
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

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) Association between secondhand smoke exposure at home and 
cigarette gifting and sharing in Zhejiang, China: a repeat cross-
sectional study 

AUTHORS Xu, Yue; Xu, ShuiYang; Wu, Qingqing; Guo, Yujie 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Yu Qin 
Jiangsu Provincial Center for Disease Control and Prevention, 
Nanjing, Jiangsu Provincial, P. R. China 

REVIEW RETURNED 23-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The study examines an interesting research question on cigarette 
giving and sharing in relation with SHS at home in Zhejiang Province 
of China. However, there are some concerns in the manuscript.  
 
Introduction:  
 
Lines 87-88: Literatures should been cited for the “few studies”.  
 
It is strange that SHS is an important factor in the topic. However, 
there is nothing for description of this issue. Were there any studies 
on SHS in Zhejiang before? The objective does not mention SHS 
either. Description of Lines 87-88 is not accurate for the study, for it 
is not relationship of smoking or quit smoking with cigarette gifting 
and sharing.  
 
Line 116: Does one segment include 50 households? Make the 
sentence clearly.  
 
Line 118: How to randomly sample an eligible subject within a 
household? What is the criteria for eligible subject?  
 
What is the power calculation for sample size?  
 
Line 132: “Never” is not appropriated for “smokers in family”.  
 
Lines 134-135: Using a car (not cars described in the text, because 
only yes of no, without numbers) to estimate household income is 
not reasonable.  
 
Lines 137-140: Does it define as SHS exposure if the respondent 
smokes inside house himself? In the question for definition of SHS 
exposure, it is only said “once per month”. How long is the duration 
for the respondent’s recall? Three months or one year?  
 
Lines 139-143: In the same way, does the frequency of SHS 
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exposure by smoking of anyone include a smoke respondent 
himself? How long is the duration? A year of three months? What is 
the difference between options 4 and 5? Why is “less than monthly” 
defined as no SHS exposure? At least the household have been 
exposed to SHS, and even once is defined as SHS.  
 
Table 1: There is no result for age and gender distribution. Are there 
any significant differences in socio-demographic between the year of 
2010 and 2012? Age and gender are related to cigarette sharing and 
smoking.  
 
Line 179: Is it cigarette sharing at home? Table 3 says “cigarette 
gifting and sharing of family”. The definitions of cigarette sharing and 
gifting are not limited at home or in family in the method part. I think 
the definition of cigarette sharing and gifting should be in line with 
the results.  
 
Lines 200-201: Please check the literature. I am afraid that the 
definition of SHS in this literature is different with that in the present 
study.  
 
Lines 202-203: How is the situation on SHS exposure of women and 
children proposed by the literature 17. I think citing this literature is 
more reasonable.  
 
Lines 220-221: “Giving cigarettes is giving harm” started in 2011, 
partly because cigarette giving is common in China. However, the 
present study showed a rather low rate of cigarette giving, less than 
20%. It is quite strange. The authors should give some explanation, 
and read other related literatures on this issue. 

 

REVIEWER Jian Wang 
Center for Health Management and Policy, Shandong University 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Dec-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The author clearly described the survey results. Below is for 
reference only:  
 
1. The English should be corrected. For example:  
Line 25. respondent’ families→respondents’ families  
line 28. reporting→reported  
Line 56. smokers[1]“.”  
deaths→death  
Line 66. for→to  
Line 73. populated+provinces  
Line 78. were→was  
Line 102. interviews→interview  
Line 142. Selection of 1, 2 or 3 was defined as the respondent 
experiencing SHS exposure→The respondent who selected 1,2 or 3 
was defined as experiencing SHS exposure  
Line 145. were→was  
Line 173. respondent’ families→respondents’ families  
Line 186. significant for→significant difference in  
Line 193. respondent’ families→respondents’ families  
Line 222. be differences→be the differences  
 
2.I am not sure of the requirements of abstracts for the magazine, in 
general, the "Background" is the first part.  
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3. The sample part is not clear. Acording to the paper, the sample 
should be aroud 10X50X6=3000, why not? 2112 and 2279.  
4. Were the survey objects same or diffferent in 2010 and 2012? Is it 
tracing survey or not?  
5.How to decide the georaphical distribution of the 5 regions? what's 
the standard to choose region?  
6.I think the factors such as gender, age, education, ocupation,..... 
will influence the behavior of sigarettes gifting and sharing, How do 
you control these confunding effects?  
7.How do you randomly sample the interviewee from the sampled 
household. The characteristics of the interviwee will influent the 
answers to the questions.  
8.What are you standards to define cigarette fifting and sharing, 
SHS smoking? 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer #1:  

1. The reviewer’s comment: Lines 87-88: Literatures should been cited for the "few studies". It is 

strange that SHS is an important factor in the topic. However, there is nothing for description of this 

issue. Were there any studies on SHS in Zhejiang before? The objective does not mention SHS 

either. Description of Lines 87-88 is not accurate for the study, for it is not relationship of smoking or 

quit smoking with cigarette gifting and sharing.  

Response: Thank you for your good suggestion. 1) We revised the sentence "there are few studies to 

quantitatively assess the prevalence of cigarette gifting and sharing". 2) We added the sentence 

"There was high SHS exposure at home (60.9%) and in public (65.3%)[11] in Zhejiang" to illustrate 

the gravity of SHS exposure in Zhejiang, and added the literature No.11.  

2. The reviewer’s comment: Line 116: Does one segment include 50 households? Make the sentence 

clearly.  

Response: Thanks for your good question. Yes, rewrite this section about "Participants", and added 

the sentence ".... each stratum was partitioned into several segments of around 50 households and 6 

segments were randomly selected from each stratum using the PPS method.... "  

3. The reviewer’s comment: Line 118: How to randomly sample an eligible subject within a 

household? What are the criteria for eligible subject?  

What is the power calculation for sample size?  

Response: Thanks for your good questions. 1) We rewrite the section about "Participants", and added 

the sentence ".... using probability proportional to size (PPS) sampling method ....". 2) According to 

our study, the sample should be around 10*50*6=3000. Although we reinforced quality control to 

reduce the lost rate of household surveys, there were many interviewee unwilling to join the surveys.  

4. The reviewer’s comment: Line 132: "Never" is not appropriated for "smokers in family".  

Response: Thank you for your reminder. According to your suggestions, we used "None" instead of 

"Never". Please see it in the revised paper.  

5. The reviewer’s comment: Lines 134-135: Using a car (not cars described in the text, because only 

yes of no, without numbers) to estimate household income is not reasonable.  

Response: Thank you for your suggestions.1) I rewrite the sentence ".... respondents’ family have 

cars (more than one, none) .... ". 2) We added "The household income could not be easily to 

measure, therefore we use family car ownership to estimate household income, which has been 

shown a positive correlation between household income and car ownership in China" in the 

Limitations, and cited the literature No.27 as proof of it. Please see it in the revised paper.  

6. The reviewer’s comment: Lines 139-143: In the same way, does the frequency of SHS exposure by 

smoking of anyone include a smoke respondent himself? How long is the duration? A year of three 

months? What is the difference between options 4 and 5? Why is "less than monthly" defined as no 

SHS exposure? At least the household have been exposed to SHS, and even once is defined as 

SHS.  
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Response: We all appreciate your precious comments. 1) In our study, the definition of SHS exposure 

at home is "anyone smoke in the house monthly". 2) There is a clerical error, and we revised "more 

than monthly".  

7. The reviewer’s comment: Table 1: There is no result for age and gender distribution. Are there any 

significant differences in socio-demographic between the year of 2010 and 2012? Age and gender are 

related to cigarette sharing and smoking.  

Response: Thanks for your good questions.1) Our study is carried out from the perspective of family 

not personnel, to assess the prevalence of cigarette gifting and sharing; and we just consider these 

family factors, but not personality character, such as age and gender. 2) we revised the sentences 

"Did your family give cigarettes to others as a gift in the last year?" and "Did your family share 

cigarettes with others in the last year?", and it made the definition more precise. 3) We added "The 

characteristics of the interviewee, such as age and gender, would induce the reporting bias, actually. 

We trained all the interviewers before field investigation and reinforced quality control to improve the 

data quality and reduce this bias" in the Limitations.  

8. The reviewer’s comment: Line 179: Is it cigarette sharing at home? Table 3 says "cigarette gifting 

and sharing of family". The definitions of cigarette sharing and gifting are not limited at home or in 

family in the method part. I think the definition of cigarette sharing and gifting should be in line with the 

results.  

Response: Thanks for your precious questions. It is a clerical error, and we deleted the "at home" in 

the sentence. Please see it in the revised paper.  

9. The reviewer’s comment: Lines 200-201: Please check the literature. I am afraid that the definition 

of SHS in this literature is different with that in the present study.  

Response: Thank you very much. We deleted this sentence "We found that smoking was reported in 

half of households, matching previous research", and added "Our previous research indicated that.... 

". Please see it in the revised paper.  

10. The reviewer’s comment: Lines 202-203: How is the situation on SHS exposure of women and 

children proposed by the literature 17. I think citing this literature is more reasonable.  

Response: Thank you for your suggestions. We cited the literature No.18 and No.19 as proof that 

"The household is the main place where women and children are exposed to SHS".  

11. The reviewer’s comment: Lines 220-221: "Giving cigarettes is giving harm" started in 2011, partly 

because cigarette giving is common in China. However, the present study showed a rather low rate of 

cigarette giving, less than 20%. It is quite strange. The authors should give some explanation, and 

read other related literatures on this issue.  

Response: According to your suggestion, we reviewed the related literatures, and there were a few 

qualitative researches about it, but didn't found quantitative studies with larger samples. We cited the 

literature No.23 and No.24 as proof of it, and added the sentence ".... and some previous study [22, 

23] also indicated that prevailing cigarette gifting custom should be drastically changed...." in this 

section.  

 

Reviewer #2:  

1. The reviewer’s comment: The English should be corrected. For example:  

Line 25. Respondent’ families→respondents’ families  

line 28. reporting→reported  

Line 56. smokers[1]“.”deaths→death  

Line 66. for→to  

Line 73. Populated + provinces  

Line 78. were→was  

Line 102. interviews→interview  

Line 142. Selection of 1, 2 or 3 was defined as the respondent experiencing SHS exposure→The 

respondent who selected 1,2 or 3 was defined as experiencing SHS exposure  

Line 145. were→was  

Line 173. Respondent’ families→respondents’ families  
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Line 186. significant for→significant difference in  

Line 193. Respondent’ families→respondents’ families  

Line 222. be differences→be the differences  

Response: Thank you very much. About the grammatical and type errors in the article, we asked a 

scientific expert for help; we are doing our best to meet the publication standard. The edited paper in 

MS Word format was attached. The edited paper in MS Word format was attached.  

1) Line 25, Line173 and Line193, corrected the sentence "....respondents’ families ...."  

2) Line 28, corrected the sentence ".... reported their family...."  

3) Line 56, corrected the sentence ".... smokers [1]. The annual number of death ...."  

4) Line 66, corrected the sentence ".... politeness to others"  

5) Line 73, corrected the sentence "Zhejiang is a small area province in China, with a developed 

economy and dense population"  

6) Line 78, corrected the sentence ".... which was disseminated across Zhejiang in 2011"  

7) Line 102, corrected the sentence ".... a total of 2279 interviewees were completed"  

8) Line 142, corrected the sentence ".... The respondents who selected 1, 2 or 3 were defined as their 

family experiencing SHS exposure"  

9) Line 145, corrected the sentence "Logistic regression was conducted to ...."  

10) Line 186, corrected the sentence "....was a significant difference in household ...."  

11) Line 222, corrected the sentence "....might be the differences in the economy"  

2. The reviewer’s comment: I am not sure of the requirements of abstracts for the magazine, in 

general, the "Background" is the first part.  

Response: Thanks for your questions. We downloaded the STROBE check-list, and revised our paper 

according to it.  

3. The reviewer’s comment: The sample part is not clear. According to the paper, the sample should 

be around 10X50X6=3000, why not? 2112 and 2279.  

Response: Thanks for your good questions. Indeed, according to our study, the sample should be 

around 10*50*6=3000. Although we reinforced quality control to reduce the lost rate of household 

surveys, there were many interviewee unwilling to join the surveys, and we just get 2112 valid 

questionnaires in 2010 and 2279 valid questionnaires in 2012.  

4. The reviewer’s comment: Were the survey objects same or different in 2010 and 2012? Is it tracing 

survey or not?  

Response: Thank you very much. No, the survey objects were different in 2010 and 2012, it’s no 

tracing survey. The two survey in the same 5 regions.  

5. The reviewer’s comment: How to decide the geographical distribution of the 5 regions? What’s the 

standard to choose region?  

Response: Thank you very much. 1) There are 11regions in Zhejiang province, their customs were 

different. 2) The 5 regions selected form five of Zhejiang province's eastern, western, southern, 

northern, middle regional.  

6. The reviewer’s comment: I think the factors such as gender, age, education, occupation, .... , will 

influence the behavior of cigarettes gifting and sharing, How do you control these confounding 

effects?  

Response: Thank you very much. 1) Our study are carried out from the perspective of family not 

personnel, to assess the prevalence of cigarette gifting and sharing; and we just consider these family 

factors, but not personality character, such as age and gender.2) We revised the sentences "Did your 

family give cigarettes to others as a gift in the last year?" and "Did your family share cigarettes with 

others in the last year?", it made the definition more precise.  

7. The reviewer’s comment: How do you randomly sample the interviewee from the sampled 

household? The characteristics of the interviewee will influent the answers to the questions.  

Response: Thank you very much. 1) In the sampled household, we selected the interviewee by the 

random number. 2) Yes, it would be subject to recall bias. And we added "The characteristics of the 

interviewee, such as age and gender, would induce the reporting bias, actually. We trained all the 

interviewers before field investigation and reinforced quality control to improve the data quality and 
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reduce this bias." in the Limitations.  

8. The reviewer’s comment: What are you standards to define cigarette gifting and sharing, SHS 

smoking?  

Response: Thank you very much. 1) Cigarette gifting: the interviewee’s family gave cigarettes to 

others as a gift in the last year, 2) Cigarette sharing: the interviewee’s family shared cigarettes with 

others in the last year, 3) SHS exposure at home: there were anyone smoking inside the interviewee’ 

house monthly. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Yu Qin 
Jiangsu Provincial Center for Disease Control and Prevention 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The article has been improved, although there are still some tiny 
things to be concerned. Written English should be polished.  
 
 
Page 7 line 137: Categories of cars are only “more than one” and 
“none”, and “one car” is missing.  
 
Page 9 lines 201-203: The fourth inclusion is also presented in 
conclusions of the abstract, however the results part did not 
mention. The results should be added in the results part of abstract 
and main text.  
 
Page 10 the second paragraph: Although “cigarette gifting has 
remained unchanged” as the authors described, the rate is less than 
15% and not high as expected. Rich et al reported 74% of 
households sending cigarettes as gifts during the Chinese New Year 
(Gifting and sharing cigarettes in a rural Chinese village. Tob Control 
2014;23:496-500). I also am interested in the “Giving Cigarettes is 
Giving Harm” in Zhejiang in 2011. What was the rate of cigarette 
giving? The same campaign conducted in Jiangsu Province showed 
that above 60% had send cigarette as gift (Effectiveness of a 
television advertisement campaign on giving cigarettes in a Chinese 
population. J Epidemiol 2014;24(6)509-513). The authors may 
discuss in the paragraph, although sampling methods are not the 
same. 

 

REVIEWER Jian Wang 
Center for Health Management and Policy 

REVIEW RETURNED 27-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The modification is right. And the authors carefully explained my 
questions. Thank you all. 

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer #1:  

1. The reviewer’s comment: The article has been improved, although there are still some tiny things to 

be concerned. Written English should be polished.  

Response: Thank you very much. About the written English, we have asked a scientific expert for 

help, we are doing our best to meet the publication standard. The edited paper in MS Word format 
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was attached. The edited paper in MS Word format was attached.  

2. The reviewer’s comment: Page 7 line 137: Categories of cars are only “more than one” and “none”, 

and “one car” is missing.  

Response: Thanks for your kind reminder. We used "one or more" instead of "more than one" in the 

title.  

3. The reviewer’s comment: Page 9 lines 201-203: The fourth inclusion is also presented in 

conclusions of the abstract, however the results part did not mention. The results should be added in 

the results part of abstract and main text.  

Response: Thanks for your kind reminder. We added the sentence "The prevalence of cigarette 

gifting and sharing in household with SHS exposure was higher than that in household without SHS 

exposure (Details see Table 3). " in results part.  

4. The reviewer’s comment: Page 10 the second paragraph: Although "cigarette gifting has remained 

unchanged" as the authors described, the rate is less than 15% and not high as expected. Rich et al 

reported 74% of households sending cigarettes as gifts during the Chinese New Year (Gifting and 

sharing cigarettes in a rural Chinese village. Tob Control 2014;23:496-500). I also am interested in the 

"Giving Cigarettes is Giving Harm" in Zhejiang in 2011. What was the rate of cigarette giving? The 

same campaign conducted in Jiangsu Province showed that above 60% had send cigarette as gift 

(Effectiveness of a television advertisement campaign on giving cigarettes in a Chinese population. J 

Epidemiol 2014;24(6)509-513). The authors may discuss in the paragraph, although sampling 

methods are not the same.  

Response: Thanks for your good questions.1) Our study just concerned that the interviewee’s family 

shared cigarettes with others in the last year, without specifying during the Chinese New Year, and 

the proportion was far lower than the previous study. 2) We added the sentence "…, the proportion 

was 74% in Hunan [22] and 67.9% in Jiangsu[23]" to illustrate the gravity of cigarette gifting during the 

Chinese New Year, and cited the literature No.23 and No.24 as proof of it.  

 

Reviewer #2:  

1. The reviewer’s comment:  

Response: The modification is right. And the authors carefully explained my questions. Thank you all.  

Response: Thank you very much. 
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