
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (see an example) and are provided with free text boxes to elaborate 

on their assessment. These free text comments are reproduced below.  Some articles will have been 

accepted based in part or entirely on reviews undertaken for other BMJ Group journals. These will be 

reproduced where possible. 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Disparities in fatal and non-fatal injuries between Irish Travellers and 

the Irish general population are similar to those of other indigenous 

minorities: A cross-sectional population-based comparative study 

AUTHORS Abdalla, Safa; Kelleher, Cecily; Quirke, Brigid; Daly, Leslie 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Dr Patrice Van Cleemput  
Research Fellow  
ScHARR  
University of Sheffield  
UK  
 
I have no competing interests. 

REVIEW RETURNED 26-Nov-2012 

 

THE STUDY My reservation here is that the research question as in the title does 
not match the objective in the abstract.  
 
Although there is important relevant discussion of the similarities of 
the burden of injuries in Travellers compared to other disadvantaged 
indigenous communities, the actual study examines only the 
disparity between Irish Travellers and the general population in 
Ireland. I think therefore that the title of the paper appears slightly 
misleading, even though I understand that the disparity has to be 
demonstrated before any similarities with other disadvantaged 
indigenous communities can be discussed.  
 
However the study design is appropriate for answering the question 
of whether there is disparity between Irish Travellers and the general 
population.  
 
Please note that as a qualitative researcher I do not feel qualified to 
comment on the statistical methods  
 
There is one noticed typo on p16 ( generalisable) so careful proof 
reading is recommended.  
Although well written overall there are some sentences that read 
awkardly eg p6 " included as a Traveller a person identified by 
themselves.... " and the first sentence on p7. 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS Although I've ticked no to whether the results answer the research 
question , the ' no response is only a literal one ; ie they don't, on 
their own, inform us of similarities .  
However the results do answer the stated objective in the abstract.  
The interpretation and conclusions are partly but appropriately 
derived from contextual knowledge of the socially determined and 
cultural factors described. 
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REPORTING & ETHICS Given the intention to compare the disparity between Travellers and 
other disadvantaged indigenous communities I feel that the 
objectives in the introduction should reflect this and be clearly 
stated.  
 
Although there is clear reference to the methodology being reported 
in the AITHS, it is perhaps necessary to also include a sentence 
address consent and ethical approval 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a well constructed paper that flows well on a topic of great 
importance , and important recommendations stemming from the 
study are made in the concluding sentence.  
 
However, given that the question in the title refers to comparison 
with other indigenous minorities I feel that the discussion section 
could be more developed to explain similarities and differences that 
are briefly referred to. The reader is not given the relative 
differentials in mortality from injury in other indigenous groups, but 
from reading the references there is quite a range , with some 
groups (eg Sami in Sweden) having minimal differential.  
In particular the concluding paragraph raises the issue of other 
countries having more experience with injury prevention but without 
reference or elaboration. Such elaboration could have implications 
for the overall word count and that begs the question of including the 
question of comparison with other indigenous minorities as part of 
the broad topic in the one paper rather than simply focussing on the 
disparity between between Travellers and the general Irish 
population 

 

REVIEWER Peter Kolarčik, MSc. PhD.  
researcher  
Department of Health Psychology - Institute of Public Health  
Medical Faculty  
P.J.Safarik University, Košice  
Slovakia 

REVIEW RETURNED 29-Nov-2012 

 

THE STUDY Methods are described in a kind of chaotic way which is difficult to 
follow and understand. Structured presentation of the study methods 
would be better for the reader. I would expect explicit division of that 
chapter into study design, procedure, setting, 
participants/respondents, and measures. I would advise you to put a 
brief description of the questionnaires or specific items that you used 
there. I would like to know how you determined the number of 
Travellers respondents (how was the sample size established?) and 
the way “random” selection of the respondents. 

REPORTING & ETHICS I checked the manuscript along with STROBE checklist and in 
methods and discussionb section are some missing sections and 
information. 

GENERAL COMMENTS  
Do Irish Travellers experience similar inequalities as other 
indigenous minorities? A cross-sectional comparative study of the 
burden of injuries in an indigenous minority in Europe  
 
Research article  
Reading of your manuscript was interesting and I was pleased to 
read new and solid findings about injuries and mortality among Irish 
Travellers. I appreciate using the census data combined with 
additional interviews. Overall the manuscript is well written and 
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interesting. Your study is methodologically sound and helps to 
describe current state in differences in injuries and mortality between 
Travellers and general population in Ireland. There are some minor 
comments and questions that should be answered:  
 
Introduction: Scientific background for the study is well presented 
and the aim is sufficiently formulated.  
 
Methods: You provided a lot of information, but in some kind of 
chaotic way which is difficult to follow and understand. You covered 
all important information about your survey under one subheading 
“Data”. Structured presentation of the study methods would be better 
for the reader. I would expect explicit division of that chapter into 
study design, procedure, setting, participants/respondents, and 
measures. I would advise you to put a brief description of the 
questionnaires or specific items that you used there. I would like to 
know how you determined the number of Travellers respondents 
(how was the sample size established?) and the way “random” 
selection of the respondents.  
 
Results: well presented and sufficient  
 
Discussion: I would also divide this section into subsections: 
discussion, limitation, and conclusion. In your discussion are those 
parts mixed which make your discussion difficult to follow. On the 
other hand you discussed your findings with relevant literature and 
also discussed your weak and strong parts of your study and 
potential biases. Better structure might improve impression from 
your discussion. You might include section on implications for 
practice or policy.  
 
I recommend to accept this paper for the publication after minor 
changes.  

 

REVIEWER Leena Eklund-Karlsson  
PhD, Associate Professor  
University West  
Department of Health, Culture and Education Sciences  
Sweden  
 
I don't have any competing interests. 

REVIEW RETURNED 11-Dec-2012 

 

THE STUDY The title of the article does not actually fit to the study objective. I 
don't think it is relevant to compare the Irish Travellers with other 
indigenous minorities (e.g. in Australia). It would be more relevant to 
compare with Travellers in other places in the world instead. The 
study, though, does respond to the study objective - "to compare 
disparities in fatal and non-fatal injuries between Irish Travellers and 
General population". My suggestion is to change the title of the 
study to correspond the study objective.  
The second concern is that the comparisons have made between a 
study on general population from the year 2002 whereas the survey 
on Travellers is from 2008.  
Regarding the description of the methods: I dont think such detailed 
statistical descriptions and procedures are relevant in an article 
where also policy makers should be able to read and understand the 
text and take action based on the messages. I suggest to revise the 
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methods part in such a manner that it is readable and clear to health 
professionals without specialist training in statistics and quantitative 
research methods. Table 1 (pages 9-10) should be taken away (the 
formulas are not necessarily informative to the readers).  
The general conclusion should be based on the results of the study 
in hand - i.e. regarding the disparities in fatal and non-fatal injuries 
between Travellers and general population - and not speculations in 
the discussion part drawing hypotheses on other indigenous 
minorities. There is not enough evidence presented in this study to 
support the conclusion statement written in the manuscript.  
Regarding Figure 1: Presenting percentages (%) for such small 
number of cases (Travellers) in comparison with the more 
representative number of cases regarding general public might not 
be the best way of illustration. Frequencies might be a better option. 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS See the comments above.  
Regarding Table 3: It is not quite clear for the reader - where is the 
figures regarding general population. The text explaining the findings 
from the table 3 is insufficient in supporting the results drawn from it. 
More detailed description would be needed. Also the table 4 needs 
more explanatory text. 

 

 

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: Dr Patrice Van Cleemput  

Research Fellow  

ScHARR  

University of Sheffield  

UK  

 

I have no competing interests.  

 

My reservation here is that the research question as in the title does not match the objective in the 

abstract.  

 

Although there is important relevant discussion of the similarities of the burden of injuries in Travellers 

compared to other disadvantaged indigenous communities, the actual study examines only the 

disparity between Irish Travellers and the general population in Ireland. I think therefore that the title 

of the paper appears slightly misleading, even though I understand that the disparity has to be 

demonstrated before any similarities with other disadvantaged indigenous communities can be 

discussed.  

Response: Title edited to fit the stated objectives of the study  

 

 

However the study design is appropriate for answering the question of whether there is disparity 

between Irish Travellers and the general population.  

 

Please note that as a qualitative researcher I do not feel qualified to comment on the statistical 

methods  
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There is one noticed typo on p16 ( generalisable) so careful proof reading is recommended.  

Response: typos were corrected and language editing carried out.  

 

Although well written overall there are some sentences that read awkardly eg p6 " included as a 

Traveller a person identified by themselves.... " and the first sentence on p7.  

Response: sentences re-phrased.  

 

Although I've ticked no to whether the results answer the research question , the ' no response is only 

a literal one ; ie they don't, on their own, inform us of similarities .  

However the results do answer the stated objective in the abstract.  

The interpretation and conclusions are partly but appropriately derived from contextual knowledge of 

the socially determined and cultural factors described.  

 

Given the intention to compare the disparity between Travellers and other disadvantaged indigenous 

communities I feel that the objectives in the introduction should reflect this and be clearly stated.  

Response: the comparison with other indigenous minorities was not intended to be a main objective 

of the study. It was just included in the title to draw attention to the international context of the findings 

as those would be important for international readers. Noting that the question format used in the title 

might have been misleading into thinking that this was the main objective of the study, we edited that 

part of the title, to clarify that the focus of the study was disparities between Travellers and the Irish 

general population and at the same time maintaining the international context that we believe will be 

relevant to international readers. For that reason too, we left the international comparisons in the 

discussion, but we have removed heavy reliance on the comparison with other indigenous minorities 

from the conclusions in both the main text and the abstract.  

 

Although there is clear reference to the methodology being reported in the AITHS, it is perhaps 

necessary to also include a sentence address consent and ethical approval  

Response: ethical considerations statement for AITHS has now been moved from the end of the 

methods section to a place immediately after reference to the methodology of AITHS being reported 

in a series of technical reports.  

 

This is a well constructed paper that flows well on a topic of great importance , and important 

recommendations stemming from the study are made in the concluding sentence.  

 

However, given that the question in the title refers to comparison with other indigenous minorities I 

feel that the discussion section could be more developed to explain similarities and differences that 

are briefly referred to. The reader is not given the relative differentials in mortality from injury in other 

indigenous groups, but from reading the references there is quite a range , with some groups (eg 

Sami in Sweden) having minimal differential.  

In particular the concluding paragraph raises the issue of other countries having more experience with 

injury prevention but without reference or elaboration. Such elaboration could have implications for 

the overall word count and that begs the question of including the question of comparison with other 

indigenous minorities as part of the broad topic in the one paper rather than simply focussing on the 

disparity between between Travellers and the general Irish population  

Response: We thought that it was best to focus the paper on the disparity between Travellers and the 

general population, and attempt to explain it using what is known about other indigenous minorities at 

an international level, but taking into consideration the specificity of Irish Travellers circumstances, 

which was the way the discussion was constructed. We appreciate that this way there will be no 

problems with word limit, the paper would be easier to follow, and the arguments would be based on 

the solid findings of the study.  
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Reviewer: Peter Kolarčik, MSc. PhD.  

researcher  

Department of Health Psychology - Institute of Public Health  

Medical Faculty  

P.J.Safarik University, Košice  

Slovakia  

 

Methods are described in a kind of chaotic way which is difficult to follow and understand. Structured 

presentation of the study methods would be better for the reader. I would expect explicit division of 

that chapter into study design, procedure, setting, participants/respondents, and measures. I would 

advise you to put a brief description of the questionnaires or specific items that you used there. I 

would like to know how you determined the number of Travellers respondents (how was the sample 

size established?) and the way “random” selection of the respondents.  

Response to this comment is detailed below under the comment entitled „Methods‟  

 

 

I checked the manuscript along with STROBE checklist and in methods and discussionb section are 

some missing sections and information.  

Response: the methods and discussion have now been revised, with sections and more information 

added. Notes have now been added to STROBE checklist for further clarification.  

 

Research article  

Reading of your manuscript was interesting and I was pleased to read new and solid findings about 

injuries and mortality among Irish Travellers. I appreciate using the census data combined with 

additional interviews. Overall the manuscript is well written and interesting. Your study is 

methodologically sound and helps to describe current state in differences in injuries and mortality 

between Travellers and general population in Ireland. There are some minor comments and questions 

that should be answered:  

 

Introduction: Scientific background for the study is well presented and the aim is sufficiently 

formulated.  

 

Methods: You provided a lot of information, but in some kind of chaotic way which is difficult to follow 

and understand. You covered all important information about your survey under one subheading 

“Data”. Structured presentation of the study methods would be better for the reader. I would expect 

explicit division of that chapter into study design, procedure, setting, participants/respondents, and 

measures. I would advise you to put a brief description of the questionnaires or specific items that you 

used there. I would like to know how you determined the number of Travellers respondents (how was 

the sample size established?) and the way “random” selection of the respondents.  

Response: methods section now structured and relevant information on the items used, sample size 

and sampling included. We have now included a table of the questionnaire items used. We have also 

moved the table of formulas to an online only appendix to enhance the readability of the methods 

section.  

 

Results: well presented and sufficient  

 

Discussion: I would also divide this section into subsections: discussion, limitation, and conclusion. In 

your discussion are those parts mixed which make your discussion difficult to follow. On the other 

hand you discussed your findings with relevant literature and also discussed your weak and strong 

parts of your study and potential biases. Better structure might improve impression from your 

discussion. You might include section on implications for practice or policy.  

Response: discussion sections are now clarified using subheadings; Main findings, Strengths and 
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limitations, Discussion of findings, and Conclusion and implications  

 

I recommend to accept this paper for the publication after minor changes.  

 

 

Reviewer: Leena Eklund-Karlsson  

PhD, Associate Professor  

University West  

Department of Health, Culture and Education Sciences  

Sweden  

 

I don't have any competing interests.  

 

The title of the article does not actually fit to the study objective. I don't think it is relevant to compare 

the Irish Travellers with other indigenous minorities (e.g. in Australia). It would be more relevant to 

compare with Travellers in other places in the world instead. The study, though, does respond to the 

study objective - "to compare disparities in fatal and non-fatal injuries between Irish Travellers and 

General population". My suggestion is to change the title of the study to correspond the study 

objective.  

Response: title now edited to fit the study objective more. The comparisons question was included in 

the title to draw attention to the international context of the results, which we believe would be 

important for international readers. We not that the use of the question format in the title might 

mislead readers into thinking that the comparison with other minorities was the main objective of the 

study. We have thus edited the title to bring the focus to disparities between Travellers and the 

general population, and at the same time maintain a pointer to the international context.  

 

The second concern is that the comparisons have made between a study on general population from 

the year 2002 whereas the survey on Travellers is from 2008.  

Response: this is a valid concern that we had acknowledged in the limitations of the study. There 

were no comparable data for the general population from recent years to use. The most recent survey 

that included injury data for the general population used a different question formulation that would 

limit the reported injuries to those that required medical care, and would thus not be comparable to 

Travellers‟ data. Rather than abstain from comparing with relatively old data and risk losing the 

opportunity of getting valuable insights about non-fatal injury disparities between Travellers and the 

general population, we went ahead with the comparison, acknowledging the limitation and clarifying 

that we do not think the issue would affect the conclusions of the study considerably. This is because 

looking at the trend in non-fatal injury rates between 1998 and 2002 in the general population there 

was minimal decline in males (23% in 1998 compared to 21% in 2002) and no change in females 

(14% in 1998 and 2002), meaning that even if the decline in males continued to 2008, it would highly 

unlikely be enough to close the gap between the Irish Travellers and the general population. The 

percentages from 1998 and 2002 are now included in the paper, next to where the argument relevant 

to them is mentioned, for more clarity.  

 

Regarding the description of the methods: I dont think such detailed statistical descriptions and 

procedures are relevant in an article where also policy makers should be able to read and understand 

the text and take action based on the messages. I suggest to revise the methods part in such a 

manner that it is readable and clear to health professionals without specialist training in statistics and 

quantitative research methods. Table 1 (pages 9-10) should be taken away (the formulas are not 

necessarily informative to the readers).  

Response: the methods section has now been structured into more sub-sections to enhance 

readability. Statements clarifying the measures calculated (PYLL, SMR and SIR) in a less technical 

language have been added were appropriate. Table 1 has been moved to the online only appendix 
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and a table that clarifies the questionnaire items used for this study has been added. We thought that 

this way we could balance the need to write a reproducible methodology as would be required by 

standard scientific reporting with the need for an account that is comprehensible for wide readership.  

 

The general conclusion should be based on the results of the study in hand - i.e. regarding the 

disparities in fatal and non-fatal injuries between Travellers and general population - and not 

speculations in the discussion part drawing hypotheses on other indigenous minorities. There is not 

enough evidence presented in this study to support the conclusion statement written in the 

manuscript.  

Response: the conclusions have now been edited to reflect the results of the study, without reliance 

on the comparison with other indigenous minorities.  

 

Regarding Figure 1: Presenting percentages (%) for such small number of cases (Travellers) in 

comparison with the more representative number of cases regarding general public might not be the 

best way of illustration. Frequencies might be a better option.  

Response: We agree that the Traveller numbers in figure 1 are too small to get percentages. As the 

thrust of the paper is comparing Travellers with the general population, we still needed to calculate 

percentages as it would be difficult to compare the frequencies between the two groups. However, as 

a compromise, we aggregated the Traveller numbers and the general population numbers over 

gender, yielding a total of 34 cases, from which we calculated the percentages. The minimum 

denominator for calculating percentages is somehow arbitrary but we found reference in the literature 

to a minimum denominator of 20 (Thomas Allen Lang and Michelle Secic. How to report statistics in 

medicine: annotated guidelines for authors, editors and reviewers, 2nd Edition, ACP Press, 2006). We 

thus thought that 34 cases would be suitable for producing percentages.  

 

Regarding Table 3: It is not quite clear for the reader - where is the figures regarding general 

population.  

Response: table 3 presents PYLL rate ratios, SMR and SIR, which are ratios that summarise the 

disparities in fatal and non-fatal injuries between Irish Travellers and the general population (with the 

latter as reference). Thus there are no separate figures for Irish Travellers and the general population. 

Text has been added to the results section to further clarify the contents of table 3.  

 

The text explaining the findings from the table 3 is insufficient in supporting the results drawn from it. 

More detailed description would be needed. Also the table 4 needs more explanatory text.  

Response: More text has now been added to the results section to explain table 3 and table 4. 

 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Reviewer: Peter Kolarčik, MSc. PhD.  
researcher  
Department of Health Psychology - Institute of Public Health  
Medical Faculty  
P.J.Safarik University, Košice  
Slovakia  
 
I have no competing interests. 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Jan-2013 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The manuscript have improved substantially. All my remarks were 
solved. The manuscript is now much readable, text is logically 
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divided into appropriate subsections. I did not find any substantial 
shortcomings and imperfections.  
 
I recommend to accept this paper as it is.  
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