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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Tatiana Andreeva, MD, PhD  
School of Public Health, National University of Kyiv-Mohyla 
Academy  
 
I declare to have no conflict of interest. 

REVIEW RETURNED 16-Jul-2013 

 

THE STUDY I have marked 'No' to the question regarding patients because the 
study does not refer to patients but to the whole population of 
Georgia.  
 
I have answered 'No' to the question regarding language because 
some small pieces of the text require editing while the rest of the text 
is well written. 

GENERAL COMMENTS The title seems to be too broad; it is worth making it more specific.  
Keywords differ between the manuscript file and the data entered 
into ScholarOne. In the table generated by ScholarOne they look 
insufficient.  
Article summary does not relay the essence of the study. It also 
differs from the Abstract and has unclear purpose. Because this is 
something not required in other journals, it's for the Editor to decide 
whether this summary is needed at all.  
The whole text needs substantial editing to be better readable.  
Abstract: the first sentence is vague and needs to be either deleted 
or rewritten.  
In-text citations follow different standards in the same text, and in 
those inconsistent with the rest (for example, see page 6, line 13) 
referencing style need to be reconsidered.  
Introduction. Though the authors managed to clearly show to the 
reader why it is important to study public opinion towards tobacco 
control policies, the introduction actually shows that the research 
question most interesting for the authors is whether and how public 
opinion is able to influence decision-making, and that gap exists with 
this regard outside Anglo-Saxon countries. Nevertheless, the stated 
purpose is only related to the assessment of public opinion, not its 
relation to the decision making. These two things definitely need to 
be brought into consistency with one another.  
Data analysis. Authors use Cronbach's Alpha to measure reliability 
while it is more appropriate for measuring internal consistency of the 
questionnaire.  
Another point of concern is related to the use of principal 
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components analysis with non-interval data which can bias the 
results. Non-linear calculation techniques are available in SPSS 
used by the authors.  
Use of dichotomized variables instead of initial scored may produce 
larger numbers of associations but with lower power.  
It's not clear why authors consider attitude towards advertising ban 
and ban of smoking in public and workplaces together while these 
constitute attitudes to two policies which frequently may be 
introduced separately. If authors want to keep these two policy 
measures in the same paper, it is recommended at least to work 
with two different scores for advertising and smoke-free policies.  
Tables need to be titled if BMJOpen does not require differently. In 
Table 1, information regarding percentage of positive answers 
provided in most columns might be better moved from the second 
row to the caption of the table.  
Supplementary information which is now called 'Amendment' should 
probably be renamed into 'Appendix' or 'Addendum'.  
As the review form invites to consider whether additional recent 
publications could be referred to, authors can be advised to have a 
look at the below list of papers:  
Paulik E, Maróti-Nagy A, Nagymajtényi L, Rogers T, Easterling D  
Support for population level tobacco control policies in Hungary.  
Central European journal of public health. 2012  
PMID: 22571024  
Danishevski K, Gilmore A, McKee M  
Public attitudes towards smoking and tobacco control policy in 
Russia.  
Tobacco control. 2008  
PMID: 18653793  
Lazuras L, Rodafinos A, Panagiotakos DB, Thyrian JR, John U, 
Polychronopoulos E  
Support for smoke-free policies in a pro-smoking culture: findings 
from the European survey on tobacco control attitudes and 
knowledge.  
International journal of public health. 2009  
PMID: 19774339 

 

REVIEWER Lela Sturua MD PhD MPH  
Head, Non-communicable Diseases Division  
National Center for Disease Control and Public Health 

REVIEW RETURNED 21-Jul-2013 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Tobacco control is a priority in the overall health policy and the Non-
communicable Disease Strategy and Action Plan in Georgia. 
Georgia is planning to include tobacco control as one of the 
priorities. The Government has developed and approved a 
comprehensive multisectoral National Tobacco Control Strategy, the 
main objective of which is to reduce tobacco consumption and 
exposure to tobacco smoke and to meet the obligations under the 
WHO FCTC.  
Major areas that need to be addressed include making all indoor 
public places, indoor workplaces, public transport and other places 
100 percent smoke free, banning all tobacco advertising, promotion 
and sponsorship.  
Public opinion and public support for restrictions on tobacco use is 
an essential part of the response to the need for tobacco control. Till 
now no data was available on Georgian‟s opinion regarding smoking 
restrictions in public places, and on bans on tobacco advertisement, 
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sponsorship and promotion.  
The article Public opinion and tobacco control in Georgia: Attitudes 
towards smoking restrictions and tobacco advertisement bans 
provides the required figures, obtained from a nationally 
representative sample. This study is especially fundamental in the 
Georgian context, because no amount of public opinion findings 
from other countries has as much acceptance with Georgian 
decision-makers as findings from Georgia have.  
Even though The information specified by the study is a bit outdated 
as conducted in 2008 it will be used as a basis for future action of 
the National Center for Disease Control and Public Health (NCDC) 
that serves as the national tobacco control focal point and 
secretariat of the State Committee for Strengthening Tobacco 
Control. The high level Committee is headed by Prime Minister. The 
Minister of Labour, Health and Social Affairs serves as the vice chair 
of the Committee.  
The study methodology that is well described in the article will be of 
a great support for the planned survey on Georgian citizen‟s opinion 
regarding smoking restrictions in public places, and on bans on 
tobacco advertisement, sponsorship and promotion in 2013-14. The 
next survey will give us an immense opportunity for comparative 
analyses. 

 

REVIEWER Bayard Roberts  
Senior Lecturer in Health Systems and Policy  
London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine  
United Kingdom  
 
I declare that I have no conflicts of interest. 

REVIEW RETURNED 23-Jul-2013 

 

THE STUDY The sampling and statistical methods need a little strengthening.  
 
The summary and abstract somewhat over-state the value of the 
study. 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS There is additional evidence that the authors could cite 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is an interesting manuscript on an important issue which could 
have significant policy value in Georgia. I have the following main 
comments/suggestions which may help to strengthen the 
manuscript.  
 
1. The authors are in danger of over-stating the contribution of the 
paper. There does not appear to be anything particularly unique in 
the research instrument, data collection or analysis that warrants the 
authors‟ claims in the article Summary and Discussion.  
 
2. Similarly, the authors state that no equivalent studies exist for 
Georgia, but there is at least one study they have not cited which we 
published in Tobacco Control (Robert et al, 2012). This took place in 
9 countries of the former Soviet Union, including Georgia. While our 
paper does not address exactly the same tobacco control variables 
as this manuscript on Georgia, it nevertheless provides useful data 
to compare the findings to.  
 
3. Page 5 . The authors note clean indoor air laws have been the 
focus in North America. They could include Australia, Western 
Europe and other regions here as well.  
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4. Page 7, paragraph 1. The discussion on the use of public opinion 
is interesting, but I think the quote from the Canadian ministerial 
official is a bit superfluous to the focus of the manuscript and 
suggest that it be removed.  
 
5. Page 8, paragraph 1. The discussion seems to be getting 
increasingly irrelevant. The authors would be better off focusing on 
examples of public opinion relating to tobacco, rather than the 
Vietnam war (particularly as there are many examples of 
governments ignoring public opinion when waging war).  
 
6. Page 8, paragraph 3. The authors cite Kingdon‟s theory on 
agenda setting which could be interesting. However, it would be 
more appropriate if they related their study findings back to 
Kingdon‟s theory in the Discussion section. If they chose not to do 
so, I would suggest they remove reference to Kingdon‟s theory as it 
otherwise appears rather erroneous.  
 
7. Page 9, paragraph 3. The authors present evidence on public 
opinion to tobacco control in the US and Canada. However, it would 
be more relevant to cite studies from countries in the former Soviet 
Union, such as the GATS in Russia and Ukraine and the reference 
noted above.  
 
8. Page 11, paragraph 2. The description of the sampling is limited. 
Was a cluster sampling approach used? If so, the authors should 
clarify that they adjusted for the cluster sampling design (to address 
potential design effect). The authors should also clarify that random 
sampling process was used in the different sampling stages and this 
should include clarification on how the individuals from within each 
household were sampled. Were there any exclusion criteria?  
 
9. Page 13. Results. The authors should provide data on the sample 
characteristics – either as a table or an additional extra initial column 
in Table 1 (i.e. before the columns of tobacco control activity result), 
and also comment on the external validity of their sample 
characteristics.  
 
10. Page 13, paragraph 3. It‟s not really clear what the added value 
of the factor analysis is. It would be helpful if the authors could clarify 
why this aids understanding on tobacco control in Georgia? If it‟s for 
the logistic regression analysis, this could be more clearly stated.  
 
11. Page 13, paragraph 1. It‟s not clear what the exact outcome was 
in the description of the methods for logistic regression. This should 
be more clearly and carefully explained.  
 
12. The authors cite the high response rate. However, they do not 
seem to actually provide an overall response rate? They cite the 
number of interviewees from the total households sampled (page 
11) and also the non-response to individual items. The authors 
should instead provide the overall l response rate (i.e number of 
refusals to be interviewed, number of empty households at time of 
survey (and explain how this was addressed in the sampling); 
number of vacant dwellings etc.  
 
13. Discussion. The results seem on the high side for support of 
tobacco control activities? It would be helpful if the authors could 
draw on related findings from other studies in Georgia or 
neighbouring countries (e.g. GATS, Roberts et al).  
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14. Discussion. It would be useful if the authors could discuss the 
issue of enforcement of tobacco control policies in Georgia. I 
appreciate it‟s difficult to quantify this but it may be interesting to 
comment on the issue of enforcement given its importance in 
tobacco control.  
 
15. Strengths and limitations. The authors do not really raise any 
limitations specifically about their study. Suggested limitations 
include: the omission of variables on respondent knowledge on the 
harmful health effects of tobacco (other studies have shown this is a 
key determinant of public attitudes towards tobacco control); the 
limited number of tobacco control activities included in the study 
(e.g. there was nothing on fiscal controls) and how their instrument 
relates to other instruments (e.g. GATS); the limited use of socio-
economic variables which may shed additional light on 
characteristics associated with support for tobacco control.  
 
16. Titles are needed for the Tables.  
 
17. Table 2. What are the P values related to on the first „Age‟ line, 
„Highest comp. Education‟ line, household income line, tobacco use 
line? 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

On the comments from Reviewer: Tatiana Andreeva, MD, PhD  

 

The title seems to be too broad; it is worth making it more specific.  

 

Response: We shortened the title.  

 

Keywords differ between the manuscript file and the data entered into ScholarOne. In the table 

generated by ScholarOne they look insufficient.  

 

Response: We did it. Unfortunately system has no specific themes, which is a relevant for our study 

and we keep only option, which was proposed by BMJ Open.  

 

 

Article summary does not relay the essence of the study. It also differs from the Abstract and has 

unclear purpose. Because this is something not required in other journals, it's for the Editor to decide 

whether this summary is needed at all.  

 

Response: A summary is obligatory as far as we can see, so we made appropriate changes in the 

SUMMARY text.  

 

The whole text needs substantial editing to be better readable.  

 

Response: We have had the text edited by a public health researcher whose native tongue is English. 

We‟ll be very grateful if you can send us your concrete proposals if you still have concerns about this 

matter.  

 

Abstract: the first sentence is vague and needs to be either deleted or rewritten.  

 

Response: We deleted it.  
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In-text citations follow different standards in the same text, and in those inconsistent with the rest (for 

example, see page 6, line 13) referencing style need to be reconsidered.  

 

Response: We made appropriate corrections.  

 

Introduction. Though the authors managed to clearly show to the reader why it is important to study 

public opinion towards tobacco control policies, the introduction actually shows that the research 

question most interesting for the authors is whether and how public opinion is able to influence 

decision-making, and that gap exists with this regard outside Anglo-Saxon countries. Nevertheless, 

the stated purpose is only related to the assessment of public opinion, not its relation to the decision 

making. These two things definitely need to be brought into consistency with one another.  

 

Response: We added appropriate sentences in the INTRODUCTION that underlines that this study is 

limited to documenting the state of public opinion, and cannot make valid and reliable estimates of the 

degree to which public opinion has affected actual tobacco control decision-making in Georgia.  

 

Data analysis. Authors use Cronbach's Alpha to measure reliability while it is more appropriate for 

measuring internal consistency of the questionnaire.  

 

 

Response: Reliability of scales can of course be estimated from test-retest studies. When scales are 

assumed to be reflective, and not formative, the internal consistency of a scale is also assumed to 

mirror its reliability. Attitude scales are usually seen as reflective. We are therefore, in our case, 

inclined to use Cronbach‟s alpha as a valid measure of reliability.  

 

 

Another point of concern is related to the use of principal components analysis with non-interval data, 

which can bias the results. Non-linear calculation techniques are available in SPSS used by the 

authors.  

 

Response: Analyses were also carried out in Mplus with the Weighted Least Squares – Mean 

Adjusted and Variance Adjusted estimator (WLSMV), and all items were defined as categorical. The 

results gave support to the results of the principal components analysis. We have added this 

explanation in DATA ANALISIS part.  

 

Use of dichotomized variables instead of initial scored may produce larger numbers of associations 

but with lower power.  

 

Response: In our case we did not combine several categories of ordinal level variables, but simply 

combined two categories: “No support” and “Don‟t know” before producing the sumscore. This is 

conceptually meaningful. We also dichomotized the sumscore in order to be able to present our 

findings in a way that is easy to understand. With our rather high number of observations we had no 

problems with statistical power.  

 

It's not clear why authors consider attitude towards advertising ban and ban of smoking in public and 

workplaces together while these constitute attitudes to two policies, which frequently may be 

introduced separately. If authors want to keep these two policy measures in the same paper, it is 

recommended at least to work with two different scores for advertising and smoke-free policies.  

 

Response: We present data for each type of smoking prohibition and tobacco ads ban in a Table. We 

also have very limited time to use scientific data for advocacy purpose, because it is now that the new 
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Government is considering relevant national data to assist in the development of tobacco policy. We 

await serious battles in the Parliament of Georgia from September 2013 when drafts of changes in 

Tobacco Control law, Law on Advertisement and the Administrative offences Code will be passed in 

the Parliament of Georgia.  

 

 

Tables need to be titled if BMJOpen does not require differently. In Table 1, information regarding 

percentage of positive answers provided in most columns might be better moved from the second row 

to the caption of the table.  

 

Response: We titled tables, but regarding captions, we prefer to stay with the current approach.  

 

Supplementary information which is now called 'Amendment' should probably be renamed into 

'Appendix' or 'Addendum'.  

 

Response: We renamed it APPENDIX.  

 

As the review form invites to consider whether additional recent publications could be referred to, 

authors can be advised to have a look at the below list of papers:  

Paulik E, Maróti-Nagy A, Nagymajtényi L, Rogers T, Easterling D  

Support for population level tobacco control policies in Hungary.  

Central European journal of public health. 2012  

PMID: 22571024  

Danishevski K, Gilmore A, McKee M  

Public attitudes towards smoking and tobacco control policy in Russia.  

Tobacco control. 2008  

PMID: 18653793  

Lazuras L, Rodafinos A, Panagiotakos DB, Thyrian JR, John U, Polychronopoulos E  

Support for smoke-free policies in a pro-smoking culture: findings from the European survey on 

tobacco control attitudes and knowledge.  

International journal of public health. 2009  

PMID: 19774339  

 

Response: We are very grateful for these suggestions and all are included in this draft of the paper.  

 

 

On the comments from Reviewer: Lela Sturua MD PhD MPH  

 

Tobacco control is a priority in the overall health policy and the Non-communicable Disease Strategy 

and Action Plan in Georgia. Georgia is planning to include tobacco control as one of the priorities. The 

Government has developed and approved a comprehensive multisectoral National Tobacco Control 

Strategy, the main objective of which is to reduce tobacco consumption and exposure to tobacco 

smoke and to meet the obligations under the WHO FCTC.  

 

Major areas that need to be addressed include making all indoor public places, indoor workplaces, 

public transport and other places 100 percent smoke free, banning all tobacco advertising, promotion 

and sponsorship.  

 

Public opinion and public support for restrictions on tobacco use is an essential part of the response 

to the need for tobacco control. Till now no data was available on Georgian‟s opinion regarding 

smoking restrictions in public places, and on bans on tobacco advertisement, sponsorship and 

promotion.  
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The article Public opinion and tobacco control in Georgia: Attitudes towards smoking restrictions and 

tobacco advertisement bans provides the required figures, obtained from a nationally representative 

sample. This study is especially fundamental in the Georgian context, because no amount of public 

opinion findings from other countries has as much acceptance with Georgian decision-makers as 

findings from Georgia have.  

 

Even though The information specified by the study is a bit outdated as conducted in 2008 it will be 

used as a basis for future action of the National Center for Disease Control and Public Health (NCDC) 

that serves as the national tobacco control focal point and secretariat of the State Committee for 

Strengthening Tobacco Control. The high level Committee is headed by Prime Minister. The Minister 

of Labour, Health and Social Affairs serves as the vice chair of the Committee.  

 

The study methodology that is well described in the article will be of a great support for the planned 

survey on Georgian citizen‟s opinion regarding smoking restrictions in public places, and on bans on 

tobacco advertisement, sponsorship and promotion in 2013-14. The next survey will give us an 

immense opportunity for comparative analyses.  

 

We just received information form the NCDC that Secretariat of the FCTC has some funding to 

organize appropriate public opinion study regarding tobacco control measures during this year.  

 

Response: We have made no changes on the basis of this review.  

 

 

on the comments from Reviewer: Bayard Roberts  

 

The sampling and statistical methods need a little strengthening.  

 

Response: We made appropriate changes in METHODOLOGY.  

 

The summary and abstract somewhat over-state the value of the study.  

 

Response: We mention only former Soviet Republics now.  

 

There is additional evidence that the authors could cite (see comments below)  

 

This is an interesting manuscript on an important issue which could have significant policy value in 

Georgia. I have the following main comments/suggestions, which may help to strengthen the 

manuscript.  

 

1. The authors are in danger of over-stating the contribution of the paper. There does not appear to 

be anything particularly unique in the research instrument, data collection or analysis that warrants 

the authors‟ claims in the article Summary and Discussion.  

 

Response: We have toned down our claim of uniqueness.  

 

2. Similarly, the authors state that no equivalent studies exist for Georgia, but there is at least one 

study they have not cited which we published in Tobacco Control (Robert et al, 2012). This took place 

in 9 countries of the former Soviet Union, including Georgia. While our paper does not address 

exactly the same tobacco control variables as this manuscript on Georgia, it nevertheless provides 

useful data to compare the findings to.  
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Response: We add proposed and other relevant new publications (totally 9)  

 

3. Page 5 . The authors note clean indoor air laws have been the focus in North America. They could 

include Australia, Western Europe and other regions here as well.  

 

Response: We have now added this information.  

 

4. Page 7, paragraph 1. The discussion on the use of public opinion is interesting, but I think the 

quote from the Canadian ministerial official is a bit superfluous to the focus of the manuscript and 

suggest that it be removed.  

 

Response: We removed it.  

 

5. Page 8, paragraph 1. The discussion seems to be getting increasingly irrelevant. The authors 

would be better off focusing on examples of public opinion relating to tobacco, rather than the 

Vietnam war (particularly as there are many examples of governments ignoring public opinion when 

waging war).  

 

Response: We cut it.  

 

6. Page 8, paragraph 3. The authors cite Kingdon‟s theory on agenda setting which could be 

interesting. However, it would be more appropriate if they related their study findings back to 

Kingdon‟s theory in the Discussion section. If they chose not to do so, I would suggest they remove 

reference to Kingdon‟s theory as it otherwise appears rather erroneous.  

 

We have removed reference to this theory.  

 

7. Page 9, paragraph 3. The authors present evidence on public opinion to tobacco control in the US 

and Canada. However, it would be more relevant to cite studies from countries in the former Soviet 

Union, such as the GATS in Russia and Ukraine and the reference noted above.  

 

Response: We have added the suggested research.  

 

8. Page 11, paragraph 2. The description of the sampling is limited. Was a cluster sampling approach 

used? If so, the authors should clarify that they adjusted for the cluster sampling design (to address 

potential design effect). The authors should also clarify that random sampling process was used in the 

different sampling stages and this should include clarification on how the individuals from within each 

household were sampled. Were there any exclusion criteria?  

 

Response: We added appropriate information in brief form. We addressed the issue of exclusion 

criteria.  

 

9. Page 13. Results. The authors should provide data on the sample characteristics – either as a table 

or an additional extra initial column in Table 1 (i.e. before the columns of tobacco control activity 

result), and also comment on the external validity of their sample characteristics.  

 

Response: Table 1 has been modified as suggested, and we address the representativeness issue in 

the beginning of the DISCUSSION.  

 

10. Page 13, paragraph 3. It‟s not really clear what the added value of the factor analysis is. It would 

be helpful if the authors could clarify why this aids understanding on tobacco control in Georgia? If it‟s 

for the logistic regression analysis, this could be more clearly stated.  
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Response: The factor analysis is important in order to find out whether or not it is meaningful to 

combine all attitude variables into one single sumscore. If it turned out that there were two sets of 

items (two factors or components), it would be more meaningful to produce two sumscores and 

analyze these separately. Since our analyses confirmed that there was only one factor or component, 

we produced only one sumscore. Without the factor analyses we would not know.  

 

 

11. Page 13, paragraph 1. It‟s not clear what the exact outcome was in the description of the methods 

for logistic regression. This should be more clearly and carefully explained.  

 

Response: This has now been stated more clearly.  

 

12. The authors cite the high response rate. However, they do not seem to actually provide an overall 

response rate?  

 

Response: We added it.  

 

They cite the number of interviewees from the total households sampled (page 11) and also the non-

response to individual items. The authors should instead provide the overall l response rate (i.e 

number of refusals to be interviewed, number of empty households at time of survey (and explain how 

this was addressed in the sampling); number of vacant dwellings etc.  

 

Response: We explained appropriate info  

 

13. Discussion. The results seem on the high side for support of tobacco control activities? It would be 

helpful if the authors could draw on related findings from other studies in Georgia or neighbouring 

countries (e.g. GATS, Roberts et al).  

 

Response: We now refer to other Georgian data with lower rates, and discuss possible reasons for 

the differences.  

 

14. Discussion. It would be useful if the authors could discuss the issue of enforcement of tobacco 

control policies in Georgia. I appreciate it‟s difficult to quantify this but it may be interesting to 

comment on the issue of enforcement given its importance in tobacco control.  

 

Response: We have added abrief discussion of this issue.  

 

15. Strengths and limitations. The authors do not really raise any limitations specifically about their 

study. Suggested limitations include: the omission of variables on respondent knowledge on the 

harmful health effects of tobacco (other studies have shown this is a key determinant of public 

attitudes towards tobacco control); the limited number of tobacco control activities included in the 

study (e.g. there was nothing on fiscal controls) and how their instrument relates to other instruments 

(e.g. GATS); the limited use of socio-economic variables which may shed additional light on 

characteristics associated with support for tobacco control.  

 

Response: We have now addressed these issues in LIMITATIONS.  

 

16. Titles are needed for the Tables.  

 

Response: Added.  

 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2013-003461 on 25 N

ovem
ber 2013. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


17. Table 2. What are the P values related to on the first „Age‟ line, „Highest comp. Education‟ line, 

household income line, tobacco use line?  

 

Response: These are overall tests for the associations, for instance „age‟ against „support for 

restrictive measures‟. The other p-values are about contrasts between single categories against 

reference category, for instance the age group 56-70 against the reference age group, which is 13-25. 

We have clarified this is table 2. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Andreeva, Tatiana  
Alcohol and Drug Information Centre Ukraine, Research 

REVIEW RETURNED 19-Sep-2013 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Overall, the manuscript has been significantly improved. However, 
several issues still need to be addressed.  
Abstract  
Please note that in the clean and in the 'tracked changes' text there 
were different versions of the abstract. So some of the comment 
below may refer to the old one.  
In the abstract, at least in one of the versions, there is no clear 
information regarding what the primary sampling unit was: in the 
Design section, districts were mentioned, while in the Participants 
section households were mentioned instead.  
Methods subsection of the Abstract begins with numerals which is 
against the general requirements of English academic writing.  
In the Results subsection, it is written 'agreement with restrictions 
rose significantly with age'. Please avoid using words like 'rose' 
because they imply cause and effect relationship while it is quite 
possible that something does not 'rise with age' but that different 
characteristics are pertinent to different age cohorts.  
The last sentence of the Abstract mentions 'the era after the 
independence' which may have the connotation that the 
independence is in the past. This needs to be rephrased.  
Introduction and background  
In lines 4-5, 'death, disease and disability' are mentioned. Suggest 
changing to 'disease, disability, and death'.  
In paragraph 2, suggest to substitute '(4) the conduct of public 
awareness campaigns' with '(4) public awareness campaigns'.  
In paragraph 3, a word 'comprehensive' is used twice within quite 
close proximity.  
The sentence 'Since May 2006, the FCTC entered into force in 
Georgia, following which several changes have been made in 
Georgian tobacco control law.' could be better as 'Since May 2006, 
the FCTC entered into force in Georgia, followed by several changes 
in Georgian tobacco control law.'  
The sentence 'In working places where smoking is restricted, special 
smoking- allowed zones may be created' could be rewritten as 'In 
workplaces where smoking is restricted, zones designated for 
smoking are still allowed'.  
I would also suggest changing 'After entering into the FCTC' to 
either 'After FCTC has entered into force...' or 'After Georgia's 
accession to the FCTC...'  
Please pay attention to other language issues in this section as well.  
Explanation of how public policy is influenced by public opinion 
would probably benefit from some clarification as well.  
Methods  
It is written that 'lists of the household addresses in the selected 
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districts were complied' which probably needs to be reconsidered. 
Further on, it is mentioned that 'selection of the respondent was 
done at random' but this does not make the algorithm clear.  
The sentence 'This was intended to create a conservative bias in 
estimating the level of agreement with restrictions' needs to be 
rewritten. Probably the researchers intended to achieve conservative 
estimates, not the conservative bias.  
In the data analysis subsection (as well as further on in the 
discussion), authors emphasize the internal consistency of the 
collected data; however, from my point of view, the way the data 
were collected is rather a disadvantage of the study under review. 
When respondents are asked to react to a long list of uniformly 
worded questions that require similar format of answers, they are 
more likely to give same answers to all the questions no matter what 
the questions are about. High correlation between individual 
questions seems to derive from this very peculiarity of the 
questionnaire.  
The 'reliability' mentioned in the Methods would be measured if 
same respondents were surveyed twice, and the authors estimated 
whether the questionnaire always measured same constructs. 
However, not this was done, but same respondents were asked 
questions about different but similar things. This does not measure 
reliability.  
At the end of the Methods section authors describe the analysis with 
Mplus but do not show the results, so it seems to make no sense 
mentioning this.  
Results  
In the first paragraph, there are still some language issues to be 
addressed.  
Further on, odds ratio is usually written as 'OR', not 'O.R.'  
Odds ratio for college education should be changed from .062 to 
0.62  
Discussion  
At the beginning of the discussion authors state that their findings 
are in line 'with observations in other parts of the world with different 
cultural and political contexts, although there are exceptions.' 
Further on, a long list of studies follows; however, it is not clear 
whether these studies illustrate the mainstream or the exceptions. 
This deserves some attention.  
Further on in the discussion, examples of high and low public 
support are listed, and the reader is left curious about the potential 
causes of these differences. Perhaps, authors would be eager to 
mention a few?  
At the end of the Discussion, there are again several sentences that 
require editing. Here are some examples:  
'Furthermore, recent successes have the Baltic States'  
'They may have generalized this perception to tobacco users in 
general.'  
'Nevertheless, fully half of occasional smokers'  
'In the period since the data of this study were collected and this 
publication, it is possible that there have been shifts in public opinion 
that might affect our conclusions.'  
'As we remarked in the Introduction'  
'the same negative forces for increased tobacco consumption that 
are at work in Georgia'  
Again, in Further research and Conclusion, the notion of 'high quality 
data' is advised to be avoided, as this is not the strength but the 
weakness of the current study.  
References  
Some references are not full.  
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Tables  
p-value should not equal 0.000, it should be '<0.001'  
Not clear what 'low, middle and high education' stands for.  
Under Table 1 'Agree to prohibit of smoking promotion' needs to be 
rewritten. Generally, all the wording of 8 items are advised to be 
rewritten. For instance: 'agree that the indoor smoking in 
restaurants, bars, and night clubs should be banned' etc.  
Table 2: it is recommended not to write 'Percentages from crosstabs 
(bivariate analyses)' but 'percentage of those with high level of 
support' or similar. 

 

REVIEWER Roberts, Bayard  
London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine  
 
No competing interests 

REVIEW RETURNED 19-Sep-2013 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The revised manuscript is much improved. Thank you. The following 
3 points require addressing.  
 
1. I suggest removing the newly inserted phrase relating to feasibility 
in the Abstract (and other uses of feasibility in the Key messages 
and main manuscript). The study does not demonstrate feasibility 
simply by being conducted. Demonstrating feasibility would involve 
reporting key feasibility elements such as time, costs, operational 
and logistical issues etc. I also don‟t think anyone is really in doubt 
about the feasibility of conducting cross-sectional surveys in Georgia 
or elsewhere in the region anyway given the vast number that are 
conducted on a whole range of topics. There also doesn‟t appear to 
be anything particularly unique or challenging about tobacco-related 
surveys that necessitate claims of feasibility. Perhaps the authors 
could instead just state that there is a need for more studies in the 
region on public support for tobacco control activities?  
 
2. Table 1, final column. The % should be added after the N for the 
sample characteristics.  
 
3. I object to the following statement that has been added (page 20, 
track changes version): "It is well known that the exact form of 
question wording in survey research can have a significant influence 
on findings, and this is sometimes exploited by pollsters who are 
affiliated with candidates, campaigns and causes". This infers that 
the study they are referring to (Roberts et al) was exploited by 
pollsters or worse. The study by Roberts et al was an academic-led 
study of 9 countries with the questions set by academics (not 
pollsters) and then applied across the 9 countries. I suggest that the 
authors instead just state: “It is known that the exact form of 
question wording in survey research can have a significant influence 
on findings”.  
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VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

On the comments from Reviewer: Roberts, Bayard  

1.      I suggest removing the newly inserted phrase relating to feasibility in the Abstract (and other 

uses of feasibility in the Key messages and main manuscript). The study does not demonstrate 

feasibility simply by being conducted. Demonstrating feasibility would involve reporting key feasibility 

elements such as time, costs, operational and logistical issues etc.  I also don‟t think anyone is really 

in doubt about the feasibility of conducting cross-sectional surveys in Georgia or elsewhere in the 

region anyway given the vast number that are conducted on a whole range of topics. There also 

doesn‟t appear to be anything particularly unique or challenging about tobacco-related surveys that 

necessitate claims of feasibility. Perhaps the authors could instead just state that there is a need for 

more studies in the region on public support for tobacco control activities? 

Answer: We agreed with reviewer and cut all misappropriate sentences in the text 

2.      Table 1, final column. The % should be added after the N for the sample characteristics. 

Answer: We changed 

3.      I object to the following statement that has been added (page 20, track changes version):  "It is 

well known that the exact form of question wording in survey research can have a significant influence 

on findings, and this is sometimes exploited by pollsters who are affiliated with candidates, campaigns 

and causes". This infers that the study they are referring to (Roberts et al) was exploited by pollsters 

or worse.  The study by Roberts et al was an academic-led study of 9 countries with the questions set 

by academics (not pollsters) and then applied across the 9 countries. I suggest that the authors 

instead just state: “It is known that the exact form of question wording in survey research can have a 

significant influence on findings”. 

Answer: We changed it accordingly in the Discussion part 

 

On the comments from Reviewer: Andreeva, Tatiana  

Abstract 

Please note that in the clean and in the 'tracked changes' text there were different versions of the 

abstract. So some of the comment below may refer to the old one. 

In the abstract, at least in one of the versions, there is no clear information regarding what the primary 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2013-003461 on 25 N

ovem
ber 2013. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


sampling unit was: in the Design section, districts were mentioned, while in the Participants section 

households were mentioned instead. 

Answer: We corrected this part 

 

Methods subsection of the Abstract begins with numerals which is against the general requirements 

of English academic writing. 

Answer: We made appropriate change 

 

In the Results subsection, it is written 'agreement with restrictions rose significantly with age'. Please 

avoid using words like 'rose' because they imply cause and effect relationship while it is quite possible 

that something does not 'rise with age' but that different characteristics are pertinent to different age 

cohorts. 

Answer: We used other wording  

 

The last sentence of the Abstract mentions 'the era after the independence' which may have the 

connotation that the independence is in the past. This needs to be rephrased. 

Introduction and background 

Answer: We changed it 

 

In lines 4-5, 'death, disease and disability' are mentioned. Suggest changing to 'disease, disability, 

and death'. 

Answer: We considered your suggestion 

 

In paragraph 2, suggest to substitute '(4) the conduct of public awareness campaigns' with '(4) public 

awareness campaigns'. 

Answer: We did it 
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In paragraph 3, a word 'comprehensive' is used twice within quite close proximity. 

Answer: We cut one of them 

 

The sentence 'Since May 2006, the FCTC entered into force in Georgia, following which several 

changes have been made in Georgian tobacco control law.' could be better as 'Since May 2006, the 

FCTC entered into force in Georgia, followed by several changes in Georgian tobacco control law.' 

Answer: We considered your suggestion  

 

The sentence 'In working places where smoking is restricted, special smoking- allowed zones may be 

created' could be rewritten as 'In workplaces where smoking is restricted, zones designated for 

smoking are still allowed'. 

Answer: We considered your suggestion  

 

I would also suggest changing 'After entering into the FCTC' to either 'After FCTC has entered into 

force...' or 'After Georgia's accession to the FCTC...' Please pay attention to other language issues in 

this section as well. 

Answer: We considered your suggestion 

 

Explanation of how public policy is influenced by public opinion would probably benefit from some 

clarification as well. 

Answer: We had it in the text, but we also added few words in this regard.  

 

Methods 

It is written that 'lists of the household addresses in the selected districts were complied' which 

probably needs to be reconsidered.  
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Answer: There was mistake in the word, which is restored now 

 

Further on, it is mentioned that 'selection of the respondent was done at random' but this does not 

make the algorithm clear. 

Answer: We changed it  

 

The sentence 'This was intended to create a conservative bias in estimating the level of agreement 

with restrictions' needs to be rewritten. Probably the researchers intended to achieve conservative 

estimates, not the conservative bias. 

Answer: We changed it accordingly 

 

In the data analysis subsection (as well as further on in the discussion), authors emphasize the 

internal consistency of the collected data; however, from my point of view, the way the data were 

collected is rather a disadvantage of the study under review. When respondents are asked to react to 

a long list of uniformly worded questions that require similar format of answers, they are more likely to 

give same answers to all the questions no matter what the questions are about. High correlation 

between individual questions seems to derive from this very peculiarity of the questionnaire.  

The 'reliability' mentioned in the Methods would be measured if same respondents were surveyed 

twice, and the authors estimated whether the questionnaire always measured same constructs. 

However, not this was done, but same respondents were asked questions about different but similar 

things. This does not measure reliability. 

At the end of the Methods section authors describe the analysis with Mplus but do not show the 

results, so it seems to make no sense mentioning this. 

Answer: We took out not relevant sentences from the text 

 

Results 

In the first paragraph, there are still some language issues to be addressed. 
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Further on, odds ratio is usually written as 'OR', not 'O.R.' 

Odds ratio for college education should be changed from .062 to 0.62 

Answer: We made appropriate corrections 

 

Discussion 

At the beginning of the discussion authors state that their findings are in line 'with observations in 

other parts of the world with different cultural and political contexts, although there are exceptions.' 

Further on, a long list of studies follows; however, it is not clear whether these studies illustrate the 

mainstream or the exceptions. This deserves some attention. 

Further on in the discussion, examples of high and low public support are listed, and the reader is left 

curious about the potential causes of these differences. Perhaps, authors would be eager to mention 

a few? At the end of the Discussion, there are again several sentences that require editing. Here are 

some examples: 

'Furthermore, recent successes have the Baltic States' 

'They may have generalized this perception to tobacco users in general.' 

'Nevertheless, fully half of occasional smokers' 

'In the period since the data of this study were collected and this publication, it is possible that there 

have been shifts in public opinion that might affect our conclusions.' 

'As we remarked in the Introduction' 

'the same negative forces for increased tobacco consumption that are at work in Georgia' 

Answer: We made appropriate corrections 

 

Again, in Further research and Conclusion, the notion of 'high quality data' is advised to be avoided, 

as this is not the strength but the weakness of the current study. 

Answer: We cut such phrase 

 

References 

Some references are not full.  
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Answer: We added pages where it was not shown 

 

Tables 

p-value should not equal 0.000, it should be '<0.001' 

Not clear what 'low, middle and high education' stands for. 

Under Table 1 'Agree to prohibit of smoking promotion' needs to be rewritten. Generally, all the 

wording of 8 items are advised to be rewritten. For instance: 'agree that the indoor smoking in 

restaurants, bars, and night clubs should be banned' etc.  

Answer: We corrected appropriate numbers and sentences  

 

Table 2: it is recommended not to write 'Percentages from crosstabs (bivariate analyses)' but 

'percentage of those with high level of support' or similar. 

Answer: We forgot to change it in the submitted text and if there is possible, we‟ll do it. 
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