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Abstract 

Background: Second‑hand smoke exposure from tobacco significantly contributes to morbidity and mortality 
worldwide. A cluster RCT in Bangladesh compared a community‑based smoke‑free home (SFH) intervention deliv‑
ered in mosques, with or without indoor air quality (IAQ) feedback to households to no intervention. Neither was 
effective nor cost‑effective compared to no intervention using an objective measure of second‑hand smoke. This 
paper presents the process evaluation embedded within the trial and seeks to understand this.

Methods: A mixed method process evaluation comprising interviews with 30 household leads and six imams (prayer 
leader in mosque), brief questionnaire completed by 900 household leads (75% response), fidelity assessment of 
intervention delivery in six (20%) mosques and research team records. Data were triangulated using meta‑themes 
informed by three process evaluation functions: implementation, mechanisms of impact and context.

Results: IMPLEMENTATION: Frequency of SFH intervention delivery was judged moderate to good. However there 
were mixed levels of intervention fidelity and poor reach. Linked Ayahs (verses of the Qur’an) with health messages 
targeting SHS attitudes were most often fully implemented and had greatest reach (along with those targeting social 
norms). Frequency and reach of the IAQ feedback were good. MECHANISMS OF IMPACT: Both interventions had good 
acceptability. However, views on usefulness of the interventions in creating a SFH were mixed. Individual drivers to 
behaviour change were new SFH knowledge with corresponding positive attitudes, social norms and intentions. 
Individual barriers were a lack of self‑efficacy and plans. CONTEXT: Social context drivers to SFH intervention imple‑
mentation in mosques were in place and important. No context barriers to implementation were reported. Social 
context drivers to SHS behaviour change were children’s requests. Barriers were women’s reluctance to ask men to 
smoke outside alongside general reluctance to request this of visitors. (Not) having somewhere to smoke outside was 
a physical context (barrier) and driver.
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Background
Exposure to second-hand tobacco smoke (SHS) is esti-
mated to cause 1.2 million deaths and loss of 11 million 
disability-adjusted life years worldwide every year [1]. 
Our focus was Bangladesh and SHS exposure in homes. 
In a recent study of 1746 households in Mirpur, Dhaka, 
over half (55%) self-reported that smoking by household 
members and visitors was permitted inside the home 
[2]. Unfortunately, evidence of effective interventions 
in South Asia to reduce SHS exposure in the home is 
lacking [3–5]. Moreover, poor reporting means that the 
intervention elements with greatest efficacy are difficult 
to identify [3–5].

International literature shows an association between 
religious faith and reducing or eliminating smoking 
behaviours [6–12] with proposed mechanisms includ-
ing the idea of leading a “puritanical” life, having spir-
itual strength to resist temptations for future benefit, 
and being part of a social network of people who lead 
healthy lives. Relatedly, religious leaders are often highly 
respected and trusted by their communities [7–12]. 
Together, these suggest that religious teachings, settings 
and leaders offer potential to deliver tobacco control 
interventions.

In Bangladesh, 89% of the population is Muslim [13]. 
Islamic teachings focus on principles of minimising harm 
to individuals and society; and maximising opportuni-
ties for individual and collective well-being [9]. As such, 
smoking is discouraged, although whether it is decreed as 
mukrooh (discouraged) or haram (prohibited) varies [9]. 
To date, very few evaluations of Islamic faith-based inter-
ventions targeting smoking behaviours have been under-
taken [11, 14, 15].

A 2018 Cochrane review of interventions to pro-
mote smoke-free homes (SFH) reported that 24 of 78 
included studies found statistically significant reduc-
tions in children’s SHS exposure [3]. No one inter-
vention strategy was identified as the gold standard. 
Successful strategies included motivational interview-
ing, brief counselling, nicotine replacement therapy for 
smoking cessation for parents who smoke, and feed-
back on markers of SHS exposure including the use of 

indoor air quality (IAQ) feedback. IAQ feedback offers 
participants objectively measured information on the 
impact that smoking has on concentrations of air pol-
lutants in their homes to motivate them to reduce or 
stop smoking inside. This has been effective in reduc-
ing SHS in homes and/or children’s biomarkers of SHS 
exposure in several trials across settings and formats, 
including immediate and delayed feedback [16–22].

We conducted a three-arm cluster randomised con-
trolled trial, MCLASS (Muslim Communities Learning 
About SHS) II, in 45 mosques from the Mirpur area of 
Dhaka, to evaluate effectiveness and cost-effectiveness 
of a community-based SFH intervention delivered in 
mosques with (n = 16) or without (n = 14) IAQ feed-
back in reducing exposure to SHS in the home [23, 24]. 
Both interventions are described in Table  1. Mosques 
in the control arm (n = 15) received no intervention. 
We found that at 3- and 12-months post randomisa-
tion there were no significant differences on mean 
24-h household airborne fine particulate matter (< 2.5 
microns in diameter [PM2.5]) concentration between 
the SFH intervention, with or without IAQ feedback, 
and no intervention. The interventions were also not 
cost-effective when compared to no intervention. We 
therefore concluded that these interventions could not 
be recommended for Bangladesh [24]. In this paper, we 
present the findings from our embedded process evalu-
ation [25], to understand their lack of influence on trial 
outcomes.

Methods
Overview of study design
This was a mixed method process evaluation conducted 
November 2018 to January 2019. It comprised interviews 
with household leads (trial participants) and imams 
(prayer leader in mosque), a brief questionnaire adminis-
tered to household leads, fidelity assessment of interven-
tion delivery and research team records. Findings from 
the different data sets were triangulated using meta-
themes [28] based on the UK Medical Research Council’s 
[25] three process evaluation functions:

Conclusions: Despite detailed development and adaption work with relevant stakeholders, the SFH intervention 
and IAQ feedback became educational interventions that were motivational but insufficient to overcome significant 
context barriers to reduce objectively measured SHS exposure in the home. Future interventions could usefully incor‑
porate practical support for SFH behaviour change. Moreover, embedding these into community wide strategies that 
include practical cessation support and enforcement of SFH legislation is needed.

Trial registration: Current Controlled Trials ISRCTN49975452

Keywords: Tobacco, Second‑hand smoke, Smoke free homes, Faith, Mosque, Intervention, Process evaluation, 
Bangladesh
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• Implementation – what is delivered (frequency, fidel-
ity, reach)?

• Mechanisms of impact – how does the delivered 
intervention produce change? (intervention accept-
ability and usefulness, individual barriers and drivers 
to SHS behaviour change)

• Context – how does context affect implementation 
and outcomes? (social and physical context barriers 
and drivers to intervention implementation, and to 
SHS behaviour change)

SHS behaviour change included smokers not smoking 
inside the home and non-smokers requesting residents 
and visitors to smoke outside.

Interviews
Participants
Semi-structured interviews were conducted post-inter-
vention (at 3-month follow-up) with a sample of 30 
household leads (14 in SFH arm, 16 in SFH + IAQ arm). 
Household leads were the nominated trial participant 
for participating households (n = 1801: 560 SFH, 640 
SFH + IAQ, 601 control) where at least one adult resi-
dent was smoking regularly, at least one adult resident 
was a non-smoker and at least one resident attended a 
participating mosque. They were recruited to the trial 
at the mosque or through a home visit. We purposively 
selected household leads for interview to include men 
and women, smokers and non-smokers, with different 
descriptions of smoking in the home at 3-month fol-
low-up (see Table 2). All imams who delivered the SFH 

intervention in six randomly selected mosques (3 from 
each intervention arm) were interviewed once interven-
tion delivery was complete.

Two-thirds of household leads were men (n = 20), and 
a similar proportion was aged < 45  years (n = 21). Over 
two-thirds (n = 24) had no/only primary (1–5 years) edu-
cation. At baseline, all men self-reported as smokers; no 
women were smokers. About two-thirds of participants 
(n = 19) described their homes as smoke-free by 3-month 
follow-up, defined as not permitting residents or visitors 
to smoke inside the home. The rest (n = 11) described 
some/lots of smoking still occurring at home.

All six imams were non-smokers (a pre-requisite of 
their mosque’s inclusion in the trial). They had been an 
imam for between 6 and 35  years, and 2 to 22  years in 
their current mosque. The size of their congregation dur-
ing Jum’ah prayers (a spiritually significant prayer offered 
during midday on Friday attended by men) varied from 
800 to 4500 men.

Data collection
Interviews were conducted in Bengali face-to-face in the 
household lead’s home or at the imam’s mosque. All par-
ticipants provided written informed consent before the 
interview commenced. Interviews with household leads 
explored interaction with the SFH intervention/IAQ 
feedback, views about the intervention(s), impact on SHS 
behaviours as well as individual or context barriers and 
drivers to creating a SFH (Fig. 1). These lasted 8–27 min. 
Interviews with imams explored acceptability of the 
SFH intervention, and experiences of delivery including 

Table 1 Description of the content and delivery of SFH and IAQ feedback interventions

SFH intervention
CONTENT: A set of 12 health messages relating to smoking and SHS exposure, each supported by at least one verse (Ayah) from the Qur’an, or an 
Islamic faith‑based decree. The messages were developed through a set of iterative workshops involving Islamic scholars, public health professionals 
and behavioural scientists [26]. They addressed key barriers and drivers of smoking behaviours (attitudes, self‑efficacy, social norms, intention formation, 
action and coping planning, see Fig. 1 and Additional file 1).

DELIVERY: Imams and khatibs were trained in a half‑day session on the intervention and its delivery including detailed guidance on linking the 
messages and Ayahs. They then delivered the messages and Ayahs in the form of Khutbah (formal sermon preached by the imam in Arabic) to those 
attending Friday Jumu’ah prayer over 12 weeks (one linked Ayah‑message per week). They also distributed copies of a short SFH booklet to their con‑
gregation in any way they saw best. The booklet contained a brief description of the 12 linked Ayahs‑messages.

IAQ feedback
CONTENT: A two‑page personalised leaflet designed in consultation with community members. It contained feedback on the air quality  (PM2·5 
concentration) measured within a home at baseline using the Dylos DC 1700 (Dylos, California, USA), an optical particle counter validated for use in 
domestic settings. Specifically feedback comprised a comparison of the 24‑h mean  PM2·5 concentration measured in the home to the World Health 
Organization (WHO) guidance limit of 25 μg/m3 [27], the total time the IAQ was above this guidance limit, and the maximum concentration measured 
during the 24‑h measurement period. It included graphical information on how smoking activity impacted on IAQ over the 24‑h measurement period 
(with classifications: hazardous if > 150 μg/m3, unhealthy if 36–150 μg/m3, moderate if 12–35 μg/m3, and good if < 12 μg/m3), information about the 
adverse effects of SHS exposure, recommendations to reduce SHS exposure in the home, and a target that was achievable by implementing SFH rules 
within the home.

DELIVERY: Trial field investigators delivered and discussed the personalised IAQ feedback with members of the households in person (in their homes) 
in approximately 10 min.
Both the SFH manual and IAQ feedback leaflet are available here.



Page 4 of 14Jackson et al. BMC Public Health         (2022) 22:1889 

individual or context barriers and drivers. These lasted 
25–53 min. All interviews were digitally audio-recorded.

Data analysis
Interviews were transcribed verbatim, translated into 
English and checked by the interviewers. The data were 
subjected to Framework analysis [29] by two researchers 
(ZAA, CJ). Excel 365 facilitated data management.

An English language thematic framework was devel-
oped for each dataset based on the three process evalu-
ation functions (implementation, mechanisms of impact, 
context) and their components (e.g. acceptability, social 

context barriers to SHS behaviour change). A sample of 
randomly selected interview transcripts (seven–house-
hold lead, two–imam) were used to further refine the 
framework, e.g. identify examples of social context bar-
riers. The frameworks were piloted with more transcripts 
(three-household lead, one-imam) before finalising. 
The data were then charted into the relevant frame-
works. Summaries of participant responses and verba-
tim quotes were entered. Both sets of charted data were 
then reviewed and interrogated to compare views, seek 
patterns, connections, and explanations within the data. 
Descriptive findings documents were written, organised 

Table 2 Demographic characteristics and smoking/SFH status of interview participants

a All described smoking in the home at baseline
b These descriptions may differ from the objective air quality data collected in the trial

Characteristic SFH
(n = 14)

SFH + IAQ
(n = 16)

All
(n = 30)

Men
(n = 10)

Women
(n = 4)

Men
(n = 10)

Women
(n = 6)

Men
(n = 20)

Women
(n = 10)

Age, years 18–25 2 0 0 0 2 0

26–35 5 1 5 0 10 1

36–45 2 2 1 3 3 5

 > 45 1 1 4 3 5 4

Education, total years No education (0) 1 2 3 2 4 4

Primary (1–5) 4 1 4 3 8 4

Secondary (6–10) 2 1 3 1 5 2

Higher secondary (10–12) 2 0 0 0 2 0

University (> 12) 1 0 0 0 1 0

Self‑reported smoking status (at baseline) Smoker 10 0 10 0 20 0

Non‑smoker 0 4 0 6 0 10

Description of smoking in the home 
(3‑month follow‑up)a,b

Nobody smoking 7 3 6 3 13 6

Still some smoking 3 1 3 2 6 3

Lots of smoking 0 0 1 1 1 1

Fig. 1 Intervention Programme Theory. Note. SFH is smoke‑free home: smokers do not smoke inside, non‑smokers request residents and visitors to 
smoke outside
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by the components of the three process evaluation 
functions.

Questionnaire
Participants and data collection
Household leads in the two intervention arms (SFH: 
387 men, 33 women; SFH + IAQ: 461 men, 19 women; 
75% response both arms) completed a short process 
evaluation questionnaire, administered face-to-face by a 
researcher at 3-month follow up). It asked questions on 
which components of the SFH intervention/IAQ feed-
back participants had received and perceived interven-
tion usefulness.

Data analysis
Yes/no/don’t know responses were used for the interven-
tion receipt questions. Perceived intervention useful-
ness was scored on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (not at 
all useful) to 7 (extremely useful). Scores of 5 and above 
were classified as useful. Data were analysed using fre-
quencies and proportions.

Fidelity assessment
Data collection
Delivery of the SFH intervention was observed in six 
(20%) randomly selected mosques. Trained researchers 
conducted these checks and completed a fidelity index. 
Imams had previously received training on delivering the 
linked Ayahs (verses from the Qur’an) and health mes-
sages. They were unaware that they were being observed. 
In three mosques, delivery of Ayahs-messages scheduled 
for odd numbered weeks (1,3,5 etc.) were checked. In the 
other three mosques, Ayahs-messages scheduled for even 
numbered weeks (2,4,6 etc.) were checked. Each item in 
the index corresponded with the 12 weeks of Ayahs-mes-
sages targeting five key barriers/drivers to SHS behav-
iours (see Fig. 1 and Additional file 1). Delivery of each 
Ayah-message was scored 0–not implemented, 1–Ayah 
recited with no message, 2–Ayah recited with partial 
explanation of message, 3–Ayah recited with more than 
partial explanation but not full explanation of message, 
and 4–fully implemented. Definitions were provided for 
each Ayah-message (available from authors on request).

Data analysis
For each mosque, a total fidelity score was computed 
by summing the scores for Ayahs-messages from 0 (did 
not implement any Ayahs-messages) to 24 (all assessed 
Ayahs-messages were fully implemented). For each target 
barrier/driver (Fig.  1), we counted the number of times 
the Ayah-message was fully/partially/not implemented 
and divided this by the total number of opportunities 

for full implementation, for example, for “attitude” total 
number is 12 (3 mosques × 4 Ayahs-messages).

Research team records
Data collection
Records were collected from mosques on their self-
reported delivery of the SFH intervention. Field investi-
gators self-recorded delivery of the IAQ feedback and a 
signature from the recipient was collected.

Data analysis
Counts and percentages were calculated for both delivery 
items.

Triangulating findings
To triangulate the findings from the different datasets, 
the key findings for each intervention (SFI, IAQ feed-
back) from each dataset were displayed in a triangulation 
matrix (Additional files 2, 3) organised by the three meta-
themes [28]: implementation, mechanisms of impact and 
context [25]. For each meta-theme, one or more datasets 
provided findings. Where there was more than one, these 
were compared to consider if they were convergent (in 
agreement), complementary (partial agreement), contra-
dictory (disagreement) or silent (findings do not occur in 
a dataset but may have been expected to do so) [28].

Findings
Implementation
Frequency of SFH intervention delivery was judged moderate 
to good. There were mixed levels of intervention fidelity 
and poor reach. Ayahs‑messages targeting attitudes were 
most often fully implemented and had greatest reach (along 
with those targeting social norms)
Records showed that 29 of the 30 mosques (97%) 
reported delivering all 12  weeks of the SFH interven-
tion. The other mosque delivered 10 weeks. Imams typi-
cally reported they had delivered “almost all” of the SFH 
intervention as instructed, during Jum’ah prayer, before 
Khutbah (formal sermon preached by the imam in Ara-
bic before the prayer) usually for 5–10 min. Two admit-
ted to not delivering all 12  weeks. All described using 
other opportunities to share the Ayahs-messages in the 
mosque including in the Madrasas (educational institu-
tions teaching Islamic subjects) and Maghrib (evening) 
prayers.

Whilst these convergent record and interview data 
indicated moderate-to-good frequency of intervention 
delivery, the questionnaire data revealed poor interven-
tion reach. Only half of men in both intervention arms 
reported receiving the SFH intervention (SFH 49.4%; 
SFH + IAQ 55.5%). Women typically do not attend Friday 
prayers, so were asked if any family members had heard 
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the Ayahs-messages. Once again, only half reported 
yes (SFH 51.5%; SFH + IAQ 52.6%). The interview data 
were more positive. All but three men reported having 
received the SFH intervention and only one woman was 
unaware of family members receiving it. For those men 
whom the intervention did reach, this was during Friday 
Jum’ah prayers (SFH 99.5%; SFH + IAQ 99.6%), with all 
women mentioning this for family members. Less than 
3% of men reported receiving the SFH intervention in 
other mosque sessions. This reach via Friday prayers was 
confirmed in the interview data, thus both data sets sup-
ported the imams’ delivery accounts.

The imam said directly, “Never smoke at home.” 
When he was delivering Khutbah, that time he 
talked about it.
[Man, SFH intervention, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

Yes. I have come to know about it from my younger 
son. He goes to Jumu’ah always. I need not send him, 
he goes for his prayers by himself. Hujur (prayer 
leader at the mosque) tells many Hadith (silent 
approvals of the prophet Muhammad) and gives 
speeches on smoking. [Woman, SFH intervention, 
nobody smokes in home at 3-month follow-up]

Regarding the detail of what was delivered by the 
imams, the mean fidelity score across six mosques was 
19.6 (SD 2.51, range 16–22 of maximum 24). Ayahs-
messages best delivered targeted attitudes and were 
75.0% fully implemented. Ayahs-messages targeting self-
efficacy and coping planning were 66.67% fully imple-
mented. Ayahs-messages targeting social norms and 
intention formation-action planning were only 50.0% 
fully implemented (see Table 3).

Interview and questionnaire data partially confirmed 
this. Imams described focusing particularly on the 

Ayahs-messages about risks of SHS to children, preg-
nant women, and others (targeting attitudes and social 
norms). This preference was unrelated to the ease/dif-
ficulty of delivery (they were confident with all 12). 
Instead, they believed their congregation were interested 
in learning about this, given that it is not usually spoken 
about in the mosques.

These were also the Ayahs-messages that men most 
recalled hearing (79.1% to 94.8%, see Fig. 2). All but three 
men interviewed mentioned hearing Ayahs-messages 
about the risks of SHS, citing the dangers of polluting 
their home and damaging the health of their family, par-
ticularly their children. Most also remembered the clear 
direction from the imam within these Ayahs-messages to 
stop smoking near other people.

If I smoke, people who are around me are also 
harmed. Cause when I breathe out the smoke, the 
people around inhale the oxygen or the air, they are 
also harmed. They are harmed more than me. Then 
it is seen, when a child is born or a woman is preg-
nant, smoking harms her children.
[Man, SFH intervention, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

Noticeably less well recalled by men were Ayahs-mes-
sages targeting self-efficacy, coping planning and inten-
tion formation (37.5% to 45.0%, see Fig. 2). Just five men 
who were interviewed mentioned that the imam provided 
guidance on “how” to change their smoking behaviours, 
whilst a similar minority declared the imam provided no 
advice at all.

Finally, the intention was that 100 copies of a short 
SFH booklet would be distributed in each mosque, thus 
reaching 3,000 households in total. Imams were unani-
mous that the booklets were popular, copies were distrib-
uted quickly, and more were needed. Some had targeted 

Table 3 Fidelity to delivery of SFH intervention

Delivery of each Ayah-message was scored 0–not implemented, 1–Ayah recited with no message, 2– Ayah recited with partial explanation of message, 3- Ayah recited 
with more than partial explanation but not full explanation of message, 4-fully implemented. Ayahs-messages linked to attitudes were scheduled for delivery in four 
weeks. The other four target barriers/drivers were scheduled for two weeks each
a No assessment as this was scheduled during the Eid festival

Level of implementation (%)

Target barrier/driver, n (%) Full Partial – level 3 Partial – level 2 Partial – level 1 Not implemented No dataa

Attitude, n = 12 9 (75.0) 1 (8.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (8.3) 1 (8.3) 0 (0.0)

Self‑efficacy, n = 6 4 (66.7) 1 (16.7) 1 (16.7) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Coping planning, n = 6 4 (66.7) 1 (16.7) 1 (16.7) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)

Social norms, n = 6 3 (50.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (16.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (16.7) 1 (16.7)

Intention formation – action 
planning, n = 6

3 (50.0) 3 (50.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
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smokers, elders, or people they considered to be edu-
cated who would most benefit.

We can understand who smokes. We tried to give 
it to them. Besides them, there are many educated 
people who want to know about it. We distributed 
among those educated and smokers. [Imam 2]

The interview data suggested that reach of the booklet 
was poor. No men interviewed reported receiving it and 
some added they could not have read it anyway. Three 
women mentioned that their sons had brought the book-
let home, two of whom could not read.

We have received it, but we could not understand 
what the booklet was about, so we have thrown it 
away. We are women so we don’t understand all 
these things.
[Woman, SFH+IAQ, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

Frequency and reach of IAQ feedback were good. Fidelity 
was not assessed
Research team records that included a signature from 
households showed that IAQ feedback was delivered 
to all 640 households (100%) in that trial arm indicat-
ing good intervention frequency. Good reach was also 
achieved with 98.9% of household leads and 13 of 15 
interview participants (men and women) reporting hav-
ing received the IAQ feedback. Half of interview partici-
pants (men and women) mentioned that another family 
member had received the report. A few commented they 
could not read the IAQ report, relying on others to do 
this.

Nobody can read in the home. The youngest daugh-
ter read it us twice or three times. After her depar-

ture, we were unable get information from it.
[Man, SFH+IAQ, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

Mechanisms of impact
SFH intervention acceptability was good. Drivers were new 
SFH knowledge with corresponding positive attitudes, social 
norms and intentions. Barriers were a lack of self‑efficacy 
and plans
The male household lead and imam interview data 
were convergent indicating good acceptability of the 
SFH intervention. The consensus amongst the men was 
that listening to the messages in the mosque “felt good”, 
informed them and motivated them to change their 
smoking behaviours.

I felt deeply pleased because the message of the 
imam melts everyone’s heart. I felt like if I could give 
up smoking from today.
[Man, SFH intervention, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

One exception was a man who was not interested in the 
intervention, suggesting that he already knew this infor-
mation anyway.

The imams were also very enthusiastic. Their percep-
tion was that the Ayahs-messages were well received by 
their congregations, and the SFH intervention was useful 
and appropriate.

I believe that this is a very useful intervention and 
it is praiseworthy. The objectives are very helpful 
for our society and it is a responsibility for us all 
to ensure that the objectives are properly enforced. 
From Islamic approach and societal approach, this 
intervention is praiseworthy on both fronts. [Imam 

Fig. 2 Percentage recall (reach) of SFH intervention Ayahs‑messages by men who had received the SFH intervention. Note. Att = attitude, 
SN = social norm, SE = self‑efficacy, CP = coping planning, IF = intention formation
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4]

They also observed that delivering the messages during 
Jumu’ah prayer was the right thing to do as that is when 
the mosque was most crowded, would reach large num-
bers of people and potentially have greatest impact.

The Jumu’ah prayer time is the most suitable time 
for it because what I have seen in my 22 years’ expe-
rience as an imam is that approximately 90% of 
people of our society attends Jumu’ah prayer even 
though they do not perform the rest of the prayers. 
The best time to discuss it is the time before Khut-
bah as there is no chance to discuss these topics after 
the Jumu’ah prayer. Not all the partakers are pre-
sent when the Jumu’ah speech starts around 12.25 or 
12.30 pm but they are before the Khutbah. [Imam 5]

The proposed individual drivers of behaviour change 
were attitudes, self-efficacy, social norms, intention 
formation and planning (see Fig.  1). Men’s interview 
accounts clearly illustrated a development in their knowl-
edge and a shift in their attitudes and social norms about 
SHS, from the messages delivered in the mosque (further 
confirming the recall data above). In fact, SHS and the 
risks to others appeared to be new information for most, 
eliciting beliefs about the social consequences of their 
smoking, especially the potential harm they were doing 
to their children. Several participants, both men and 
women, mentioned having fresh air to breath, healthier 
children, and no bad smell in the house.

If I want to keep my children healthy and safe then 
it is best for me to quit smoking completely. He also 
said to advise others who smoke to quit as well since 
it does harm those around you, particularly the chil-
dren. Smoking is harmful for oneself and their fami-
lies. [Man, SFH intervention, still some smoking in 
home at 3-month follow-up]

I think that if I quit it will benefit everyone, not just 
one person. The smoke and smell will not affect any-
one if there is no one smoking at all.
[Man, SFH intervention, still some smoking in home 
at 3-month follow-up]

Amongst many men, there was evidence of an inten-
tion to act, prompted by the words of the imam and a 
corresponding new awareness of SHS.

It was mostly due to the hujur’s speech that inspired 
me. He always speaks to us keeping our best interest 
in mind. He refers to Hadith so that we know what is 
best for our Muslim community. I liked his messages 
very much and realised that it is for the best that I 
should try to stop smoking at home.

[Man, SFH+IAQ, lots of smoking in home at 
3-month follow-up]

Notably whilst these men appeared motivated to 
change, they did not speak of  ”how” to translate their 
intention into action or their self-efficacy in doing so. Just 
one man explicitly spoke of his confidence in creating a 
SFH, instilled by the imam. Conversely, three men who 
were not motivated by the imam to change, all alluded 
to a lack of strategies and low self-efficacy mentioning 
addiction and stress. One stated that he never listens to 
the imam because he felt unable to apply this “education” 
into his life.

Look everything that the hujur tells is very educa-
tive. We all actually know it but how many of us lis-
ten to it? If I cannot apply those in my own life, then 
there is no meaning of this educative lines. I never 
pay attention to the hujur’s speech.
[Man, SFH intervention, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

IAQ feedback acceptability was good. Drivers were new SFH 
knowledge with corresponding positive attitudes, social 
norms and intentions. Barriers were a lack of plans
The IAQ machine that measured the air quality in the 
home, the personalised air quality report and subse-
quent conversation with the field investigator were well 
received. They were seen by household leads (men and 
women) to be educative and prompting intentions to cre-
ate a SFH.

I like the way you provide us report. It’s a systematic 
way. They made us understand very clearly with 
the help of that report. It was shown how smoking 
is causing harm. That’s why I liked it most. [Man, 
SFH+IAQ, nobody smokes in home at 3-month fol-
low-up]

As with the SFH intervention, interview accounts illus-
trated a development in SHS knowledge and a shift in 
beliefs, attitudes and social norms. Approximately half 
the men and women interviewed spoke of learning that 
the air pollution was at levels that were dangerous to 
their family’s health; and the importance of the smoker 
going outside or away from other people to smoke.

We learnt from your initiative and nice report. We 
realized that it actually harms our health or the 
children’s health. So, it is better not to smoke. Even 
if I have to smoke, I can do it outside home. [Man, 
SFH+IAQ, nobody smokes in home at 3-month fol-
low-up]
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This new understanding elicited strong beliefs about 
the importance of having of a SFH, particularly to 
improve their children’s health. A few admitted the per-
sonalised feedback had “scared” smokers into action.

After this machine was set here, we felt one kind 
of fear in us and in our children as well. They are 
afraid of it thinking, “If we smoke then something 
bad might happen to us”, so we will not smoke. 
[Woman, SFH+IAQ, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

All male participants had positive intentions to create a 
SFH following their IAQ feedback.

You made me understand the facts while visiting my 
home and when I saw the facts with proof in my own 
eyes then I thought it’s better to give up this habit.
[Man, SFH+IAQ, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

Consistent with the SFH intervention, there was no 
mention of specific strategies that the men planned to 
use to avoid smoking in the home or negotiation strate-
gies that family members could use.

Mixed views on usefulness of SFH intervention. Moderate 
usefulness of IAQ feedback
Amongst men who reported receiving the SFH interven-
tion 38.2% (SFH) and 79.2% (SFH + IAQ) said it was use-
ful in helping their family achieve a SFH, whilst 60.1% of 
household leads (men and women) found the IAQ feed-
back useful.

In describing different levels of smoking in their homes, 
some interview participants referred to the interventions.

I used to smoke inside. Now when I buy a cigarette 
from a tea stall, I smoke beside that place instead. 
When hujur said this, we heard and forgot. But after 
getting the machine, I got scared. [Man, SFH+IAQ, 
nobody smokes in home at 3-month follow-up]

Since the machine, I mostly smoke outside, in my 
shop or where I buy the cigarettes. I plan that in 
three months my house will be 80% less smok-
ing inside. I still smoke near my children. [Man, 
SFH+IAQ, still some smoking in home at 3-month 
follow-up]

After listening to the hujur’s messages, my son has 
reduced his smoking in the house. He used to smoke 
ten times inside and now it’s decreased to three.
[Woman, SFH intervention, still some smoking in 
home at 3-month follow-up]

Finally, just a small minority of interview participants 
(men and women) mentioned that they now request 
other visitors to their home not to smoke indoors.

I told them that I don’t smoke inside my house, so 
you are not allowed to smoke here. If you want, you 
may do this outside of my house.
[Man, SFH intervention, still some smoking in home 
at 3-month follow-up]

This had resulted in one woman’s brother no longer 
coming to the house. However, one man continued to 
permit “special guests” to smoke in his home.

Context
Social context drivers to SFH intervention implementation 
were in place and important. No context barriers 
to implementation were reported
The consensus amongst imams was that they had faced 
no barriers in delivering the SFH intervention. Social 
context seemed important. Permission from the Islamic 
Foundation was acknowledged as crucial to demonstrate 
acceptance of the intervention and a united approach 
across mosques. Within their own mosques, imams had 
felt supported by their mosque committees in the form of 
approval. One valued sharing intervention delivery with 
a khatib, and another would have liked to have ongo-
ing collaboration about delivery with imams from other 
mosques.

Context barriers/drivers to IAQ feedback implementation 
were not assessed
IAQ frequency and reach data suggested that there were 
no context barriers to implementation.

Social context drivers to SHS behaviour change were 
children’s requests. Barriers were a reluctance to request male 
family members and visitors to smoke outside. (Not) having 
somewhere to smoke outside was a physical context (barrier) 
and driver
Social and physical context barriers and drivers to SHS 
behaviour change emerged predominantly from male 
household lead interview data. The key social driver 
to men smoking outside was having children in the 
home, with children’s direct requests providing further 
influence.

It is important when my daughter says, “Father, 
please do not smoke and even if you need to then 
smoke outside the home. Do not smoke in front of 
me.” Is it not an important thing when the daughter 
calls her father? [Man, SFH intervention, nobody 
smokes in home at 3-month follow-up]
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Social context barriers were evident. Some women 
remained reluctant to request male family members to 
smoke outside seeing this request as “inappropriate”. A 
few men and women did not want to ask all guests to 
smoke outside. Others were happy to do so, confirming 
the mixed self-reported behaviour change data above.

I usually tell them not to smoke inside the house, but 
if it’s a special guest then they are allowed.
[Man, SFH intervention, nobody smokes in home at 
3-month follow-up]

An additional perspective on social context was offered 
by several imams. They advocated taking a broader soci-
etal approach to enhance message exposure and impact 
by involving the media and the internet, engaging other 
institutions such as schools and workplaces, and addi-
tional influential community leaders like politicians and 
celebrities.

I think that if you can include those who are in 
charge of making decisions in a society, community 
leaders, as well as committee of the mosques, then 
this will be more effective. Political leaders have a 
lot of influence over many in our society. If you can 
include them somehow then I think your interven-
tion will have better impact. [Imam 1]

If you can look for these celebrities and large gather-
ings where multiple speakers offer their speech, there 
are minimum two to three spokesman in these gath-
erings, you can reach a huge audience by building up 
relationship with them to briefly include this topic in 
his speech. He will proceed the discussion according 
to his rules but if he includes some important facts 
about smoking, it will be better according to me. 
[Imam 5]

Finally, physical context was also a driver and barrier to 
SHS behaviour change for men. Most readily identified 
other places they could smoke, mentioning the road, at 
work or outside the tobacco shop. There were two excep-
tions. One man complained he had nowhere to smoke 
outside late at night because the gates to his compound 
are locked. Another did not want the shame of being seen 
smoking by other people.

When I work at night and stay up late, the gates are 
locked by 11 or 11.30. I don’t go out then. I smoke at 
home. [Man, SFH+IAQ, still some smoking in home 
at 3-month follow-up]

I do not smoke outside at all. If I smoke outside now, 
people would say, “Uncle, as you are an elderly per-
son, you should not smoke.” It is a matter of shame, 

thus, I do not smoke at all outside. [Man, SFH+IAQ, 
nobody smokes in home at 3-month follow-up]

Discussion
Our investigation into the implementation, mechanisms 
of impact and context [25] of the SFH intervention and 
IAQ feedback uncovered several explanations for their 
lack of effectiveness in reducing exposure to SHS in the 
home (when objectively measured). In short, evidence of 
implementation of the SFH intervention in the mosques 
was mixed, and good for IAQ feedback. Both interven-
tions had high acceptability but mixed perceptions of 
usefulness. Household leads described new SFH knowl-
edge with corresponding positive attitudes, social norms 
and intentions, whilst self-efficacy and plans were lack-
ing. Context for behaviour change was both positive (e.g. 
children’s requests to smoke outside, places to smoke) 
and negative (e.g. women’s reluctance to ask men to 
smoke outside, nowhere for men to smoke outside).

Strengths and limitations
Our mixed method process evaluation comprised four 
data sets that were triangulated to elucidate three key 
process evaluation functions. This approach is recom-
mended as good practice [25, 28], ensured a comprehen-
sive process evaluation, and afforded confidence in our 
conclusions.

There were some gaps. Context barriers/drivers and 
fidelity for IAQ delivery were not assessed. The 100% 
frequency and 98.9% reach data suggest there were lim-
ited/no barriers to delivery, and whilst we do not know 
the quality of the IAQ verbal feedback provided, the 
IAQ written report was standardised. We have very lit-
tle interview data from women on their context barriers/
drivers to achieving a SFH. Also, our sample of imams 
interviewed (n = 6) and mosques where fidelity assess-
ment was conducted (n = 6, 20%) was small. However, 
they were randomly selected, we captured diversity in 
their accounts and intervention delivery, and household 
data were confirmatory. We have no reason to think that 
other imams’ accounts or delivery would be markedly 
different.

Why did the interventions not work?
Features of success for both interventions were good 
acceptability, good frequency of IAQ feedback and mod-
erate to good SFH intervention delivery within Friday 
Jumu’ah prayers. Moreover, imams reported no context 
barriers to delivery and important drivers (permission 
from the Islamic Foundation, support from the mosque) 
were in place. These positive findings are not unexpected. 
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We engaged stakeholders in our intervention adapta-
tion and development which is accepted good practice 
[15, 30]. The IAQ feedback was based on a format pre-
viously used in Europe [17–22] and adapted for Bang-
ladesh with household lead input. With hindsight we 
should have considered more carefully how the report 
would be used by those who cannot read. The SFH inter-
vention was developed using an iterative and collabora-
tive approach (with the Islamic Foundation, imams and 
household leads) [26] to ensure that it was truly “a reli-
giously inspired approach” [9, p1176] with acceptability 
and feasibility. Also, key lessons about intervention con-
tent (e.g., ensuring that the imams were credible “non-
smoking” SHS messengers [7]) and delivery (e.g. support 
from mosque committees) were gathered from an earlier 
pilot trial [31]. These informed careful preparation work 
with mosques and imams to ensure they were ready for 
intervention delivery, a “success factor” of effective faith-
based health promotion programmes [32].

Less positive were findings of poor reach of the SFH 
intervention and mixed quality of delivery. Only half of 
household leads recalled receiving the SFH interven-
tion (or their family members receiving it) and no men 
interviewed had received the booklet. Although Friday 
prayers are traditionally attended by most Muslim men, 
the Khutbah sessions delivered before prayers are not 
mandatory. Anecdotally, attendance may be as low as 
10% of the total attendance in Friday prayers which may 
explain the poor reach. With hindsight, we should prob-
ably have been more prescriptive about dissemination to 
other congregations (including distribution of the SFH 
booklet), to increase frequency and reach. As an exam-
ple, a “potentially effective” Korean church-based inter-
vention targeting SHS was more widely embedded across 
church activities that lasted up to 1.5 h, with dissemina-
tion of multiple resources (SHS brochures, quit-smoking 
guides, SHS stickers, reusable grocery bags, and insulated 
lunch bags) [33].

Ayahs-messages targeting SHS attitudes and social 
norms were the self-declared focus of imams, with those 
targeting attitudes implemented most fully. These were 
also the Ayahs-messages recalled by male household 
leads, resulting in new knowledge with a corresponding 
shift in their SHS attitudes, social norms and intentions 
to change their SHS behaviours. The SHS health mes-
sages e.g. risks to children, were best remembered rather 
than the corresponding religious text. Even if they had 
remembered the religious connection, this will only have 
impacted on motivation [9]. Ayahs-messages that tar-
geted self-efficacy (employing instruction, verbal persua-
sion and self-talk techniques [34]) and planning (using 
“if–then” plans [35, 36]) were not remembered and were 
less well delivered. It seems that imams can confidently 

educate but lack skills or motivation to deliver strategies 
to turn knowledge into behaviour. The same outcome 
was evident for the IAQ feedback, with interview par-
ticipants self-reporting learning about the risks of SHS at 
home, changing their attitudes, social norms and being 
motivated to create a SFH, yet plans for how to do this 
were absent.

Both interventions were based on well-evidenced 
behaviour change techniques including those targeting 
self-efficacy [34] and planning [34–36], yet they were 
remembered by recipients as educational interventions. 
It seems likely that men were ill-equipped with confi-
dence, coping and planning skills to overcome significant 
context barriers and translate positive intentions into 
behaviour. This hypothesis is consistent with a scoping 
review of fathers’ experiences of creating a SFH [37] and 
European evaluation of an SFH intervention [20]. Our 
interview data with women suggest they found it diffi-
cult to request male family members to smoke outside. 
Other studies reporting women’s inability to negotiate 
SFHs also report these gendered power interactions [38, 
39]. Men-inclusive community interventions (like ours) 
that aim to change social norms around smoking rather 
than relying on women to set household boundaries 
offer potential to improve gender equity as well as health 
[37, 40]. However, they need to be supported by “gender 
transformative tobacco control” [41, p796] where gender 
theory is embedded into public health policy [41]. Over-
all, it is unsurprising that there was a lack of perceived 
“usefulness in creating a SFH” for both interventions, 
and no effect on the SHS exposure in homes (measured 
by 24-h mean household airborne fine particulate matter 
(< 2·5 microns in diameter [PM2·5]) concentration) both 
at 3- and 12-months post-intervention [24].

Literature reviews [42–45] consistently cite promising 
evidence for faith-based health promotion interventions 
whilst advocating more rigorous evaluation. Our SFH 
intervention comprised many “success factors” for effec-
tive faith-based programmes [32]. There is also support 
for IAQ feedback interventions in Europe [16–22]. Our 
IAQ feedback was an adapted version of these European 
feedback tools, although our frequency was less than 
other programmes that incorporate repeat measurement, 
follow-up visits or phone calls [16–22]. What was differ-
ent for both interventions is that we did not include one-
to-one practical support for behaviour change (including 
boosting confidence, developing coping and planning 
skills) which is evident in other faith-based programmes 
via motivational coaches [33], lay volunteers [32] or faith 
nurses [42]. We also did not include a motivational inter-
view component [16–22] with the IAQ report. A 2018 
review concluded that the effectiveness of educational 
interventions in reducing SHS exposure was unclear [3]. 
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Whereas combining SHS interventions with smoking 
cessation support may reduce SHS exposure [18].

Alturki [9] proposes that civil society including Mus-
lim authorities should supplement smoking cessation 
programmes delivered by health professionals. Unfor-
tunately, in Bangladesh, smoking cessation services are 
lacking, reflecting poor implementation of the World 
Health Organization Framework Convention on Tobacco 
Control (FCTC) [46] Article 14 across LMICs [47]. A 
further challenge is the weak implementation of SHS 
legislation (WHO FCTC Article 8) in Bangladesh, again 
consistent with other LMICs [47, 48]. The WHO [8] and 
other authors in this field [7, 9] advocate a community-
wide strategy where faith-based programmes are ‘one 
part of a comprehensive overall approach to tobacco 
control’ [8] including cessation services and good pol-
icy. Embedding our two interventions within this wider 
community approach would seem sensible. One example 
would be to link with the established network of com-
munity health workers who deliver primary care and 
behaviour change counselling services in Bangladesh, to 
achieve a “multiplier effect” [49].

Conclusions
Despite detailed development and adaption work with 
relevant stakeholders, the SFH intervention and IAQ 
feedback became educational and motivational but were 
insufficient to overcome significant context barriers 
to SHS behaviour change. Future interventions should 
include practical support for SFH behaviour change. 
Moreover embedding these into community wide strate-
gies that include practical cessation support and enforce-
ment of SFH legislation is needed.

Abbreviations
FCTC : Framework Convention on Tobacco Control; IAQ: Indoor air quality; 
LMIC: Low and middle‑income countries; MCLASS: Muslim Communities 
Learning About SHS; SFH: Smoke‑free homes; SHS: Second‑hand smoke; WHO: 
World Health Organisation.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s12889‑ 022‑ 14283‑6.

Additional file 1. Linked Ayah‑messages and target constructs.

Additional file 2. Triangulation matrix for SFH intervention.

Additional file 3. Triangulation matrix for IAQ feedback.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank our MCLASS II trial team colleagues: Steve Parrott, 
Abdullah Sonnet, Shilpi Swami, Han‑I Wang, Qi Wu and members of the inde‑
pendent trial steering committee: Dr Andrew Fogarty (Chair), and Professor Jo 
Leonardi‑Bee, University of Nottingham, Nottingham, UK; and Dr Saidur Rah‑
man Mashreky, Bangladesh University of Health Sciences, Dhaka, Bangladesh. 
Our gratitude also goes to members of our national‑level reference group: 

Joint Secretary of the Ministry of Religious Affairs, Director of Research of the 
Islamic Foundation, Head of the Imam Training Academy, and a representa‑
tive from ARK Foundation. We are also grateful to the project working group 
comprising an Islamic Foundation representative, an imam, a research fellow, 
a public health expert, and a member of the public. Finally thank you to the 
trial field investigators, the Islamic Foundation, participating mosques, their 
mosque committee leaders, imams, and khatibs; all participants; professionals 
and other researchers who have contributed to this trial.

MCLASS II trial team
Cath  Jackson1,2, Zunayed Al  Azdi3, Ian  Kellar4, Noreen Dadirai  Mdege1, Caroline 
 Fairhurst1, Tarana  Ferdous3, Catherine  Hewitt1, Rumana  Huque3, Anna‑Marie 
 Marshall1, Sean  Semple5, Aziz  Sheikh6, Kamran  Siddiqi1, Steve  Parrott1, Abdul‑
lah  Sonnet3, Shilpi  Swami1, Han‑I  Wang1, Qi  Wu1

1. Department of Health Sciences, University of York, York, UK
2. Valid Research Ltd, Wetherby, UK
3. ARK Foundation, Dhaka, Bangladesh
4. School of Psychology, University of Leeds, Leeds, UK
5. Institute for Social Marketing and Health, University of Stirling, Stirling, 
Scotland, UK
6. Usher Institute, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK

Author’s contributions
CJ co‑conceived, co‑designed, and led the process evaluation and led the 
data analysis, data interpretation, and drafting of the manuscript. ZA co‑
designed the process evaluation, conducted data collection and data analysis, 
drafted some sections of the manuscript. IK co‑conceived and co‑designed 
the process evaluation and co‑drafted the manuscript. NDM co‑conceived the 
process evaluation and revised the manuscript. CF conducted data analysis 
and revised the manuscript. TF conducted data collection and revised the 
manuscript. CH conducted data analysis and revised the manuscript. RH 
co‑conceived the process evaluation, supervised data collection and revised 
the manuscript. AM, SS, AS and KS co‑conceived the process evaluation and 
revised the manuscript. All authors approved the manuscript.

Funding
This trial was funded by the Medical Research Council UK under the Global 
Alliance for Chronic Diseases research programme (MR/P008941/1). The 
funder was not involved in the design of the study, collection, analysis, and 
interpretation of data or in writing the manuscript.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available from 
the corresponding author on reasonable request.
De‑identified individual participant data will be made available from the point 
of, and up to 5 years after the acceptance for publication of the main findings 
from the final dataset. These data can be requested from the Principal Inves‑
tigator (Prof Kamran Siddiqi; kamran.siddiqi@york.ac.uk) and will be shared 
after the provision of a methodologically sound proposal, and only under a 
data‑sharing agreement that provides for commitment to: using the data only 
for research purposes and not to identify any individual participant; securing 
the data using appropriate computer technology; and destroying or returning 
the data after analyses are completed. The proposals will be assessed and 
approved by members of the Programme Management Group.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
All methods were carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines and 
regulations (Declaration of Helsinki). Ethics approval was obtained from the 
Bangladesh Medical Research Council’s National Research Ethics Committee 
(BMBC/NREC/2016–2019/358) and the University of York’s Health Sciences 
Research Governance Committee. Written informed consent was obtained 
from imams or khatibs for their and their mosques’ participation, heads of 
household for participation of households, and adults in respective house‑
holds for their own data collection.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-14283-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-022-14283-6


Page 13 of 14Jackson et al. BMC Public Health         (2022) 22:1889  

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Department of Health Sciences, University of York, York, UK. 2 Valid Research 
Ltd, Wetherby, UK. 3 ARK Foundation, Dhaka, Bangladesh. 4 School of Psychol‑
ogy, University of Leeds, Leeds, UK. 5 Institute for Social Marketing and Health, 
University of Stirling, Stirling, Scotland, UK. 6 Usher Institute, University of Edin‑
burgh, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK. 

Received: 11 November 2021   Accepted: 20 September 2022

References
 1. Öberg M, Jaakkola MS, Woodward A, Peruga A, Prüss‑Ustün A. Worldwide 

burden of disease from exposure to second‑hand smoke: a retrospective 
analysis of data from 192 countries. Lancet. 2011;377:139–46.

 2. Ferdous T, Siddiqi K, Semple S, Fairhurst C, Dobson R, Mdege N, et al. 
Smoking behaviours and indoor air quality: a comparative analysis of 
smoking‑permitted versus smoke‑free homes in Dhaka, Bangladesh. Tob. 
Control. 2020;tobaccocontrol‑2020–055969 [Epub ahead of print].

 3. Behbod B, Sharma M, Baxi R, Roseby R, Webster P. Family and carer smok‑
ing control programmes for reducing children’s exposure to environmen‑
tal tobacco smoke. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2018;1:CD00174.

 4. Dherani M, Zehra SN, Jackson C, Satyanaryana V, Huque R, Chandra P, 
et al. Behaviour change interventions to reduce second‑hand smoke 
exposure at home in pregnant women – a systematic review and inter‑
vention appraisal. BMC Pregnancy Childbirth. 2017;17:378.

 5. Tong TV, Dietz PM, Rolle IV, Kennedy SM, Thomas W, England LJ. Clinical 
interventions to reduce secondhand smoke exposure among pregnant 
women: a systematic review. Tob Control. 2015;24:217–23.

 6. Nunziata L, Toffolutti. “Thou Shalt not Smoke”: Religion and smoking in a 
natural experiment of history. SSM‑Popula Health. 2019;8:1004012.

 7. Byron MJ, Cohen JE, Gittelsohn J, Frattaroli S, Nuryunawati R, Jernigan DH. 
Influence of religious organisations’ statements on compliance with a smoke‑
free law in Bogor, Indonesia: a qualitative study. BMJ Open. 2015;5:e008111.

 8. World Health Organization. Tobacco Use and Religion. Cairo: WHO 
Regional Office for the Eastern Mediterranean; 2014.

 9. Alturki K, Hamza A, Walton P. Islam and Motivation to Quit Smoking: 
Public Health Policy Implications. J Relig Health. 2020;59:1175–88.

 10. Garrusi B, Nakhaee N. Religion and smoking: a review of recent literature. 
Int J Psychiatry Med. 2012;43:279–329.

 11. Mustafa Y, Baker D, Puligari P, Melody T, Yeung J, Gao‑Smith F. The role 
of imams and mosques in health promotion in Western societies—a 
systematic review protocol. BMC Syst Rev. 2017;6:25.

 12. Radwan GN, Israel E, El‑Setouhy M, Abdel‑Aziz F, Mikhail N, Mohamed 
MK. Impact of religious rulings (fatwa) on smoking. J Egypt Soc Parasitol. 
2003;33:1087–101.

 13. Cultural Atlas. Bangladeshi Culture. https:// cultu ralat las. sbs. com. au/ bangl 
adeshi‑ cultu re/ bangl adeshi‑ cultu re‑ relig ion. Accessed 3 Oct 2021.

 14. Liu JJ, Davidson E, Bhopal RS, White M, Johnson MRD, Netto G, et al. 
Adapting health promotion interventions to meet the needs of ethnic 
minority groups: mixed‑methods evidence synthesis. Health Technol 
Assess. 2012;16:1–469.

 15. Liu JJ, Wabnitz C, Davidson E, Bhopal RS, White M, Johnson MR, et al. 
Smoking cessation interventions for ethnic minority groups—A system‑
atic review of adapted interventions. Prev Med. 2013;57:765–75.

 16 Harutyunyan A, Movsisyan N, Petrosyan V, Petrosyan D, Stillman. Reduc‑
ing children’s exposure to secondhand smoke at home: a randomized 
trial. Pediatrics. 2013;132:1071–80.

 17. Wilson I, Semple S, Mills LM, Ritchie D, Shaw A, O’Donnell R, et al. 
REFRESH‑reducing families’ exposure to secondhand smoke in the home: 
a feasibility study. Tob Control. 2013;22:e8.

 18. Ratschen E, Thorley R, Jones L, Opazo Breton M, Cook J, McNeill A. 
A randomised controlled trial of a complex intervention to reduce 
children’s exposure to secondhand smoke in the home. Tob Control. 
2018;27:155–62.

 19. Hughes SC, Bellettiere J, Nguyen B, Liles S, Klepeis NE, Qunitana PJE, et al. 
Randomized Trial to Reduce Air Particle Levels in Homes of Smokers and 
Children. Am J Prev Med. 2018;54:359–67.

 20. Dobson R, O’Donnell R, Tigova O, Fu M, Enriquez M, Fernandez E, et al. 
Measuring for change: a multi‑centre pre‑post trial of an air quality 
feedback intervention to promote smoke‑free homes. Environ Int. 
2020;140:105738.

 21. Dobson R, O’Donnell R, de Bruin M, Turner S, Semple S. Using air quality 
monitoring to reduce second‑hand smoke exposure in homes: the 
AFRESH feasibility study. Tob Prev Cessat. 2017;3:117.

 22. Semple S, Turner S, O’Donnell R, Adams L, Henderson T, Mitchell S, et al. 
Using air‑quality feedback to encourage disadvantaged parents to create 
a smoke‑free home: Results from a randomised controlled trial. Environ 
Int. 2018;120:104–10.

 23. Mdege ND, Fairhurst C, Ferdous T, Hewitt C, Huque R, Jackson C, et al. 
Muslim Communities Learning About Second‑hand Smoke in Bangla‑
desh (MCLASS II): study protocol for a cluster randomised controlled trial 
of a community‑based smoke‑free homes intervention, with or without 
Indoor Air Quality feedback. Trials. 2019;20:11.

 24. Mdege ND, Fairhurst C, Wang HI, Ferdous T, Marshall AM, Hewitt C, et al. 
Muslim Communities Learning About Second‑hand Smoke in Bangla‑
desh (MCLASS II): a three‑arm, cluster randomised controlled trial of the 
effectiveness and cost‑effectiveness of a community‑based smoke‑free 
homes intervention, with or without indoor air quality feedback. Lancet 
Glob Health. 2021;9:e639‑50.

 25. Medical Research Council. Process evaluation of complex evaluations. 
London: Medical Research Council; 2015.

 26. Kellar I, Azdi ZA, Jackson C, Huque R, Mdege ND, et al. Muslim Communi‑
ties Learning About Second‑hand Smoke in Bangladesh (MCLASSII): a 
combined evidence and theory‑based plus partnership intervention 
development approach. BMC Pilot and Feasibility Studies. 2022;8:136.

 27. World Health Organization. Exposure to household air pollution for 2016. 
Last modified 2018. https:// www. who. int/ airpo lluti on/ data/ HAP_ expos 
ure_ resul ts_ final. pdf? ua=1. Accessed 3 Oct 2021.

 28. O Cathain A. A Practical Guide to Using Qualitative Research with Rand‑
omized Controlled Trials. Oxford: Oxford University Press; 2018.

 29. Ritchie J, Lewis J, McNaughton Nicholls C, Ormston R. Qualitative 
Research Practice. London: SAGE; 2014.

 30. Vu M, Muhammad H, Peek ME, Padela AI. Muslim women’s perspectives 
on designing mosque‑based women’s health interventions—an explora‑
tory qualitative study. Women Health. 2018;58:334–46.

 31 King R, Warsi AS, Amos S, Shah S, Mir G, Sheikh A, et al. Involving 
mosques in health promotion programmes: a qualitative exploration 
of the MCLASS intervention on smoking in the home. Health Educ Res. 
2017;32:293–305.

 32. Sternberg Z, Munschauer FE, Carrow SS, Sternberg E. Faith‑placed 
cardiovascular health promotion: a framework for contextual and 
organizational factors underlying program success. Health Educ Res. 
2007;22:619–29.

 33. Hughes SC, Corcos I, Hovell M, Hofstetter CR. Feasibility pilot of a rand‑
omized faith‑based intervention to reduce secondhand smoke exposure 
among Korean Americans. Prev Chronic Dis. 2017;14:1–8.

 34. Carey RN, Connell LE, Johnstone M, Rothman AJ, de Bruin M, Kelly MP, 
et al. Behavior change techniques and their mechanisms of action: a syn‑
thesis of links described in Published Intervention Literature. Ann Behav 
Med. 2019;53:693–707.

 35. Hagerman CJ, Hoffman RK, Vaylay S, Dodge T. Implementation intentions 
to reduce smoking: a systematic review of the literature. Nicotine Tob Res. 
2021;7:1085–93.

 36 McWilliams, Bellhouse S, Yorke J, Lloyd K, Armitage CJ. Beyond “planning”: 
a meta‑analysis of implementation intentions to suppot smoking cessa‑
tion. Health Psychol. 2019;38:1059–68.

 37. O’Donnell R, Angus K, McCulloch P, Amos A, Greaves L, Semple S. Fathers’ 
Views and Experiences of Creating a Smoke‑Free Home: A Scoping 
Review. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2019;16:5164.

 38. Jackson C, Huque R, Satyanarayana V, Nasreen S, Kaur M, Barua D, et al. 
“He Doesn’t Listen to My Words at All, so I Don’t Tell Him Anything” – A 
Qualitative Investigation on Exposure to Second Hand Smoke among 
Pregnant Women, Their Husbands and Family Members from Rural Bang‑
ladesh and Urban India. Int J Environ Res. 2016;13:1098.

https://culturalatlas.sbs.com.au/bangladeshi-culture/bangladeshi-culture-religion
https://culturalatlas.sbs.com.au/bangladeshi-culture/bangladeshi-culture-religion
https://www.who.int/airpollution/data/HAP_exposure_results_final.pdf?ua=1
https://www.who.int/airpollution/data/HAP_exposure_results_final.pdf?ua=1


Page 14 of 14Jackson et al. BMC Public Health         (2022) 22:1889 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

 39. Passey ME, Longman JM, Robinson J, Wiggers J, Jones LL. Smoke‑free 
homes: What are the barriers, motivators and enablers? A qualitative 
systematic review and thematic synthesis. BMJ Open. 2016;6:e010260.

 40. Padmawati RS, Prabandari YS, Istiyani T, Nichter M, Nichter M. Establishing 
a community‑based smoke‑free homes movement in Indonesia. Tob Prev 
Cessation. 2018;4:36.

 41. Greaves L. Can tobacco control be transformative? Reducing gender 
inequity and tobacco use among vulnerable populations. Int J Environ 
Res Public Health. 2014;11:792–803.

 42. Bopp M, Peterson JA, Webb BL. A comprehensive review of faith‑based 
physical activity interventions. Am J Lifestyle Med. 2012;6:460–78.

 43. Parra MT, Porfírio GJM, Arredondo EM, Atallah ÁN. Physical activity inter‑
ventions in Faith‑Based Organizations: a systematic review. Am J Health 
Promot. 2018;32:677–90.

 44. DeHaven MJ, Hunter IB, Wilder L, Walton JW, Berry J. Health Programs 
in Faith‑Based Organizations: Are They Effective? Am J Pub Health. 
2004;94:1030–6.

 45. Lancaster KJ, Carter‑Edwards L, Grilo S, Shen C, Schoenthaler AM. Obesity 
interventions in African American faith‑based organizations: a systematic 
review. Obes Rev. 2014;15(suppl 4):159–76.

 46. World Health Organization. WHO Framework Convention of Tobacco 
Control. https:// fctc. who. int/ Accessed 26 Oct 2021.

 47. Nilan K, Raw M, McKeever TM, Murray RL, McNeill A. Progress in 
implementation of WHO FCTC Article 14 and its guidelines: a survey of 
tobacco dependence treatment provision in 142 countries. Addiction. 
2017;112:2023–31.

 48. Nazar GP. Smoke‑free legislation and active smoking, second hand expo‑
sure and health outcomes in low‑ and middle‑income countries. PhD 
thesis, London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine. https:// resea 
rchon line. lshtm. ac. uk/ id/ eprint/ 44336 94/ Accessed 8 Oct 2021.

 49. Ahmed S, Khan JAM. Disseminating public health messages about 
second‑hand smoking through mosque congregations in Bangladesh. 
Lancet. 2021;9:e657–8.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://fctc.who.int/
https://researchonline.lshtm.ac.uk/id/eprint/4433694/
https://researchonline.lshtm.ac.uk/id/eprint/4433694/

	“Everything the hujur tells is very educative but if I cannot apply those in my own life then there is no meaning”: a mixed-methods process evaluation of a smoke-free homes intervention in Bangladesh
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 
	Trial registration: 

	Background
	Methods
	Overview of study design
	Interviews
	Participants
	Data collection
	Data analysis

	Questionnaire
	Participants and data collection
	Data analysis

	Fidelity assessment
	Data collection
	Data analysis

	Research team records
	Data collection
	Data analysis

	Triangulating findings

	Findings
	Implementation
	Frequency of SFH intervention delivery was judged moderate to good. There were mixed levels of intervention fidelity and poor reach. Ayahs-messages targeting attitudes were most often fully implemented and had greatest reach (along with those targeting so
	Frequency and reach of IAQ feedback were good. Fidelity was not assessed

	Mechanisms of impact
	SFH intervention acceptability was good. Drivers were new SFH knowledge with corresponding positive attitudes, social norms and intentions. Barriers were a lack of self-efficacy and plans
	IAQ feedback acceptability was good. Drivers were new SFH knowledge with corresponding positive attitudes, social norms and intentions. Barriers were a lack of plans
	Mixed views on usefulness of SFH intervention. Moderate usefulness of IAQ feedback

	Context
	Social context drivers to SFH intervention implementation were in place and important. No context barriers to implementation were reported
	Context barriersdrivers to IAQ feedback implementation were not assessed
	Social context drivers to SHS behaviour change were children’s requests. Barriers were a reluctance to request male family members and visitors to smoke outside. (Not) having somewhere to smoke outside was a physical context (barrier) and driver


	Discussion
	Strengths and limitations
	Why did the interventions not work?

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


