

Response to Reviewer 1 Comments
[bookmark: _Hlk116079378]Point 1: There appears to be a few guiding sentences that were left in the paper. Please remove extra guiding sentences. Example the first sentence is: “The introduction should briefly place the study in a broad context and highlight why it is important.” This should not be in the manuscript.
Response 1: Thank the reviewer for the kind reminding. We have deleted the extra guiding sentences.
Point 2: Unfortunately, there is quite a bit of incorrect word usage and grammar issues through the paper. This makes it much harder to read and leaves the manuscript a bit confusing at times. This is not a fatal flaw it will just require that either the authors will need to do substantial copy editing and proofing or the journal will need to.
Response 2: Thank the reviewer for the kind reminding. Language editing has been performed. We have put the “Editing Certificate” in the attachment.
Point 3: The authors go into grater detail into the background of associations between smoking and academics as well as smoking and peer/parental smoking; however, much less is presented beyond the theoretical rationale for the use of intention to smoke. Can this be expanded to include specific results?
[bookmark: OLE_LINK36][bookmark: OLE_LINK22]Response 3: Thank the reviewer for the kind reminding. Along with the reviewer’s suggestion, We removed some evidence on smoking behavior and added evidence about the associations between intention to smoke and academic performance as well as smoking and peer/parental smoking to the intraduction. (lines56-58, lines61-63, lines90-93, page2；lines97-98，page2-3)
The statement are as follows:
Previous studies have noted that academic performance and intentions to smoke are highly correlated during adolescence(Hyun Gwon et al., 2017; Kinnunen et al., 2016; Pennanen et al., 2011a; Wellman et al., 2016).(lines56-58)
In China, the evidence from a multiethnic survey found that students in the last 25% and lower than 50% of academic achievement are more likely to have an intention to smoke(Xu et al., 2017). (lines61-63)
A study conducted in Hong Kong found that if parents smoked regularly in front of their children at home, adolescents' intention to smoke would be strengthened by the parental role-modeling process(Mak et al., 2012).  (lines90-93)
A previous study in Europe also showed that the smoking behavior of peers was a significant predictor of adolescent intention to smoke(Vitoria et al., 2009).  (lines97-98，page2-3)
Point 4: Given that there was strategy in the randomization and data collection procedures could the authors please provide the survey response rate? Also, of those who did complete the survey were they all 100% complete or were some removed due to incomplete responses.
Response 4: Thank you for the reminder. About the response rate, as we excluded participants who refused to answer, a total of 9893 questionnaires were collected after distributing 10157 questionnaires and the response rate was 97.4%. Those who had missing dependent variable (intention to smoke) (N=255) and logical contradictions (N=17) in their answers were removed.
We have added the following statement to the section 2.1. Data Collection and Participants (lines 142-146, page 3). 
The statement are as follows:
As we excluded participants who refused to answer, a total of 9893 questionnaires were collected after distributing 10157 questionnaires and the response rate was 97.4%. After removing samples with smoking experience (N=227), and had missing dependent variable (intention to smoke) (N=255) and logical contradictions (N=17) in their answers, 9394 participants were selected.  (lines 142-146, page 3).
Point 5: How were incomplete responses handled in the models? Please explain?
Response 5: Thank you for the reminder. In the regressions, the missing values of the independent variables were replaced by multiple imputation. (lines 227-228, page5) The statement on this part has been added in 2.3 Data analysis.
Point 6: I am confused about the sample, the authors state “To screen out non-smokers, all respondents finished questions about smoking experience and current smoking.” But then say that “Former and current smokers were not included in the study.” Please correct and be clear. If the non-smokers were screened out then there would be only smokers? This does not seem to fit with the rest of the manuscript.
Response 6: Thank the reviewer for the kind reminding.The participant of this study were adolescents who had no smoking experience. The statement on this part has been revised. (lines 151-152 , page4)
The statement are as follows:
To screen out smokers, all respondents completed questions about smoking experience and current smoking.  (lines 151-152, page4)
Point 7: Please provide justification for how the outcome measure was operationalized. Why was it dichotomized? Why is “probably no” considered susceptible? Is this based on prior precedent?
Response 7: Thank the reviewer for the kind reminding.The basis for dichotomous was referenced from Pierce et al.'s method of assessing smoking susceptibility. (lines 186-187, page4). We have added relevant references. 
Reference:
Pierce, J. P., Choi, W. S., Gilpin, E. A., Farkas, A. J., & Merritt, R. K. (1996). Validation of susceptibility as a predictor of which adolescents take up smoking in the United States. Health Psychology, 15(5), 355-361. https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.15.5.355
Azagba, S., Baskerville, N. B., & Foley, K. (2017). Susceptibility to cigarette smoking among middle and high school e-cigarette users in Canada. Preventive Medicine, 103, 14-19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2017.07.017
Moodie, C., MacKintosh, A. M., Brown, A., & Hastings, G. B. (2008). Tobacco marketing awareness on youth smoking susceptibility and perceived prevalence before and after an advertising ban. European Journal of Public Health, 18(5), 484-490. https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckn016
Point 8: Please explicitly provide the comparison groups for categorical variables either in the methods or in the results by saying “compared to.”
Response 8: Thank the reviewer for the kind reminding. we have added the comparison groups for categorical variables in the results. The statement on this part has been revised as follows.(lines 255-261, page 6)
The statement are as follows:
Compared to adolescents without peer smoking, the students with peer smoking (OR = 2.92, 95% CI = 2.49-3.43) were more likely to smoke. Students in smoke family were more likely to smoke than students whose parents did not smoke: (1) just father smoking (OR = 1.51, 95% CI = 1.31-1.74) and (2) both parents smoking (OR = 2.31, 95% CI = 1.77-3.02). In addition, sex (ref=girls), age, family structure (ref=nuclear family) and general self-efficacy were significantly associated with the intention to smoke. (lines 255-261, page 6)
Point 9: In table 3 the authors state that these are “multinomial” models? Is this accurate given that the outcome is dichotomous. Please explain in the methods how the multinomial models were constructed or change the word.
Response 9: Thank the reviewer for the kind reminding. Dichotomous logistic regression was used to test the interaction term. The statement on this part has been revised.(lines 304, page 9)
The statement are as follows:
Table 4. logistic model examining interactions on intention to smoke among nonsmoking student.  (lines 305, page 8)
[bookmark: _Hlk116125065]Point 10: Although I do like the figures to display the interaction effects it would be nice to see actual estimates. Would the authors consider developing stratified models to actually find the estimates? Example: Academic Performance -> Intention (Stratified by Peer Smoking).
Response 10: Along with the reviewer’s suggestion, we developed stratified models to examin the associations of parental smoking, peer smoking and academic performance with intention to smoke. We have added the following content to the 2.3 Data Analysis and Results section. (lines227-228, page5; lines262-267, page6; and Table3)
The statement are as follows:
[bookmark: _Hlk116125667]Subsequently, stratified models was developed to examin the associations of parental smoking, peers’ smoking, and academic performance with intention to smoke.  (lines222-224, page5)
As shown in Table 3, in stratified models, for students without smoking peers, the OR of academic performance was 0.83 (0.78–0.89); with smoking peers, the OR of academic performance was 0.76 (0.73–0.79). Without smoking parents, the OR of academic performance was 0.72 (0.67–0.76); with just the father smoking, the OR of academic performance was 0.80 (0.76–0.84). For those just the mother smokes or both parents smoke, the effect of academic performance is not significant.  (lines264-269, page8)
Table 3. Stratified logistic regression models stratified by peer smoking and parents smoking of academic performance on intention to smoke among non-smoking students.
	
	Academic Performance

	
	Estimate
	Std. Error
	Odds Ratio
	95%CI

	No-peer smoking
	-0.274***
	0.041
	0.76
	0.70-0.82

	YES-peer smoking
	-0.183**
	0.065
	0.83
	0.73-0.95

	No parents smoking
	-0.326***
	0.056
	0.72
	0.65-0.81

	Just mother smoking
	-0.046
	0.235
	0.96
	0.60-1.51

	Just father smoking
	-0.227***
	0.047
	0.80
	0.73-0.87

	Both parents’ smoking
	-0.021
	0.122
	0.98
	0.77-1.24


Note: All models controlled for sex, age, mother's education level, father's education level, general self-efficacy.
* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001   (lines300-304, page 8-9)
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