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ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Reasons for smoking cessation attempts among Japanese male 

smokers vary by nicotine dependence level: cross-sectional study 

after the 2010 tobacco tax increase 

AUTHORS Tanihara, S; Momose, Yoshito 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Akiko Hagimoto 
Faculty of Nursing, Fujita Health University, School of Health 
Sciences, Japan 

REVIEW RETURNED 09-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is an interesting paper which examines the motivation to quit 
attempts of Japanese smokers soon after the tobacco tax increase 
of 2010. However, there are one serious problems and some 
problem in the current manuscript. I would like to provide the authors 
with the following specific comments, hoping that they can be used 
for improving the manuscript:  
 
Major Compulsory Revisions  
1. Comments on the Methods and Procedures  
In this paper, you conducted a survey in October 2011, one year 
after tax increase. You examined the quit attempts during the 
previous 12 months. I read that you investigated the impact on the 
quit attempts of tax increase soon after tax hike in Japan. However, 
the subjects were current smokers only at the time of survey, did not 
include former smokers who quit in the past year. It did not achieve 
the purpose of this paper. I think important that the subjects was 
included all the current smokers at the time of the October 2010, and 
the quit attempts was included quitting attempts of all current 
smokers for one year. You should add the former smokers who quit 
in the past year to the subjects.  
 
In the Data collection and measurements, you wrote “(3) indicate 
their intention to quit smoking in the precious 12 months”. However, 
you used several definitions such as “quit attempt”, “intention to quit 
smoking” and “cessation challenge”. The meaning of those terms 
were different. Please clarify the definition and unify the terms.  
 
Minor Essential Revisions  
1. Comments on the Title and Abstract  
I think that the purpose and novelty of this paper was examines the 
motivation to quit attempts of Japanese smokers soon after the 
tobacco large tax increase of 2010. It was important that the survey 
conducted after tax hike. However, you had no mention of those in 
the Title and Abstract. It is necessary to mention this point.  
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2. Comments on the Methods and Procedures  
In the Participants of Abstract, you wrote “a total of 2264 male 
current smokers”. But, in the Statistical analysis, “Thus, the data of 
2251 current smokers” in the 158 line. Please check and amend.  
 
You used abbreviation FTND. Now, on behalf of those term, FTCD 
“Fagerstrom Test for Cigarette Dependence” has come into the 
general.  
 
3. Comments on the Result  
In the first paragraph, you wrote “The 20-29 age group with high 
nicotine dependence (7.7%), the 50-59 age group (22.2%)” and “the 
50-59 age group with low nicotine dependence (18.0%), the 20-29 
age group(30.6%) ”. But, when I calculated using number in the 
Table 1, 7.5%, 21.4%, 33.5%, 46.8%, respectively. Please check.  
 
4. Comments on the Discussion  
Previous researches reported that smokers often forgot dates of quit 
attempts and might not recall short quit attempts at all, if they took 
place more than a few months before the interview. Your study used 
quit attempt within the past 12 months. I think that there is a 
problem. You need to address this and discuss why the findings 
about quitting are still valid in spite of this bias.  
 
In the 275 line, you cited the 13 (Goto R, 2011). But, this content 
was the 14 (A Hagimoto, 2010). In addition, the follow-up survey 
year was 2006, 2005 was baseline survey. Please check all the 
citations again. 

 

REVIEWER Takahisa Kondo 
Nagoya University Graduate School of Medicine, Japan 

REVIEW RETURNED 02-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors examined the association between smoking cessation 
attempts during the previous 12 months, motivator to quit smoking, 
and nicotine dependence among a total of 2,264 male current 
smokers in a cross-sectional study. The authors found that nicotine 
dependence level of current smokers was negatively associated with 
attempts to quit smoking during the previous 12 months, and that 
motivators for smoking cessation differed according to nicotine 
dependence levels.  
This is an interesting study. However, reviewer could not understand 
why the authors adopted “smoking cessation attempts during the 
previous 12 months” as the outcome of this study, because outcome 
came before the evaluation of nicotine dependence of each current 
smoker. Moreover, the conclusion, “effective smoking cessation 
strategies among smokers with high nicotine dependence levels are 
perhaps those involving stricter smoking regulation policies, such 
as…” could not be derived directly from the present study.  
 
Minot points  
Baseline characteristics of the subjects examined should be shown.  

 

REVIEWER Amer Siddiq Amer Nordin 
University Malaya Centre of Addiction Sciences (UMCAS)  
Jalan Pantai Baharu 
Kuala Lumpur 
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REVIEW RETURNED 04-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS An interesting article. It is simple in its execution however it is clear 
and replicable  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name Akiko Hagimoto  

This is an interesting paper which examines the motivation to quit attempts of Japanese smokers 

soon after the tobacco tax increase of 2010. However, there are one serious problems and some 

problem in the current manuscript. I would like to provide the authors with the following specific 

comments, hoping that they can be used for improving the manuscript:  

 

We are grateful to your critical comments and useful suggestions that have helped us to improve our 

paper considerably. As indicated in the responses that follow, we have taken all these comments and 

suggestions into account in the revised version of our paper.  

 

Major Compulsory Revisions  

1. Comments on the Methods and Procedures  

In this paper, you conducted a survey in October 2011, one year after tax increase. You examined the 

quit attempts during the previous 12 months. I read that you investigated the impact on the quit 

attempts of tax increase soon after tax hike in Japan. However, the subjects were current smokers 

only at the time of survey, did not include former smokers who quit in the past year. It did not achieve 

the purpose of this paper. I think important that the subjects was included all the current smokers at 

the time of the October 2010, and the quit attempts was included quitting attempts of all current 

smokers for one year. You should add the former smokers who quit in the past year to the subjects.  

 

Response:  

As you pointed out, the current smokers from October 2010 should be included in the subjects to 

investigate the impact of the tax increase on the quit attempts soon after Japan‟s tax hike. This study 

was conducted in October 2011 and analysed current smokers at that time because physical 

dependence on nicotine assessed by the Fagerström Test for Cigarette Dependence was available 

for current smokers only. However, there are few studies focusing on current smokers after Japan‟s 

2010 tobacco tax hike even though the price of tobacco is one of the important factors in smoking 

cessation. In the revised manuscript, we specified the purpose of this study was to examine 1) the 

quit attempts among the current smokers after the 2010 tobacco tax hike and 2) the association 

between nicotine dependence level and motivators to quit smoking. (line 103-104, 109-110 on page 

7)  

 

In the Data collection and measurements, you wrote “(3) indicate their intention to quit smoking in the 

precious 12 months”. However, you used several definitions such as “quit attempt”, “intention to quit 

smoking” and “cessation challenge”. The meaning of those terms were different. Please clarify the 

definition and unify the terms.  

Response:  

Thank you very much for your thoughtful comments on our manuscript. Per your suggestion, we 

revised (3) as „whether they had attempted smoking cessation in the previous 12 months (“No/Yes”)‟ 

and unified the terms as „cessation attempts‟. (line 128-129 on page 8)  

 

Minor Essential Revisions  

1. Comments on the Title and Abstract  
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I think that the purpose and novelty of this paper was examines the motivation to quit attempts of 

Japanese smokers soon after the tobacco large tax increase of 2010. It was important that the survey 

conducted after tax hike. However, you had no mention of those in the Title and Abstract. It is 

necessary to mention this point.  

Response:  

Per your suggestion, we revised the title and abstract.  

 

2. Comments on the Methods and Procedures  

In the Participants of Abstract, you wrote “a total of 2264 male current smokers”. But, in the Statistical 

analysis, “Thus, the data of 2251 current smokers” in the 158 line. Please check and amend.  

Response:  

We checked and amended the abstract to „a total of 2251 male current smokers‟. We regret the error 

and thank you for pointing it out. (line 32 on page 2)  

 

You used abbreviation FTND. Now, on behalf of those term, FTCD “Fagerstrom Test for Cigarette 

Dependence” has come into the general.  

Response:  

Thank you for your comment; we corrected the term. (line 132-133 on page 8)  

 

 

3. Comments on the Result  

In the first paragraph, you wrote “The 20-29 age group with high nicotine dependence (7.7%), the 50-

59 age group (22.2%)” and “the 50-59 age group with low nicotine dependence (18.0%), the 20-29 

age group(30.6%) ”. But, when I calculated using number in the Table 1, 7.5%, 21.4%, 33.5%, 46.8%, 

respectively. Please check.  

Response:  

We checked and amended the first paragraph of the Results as you suggested. We apologize for this 

error and wish to thank you for bringing it to our attention. (line 189-192 on page 11-12)  

 

4. Comments on the Discussion  

Previous researches reported that smokers often forgot dates of quit attempts and might not recall 

short quit attempts at all, if they took place more than a few months before the interview. Your study 

used quit attempt within the past 12 months. I think that there is a problem. You need to address this 

and discuss why the findings about quitting are still valid in spite of this bias.  

Response:  

As you noted, the subjects could not recall every attempt for smoking cessation in the previous 12 

months. It is well known that the first step for smoking cessation is to declare one‟s intention to stop 

smoking. Therefore, if the subjects could not recall their quit attempts, there must be a reason; for 

example, they did not declare their intention to stop smoking. We interpreted inability to recall their 

attempt as low intention. As you noted, this study analysed the quit attempts within the past 12 

months that the subjects could recall and identify on the questionnaire. Therefore, the quit attempts 

that the subjects could not recall were excluded from the analysis. In the revised manuscript, we 

added this point in the discussion section. (line 299-310 on page 18)  

 

In the 275 line, you cited the 13 (Goto R, 2011). But, this content was the 14 (A Hagimoto, 2010). In 

addition, the follow-up survey year was 2006, 2005 was baseline survey. Please check all the 

citations again.  

Response:  

We apologize for this error and wish to thank you for bringing it to our attention. We checked and 

amended the citations. (line 278 on page 16)  
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Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name Takahisa Kondo  

The authors examined the association between smoking cessation attempts during the previous 12 

months, motivator to quit smoking, and nicotine dependence among a total of 2,264 male current 

smokers in a cross-sectional study. The authors found that nicotine dependence level of current 

smokers was negatively associated with attempts to quit smoking during the previous 12 months, and 

that motivators for smoking cessation differed according to nicotine dependence levels.  

This is an interesting study. However, reviewer could not understand why the authors adopted 

“smoking cessation attempts during the previous 12 months” as the outcome of this study, because 

outcome came before the evaluation of nicotine dependence of each current smoker. Moreover, the 

conclusion, “effective smoking cessation strategies among smokers with high nicotine dependence 

levels are perhaps those involving stricter smoking regulation policies, such as…” could not be 

derived directly from the present study.  

 

We are grateful to your critical comments and useful suggestions that have helped us to improve our 

paper considerably. As indicated in the responses that follow, we have taken all these comments and 

suggestions into account in the revised version of our paper.  

 

Response:  

1) the outcome of this study  

As you noted, the outcome of this study occurred before the evaluation of nicotine dependence. This 

study‟s design is cross-sectional and was conducted in October 2011. We analysed current smokers 

at that time because physical dependence on nicotine assessed by Fagerström Test for Cigarette 

Dependence was available for current smokers only. However, there are few studies focusing on 

current smokers after Japan‟s 2010 tobacco tax hike even though the price of tobacco is one of the 

important factors for smoking cessation. In the revised manuscript, we specified the purpose of this 

study was to examine the quit attempts among the current smokers after the 2010 tobacco tax hike. 

(line 103-104, 109-110 on page 7) We indicated that the design of this study is cross-sectional in the 

title and manuscript. Next, we added the temporal relationship between the exposure and the 

outcome in the discussion section. (line 299-310 on page 18)  

 

2) the conclusion  

As you noted, the conclusion of the former version of our manuscript could not be derived directly 

from the study results, even with use of the term „perhaps‟. In the revised manuscript, we revised the 

conclusion to „In conclusion, the efficacy of smoking cessation strategies can be improved by 

considering the target group‟s nicotine dependence level. A longitudinal evaluation of strategies 

focused on current smokers with high nicotine dependence levels should be undertaken‟. (line 341-

344 on page 20)  

 

Minor points  

Baseline characteristics of the subjects examined should be shown.  

Response:  

The characteristics of the subjects examined such as age, nicotine dependence level, and proportion 

of subjects with cessation attempts was shown in table 1. As indicated in the title of this manuscript, 

this study is a cross-sectional study; therefore, we did not use the term „baseline‟ because it seemed 

more appropriate for a longitudinal study. In the revised manuscript, the title of table 1 was changed to 

„The distribution of age, nicotine dependence level, and cessation attempts of the subjects‟.  

 

 

Reviewer: 3  

Reviewer Name Amer Siddiq Amer Nordin  
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An interesting article. It is simple in its execution however it is clear and replicable  

We are most grateful for your comment. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Akiko Hagimoto 
Fujita Health unicersity School of Health Sciences  
Japan 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Jan-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I read your revised paper. I would like to provide the authors with the 
following specific comments, hoping that they can be used for 
improving the manuscript:  
 
Major Compulsory Revisions  
1. You examined the association between smoking cessation 
attempts during the previous 12 months and nicotine dependence. 
The subjects were current smokers only at the time of survey, did 
not include former smokers who quit in the past year. From the 
above, you did not include the smokers who quit attempts and 
succeed quit smoking in the past 12 months. I think that you did not 
cover all the subjects in this survey to achieve the object. You need 
to address this and discuss why the findings about quitting are still 
valid in spite of this bias.  
 
Minor Essential Revisions  
1.Comments on the Abstract, Methods and Procedures  
In the Participants of Abstract and 163 line, you wrote the data of 
2251 current smokers. But, when I calculated using from159 line to 
163, 4672 men (20-69 years old surveyed) - 1116 (never smokers) – 
1268 (former smokers) – 33 (missing data for FTCD) = 2255. Please 
check.  

 

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name: Akiko Hagimoto  

 

We are grateful for your critical comments and useful suggestions that helped us improve our paper 

considerably. As indicated in the responses that follow, we have taken all of these comments and 

suggestions into account in the revised version of our paper.  

 

Major Compulsory Revisions  

1. You examined the association between smoking cessation attempts during the previous 12 months 

and nicotine dependence. The subjects were current smokers only at the time of survey, did not 

include former smokers who quit in the past year. From the above, you did not include the smokers 

who quit attempts and succeed quit smoking in the past 12 months. I think that you did not cover all 

the subjects in this survey to achieve the object. You need to address this and discuss why the 

findings about quitting are still valid in spite of this bias.  

 

Response:  

In the previous manuscript, we specified the purpose of this study was to examine 1) the cessation 

attempts among current smokers as of October 2011 and 2) the association between nicotine 
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dependence level and motivators to quit smoking (lines 103–104 and 108–110 on page 7). We 

indicated that the study design was cross-sectional in the title and manuscript. Next, we added the 

temporal relationship between the exposure and the outcome in the discussion section (lines 304–310 

on page 18).  

As you indicated, if the current smokers from October 2010 were included in the subjects, there were 

two types of smokers: the smokers who successfully quit smoking before October 2011 and the 

smokers who continued smoking until October 2011. Because the FTCD scores in October 2011 were 

not available for the former smokers, this study excluded them from the analysis. In other words, 

restriction, which is one of the basic methods to control bias in epidemiologic studies, was used in the 

analysis of the data in this study.  

Next, it is rational to hypothesize that smoking cessation attempts were stronger in smokers who 

succeeded in smoking cessation than in smokers who continued smoking. Thus, the association 

between smoking cessation attempts during the previous 12 months and nicotine dependence may 

be underestimated in this study because the subjects who successfully quit smoking (i.e. subjects 

with stronger smoking cessation attempts) were excluded from the analysis. Thus, the association 

between smoking cessation attempts during the previous 12 months and nicotine dependence when 

the current smokers from October 2010 were included is stronger than the results presented in the 

manuscript. This means that the exclusion of the subjects successfully ceasing smoking before 

October 2011 did not influence the interpretation of the results.  

However, it is one of the limitations of our study that we could not estimate the magnitudes of the 

association between smoking cessation attempts during the previous 12 months and nicotine 

dependence among the excluded subjects. In the revised manuscript, we added this point in the 

discussion section (lines 325–338 on page 19–20).  

 

Minor Essential Revisions  

1.Comments on the Abstract, Methods and Procedures  

In the Participants of Abstract and 163 line, you wrote the data of 2251 current smokers. But, when I 

calculated using from 159 line to 163, 4672 men (20-69 years old surveyed) - 1116 (never smokers) – 

1268 (former smokers) – 33 (missing data for FTCD) = 2255. Please check.  

 

Response:  

There were four subjects with missing data for cessation attempts or motivators for quitting smoking. 

Thus, 4,672 men (20–69 years old surveyed) - 1,116 (never smokers) - 1,268 (former smokers) - 33 

(missing data for the FTCD) - 4 (missing data for cessation attempts or motivators for quitting 

smoking) = 2,251. We apologize for this error and wish to thank you for bringing it to our attention 

(lines 159–164 on page 10). 
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