, first lines: 'Associations were considered statistically significant when p<0.05' instead of 

'Variables...'  

 

As Suggested by the reviewer we modified the sentence  

 

Page 8, first lines: the authors mention that they included 1,134 college students. What was the 

intended number? What about the non-response? If there was non-response, what were the possible 

reasons?  

During the three months at the University Medical Department of Rouen, 848 college have had a 

medical visit and 687 completed the questionnaire: response rate: 81% and 480 students were at the 

mandatory course at Nanterre and 447 completed the questionnaire : 93% of response rate.  

 

p. 11, lines 33-35: I don't understand the sentence beginning with 'Whatever the frequency...' The 

authors say they found no association with gender and ever-use of e-cigarettes but I don't see the link 

with the last part of that sentence when they refer to the literature; those studies found a higher use 

for gender? For males or females? For ever-use or never-use of e-cigarettes?  

In Ref 8, 27 and 42, male had increased relative odds of having ever used e-cigarettes: and in ref 8 

male has also increased relative odds of having current used e-cigarettes  

“Regardless of the frequency of e-cigarette use, we found no association between gender and ever 

use of e-cigarettes unlike other studies that reported adolescent and US male college students had 

higher odds of using e-cigarettes than female” 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Christiane Stock 
University of Southern Denmark  
Unit for Health Promotion Research  
Esbjerg, Denmark 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I suggest to re-phrase in the introductionto: "Since eating disorders 
are high among college students and moreover associated with 
smoking behaviour [25] it would be interesting to study an 
association with the e-cigarette use."  

 

REVIEWER Guido Van Hal 
University of Antwerp, Belgium. 

REVIEW RETURNED 26-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have addressed all my remarks in an appropriate way.  
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