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REVIEW RETURNED 18/03/2012 

 

THE STUDY The study does not refer to patients that might be affected by any 
treatment(s).  
 
No supplemental documents contain information that should be 
included in the manuscript. All relevant information related to the 
research and results seems to have been included in the 
manuscript. 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS My main concern is that the results might be driven by the fact that 
most of the families in the sample have incomplete birth histories. 
Without completed birth histories, the theory that the paper attempts 
to test will not be observed in the actual birth order. The authors 
note this fact at several places in the manuscript but I wish to 
suggest that they try to devise a method to address this issue, even 
if partially.  
 
My suggestion is to construct a sub-sample with some age (42 
years, say) as a cut-off. Then do the cross tabulation for this sub-
sample (which might be closer to having completed birth histories 
than the entire sample) and see if the results change. If the results 
are the same as those reported in the paper, then there is no 
problem. If the results are different, than that should be noted and 
the implications pointed out, even if briefly.  

GENERAL COMMENTS 1. On page 5, while discussing the "Results" it is stated: "But the 
higher numbers of girls (1118 vs. 883) ..." It seems that Table 3 
would lead to the following figures instead: 1119 vs. 844. Please 
check if this is correct?  
 
2. On page 6, in the second paragraph under "Discussion" it is 
stated: "We consider this fourth explanation the most likely." Please 
explain why you find the fourth explanation for the extra number of 
girls as the most likely?  
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REVIEWER Avraham Ebenstein,  
Department of Economics,  
Hebrew University of Jerusalem 

REVIEW RETURNED 15/04/2012 

 

THE STUDY I think this paper represents a marginal contribution to our 
understanding of what the population policy in China currently is. 
What exactly is the research question? I think the question is "How 
is the One Child Policy currently enforced?" This is a small group of 
people under study, and the 1.5 child policy is already known to be a 
common policy. I think the only added value here is that the data 
were so recently collected.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Responses to referee comments  

 

I Reviewer: Deepankar Basu  

 

1. My main concern is that the results might be driven by the fact that most of the families in the 

sample have incomplete birth histories. Without completed birth histories, the theory that the paper 

attempts to test will not be observed in the actual birth order. The authors note this fact at several 

places in the manuscript but I wish to suggest that they try to devise a method to address this issue, 

even if partially.  

My suggestion is to construct a sub-sample with some age (42 years, say) as a cut-off…  

 

Our women were young, just recently having given birth. From our research questions point of view, 

the data are complete:  

1. in regard to the gender of the first child  

2. in regard to the birth order of the two first children among those with (at least) two children.  

We have now modified the text and made a new table 3, focusing on the complete data and leaving 

out the testing of the first theoretical model.  

 

2. On page 5, while discussing the "Results" it is stated: "But the higher numbers of girls (1118 vs. 

883) ..." It seems that Table 3 would lead to the following figures instead: 1119 vs. 844. Please check 

if this is correct?  

 

Table 3 is revised as well as the text commenting it, p.5.  

 

3. On page 6, in the second paragraph under "Discussion" it is stated: "We consider this fourth 

explanation the most likely." Please explain why you find the fourth explanation for the extra number 

of girls as the most likely?  

 

Explanation added, p.6.  

 

 

II Reviewer: Avraham Ebenstein,  

 

 

1. What exactly is the research question? I think the question is "How is the One Child Policy currently 

enforced?" … the 1.5 child policy is already known to be a common policy…  
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No, this is not our research question. The one (1.5) child policy is the background of our study, not the 

focus. The focus is what implications, if any, that policy has on sibling structure. This question has not 

been studied previously.  

We have now reformulated the aims in Abstract and Introduction to make them clearer, p.2. and p.4.  

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Deepankar Basu  
Assistant Professor  
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The reviewer completed the checklist but made no further comments. 
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