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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER A/Prof Sharon Lawn 
Flinders University  
Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 01-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This protocol describes a well thought out process. The authors 
have paid particular attention to the potentially nuanced nature of the 
literature in their planned search.  
It is unfortunate that their planned process excludes specific 
populations (eg. people with mental illness who smoke); although I 
understand that the literature for such populations is worthy of its 
own protocol. 

 

REVIEWER Janet Hoek 
University of Otago, New Zealand 

REVIEW RETURNED 05-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This MS sets out an ambitious plan to review research relevant to 
primary prevention strategies to reduce tobacco use. The MS sets 
out a thoughtful process but I have some suggestions about the 
search terms and existing literature that I hope will be helpful to the 
authors.  
 
First, several studies have already reviewed specific tobacco control 
strategies. For example, Hammond reviewed warning labels; 
Edwards and Paynter and, more recently, Robertson et al. reviewed 
point-of-sale display restrictions, and Wakefield and her team have 
reviewed mass media advertising.(1-4) The authors may plan to 
draw on these reviews as they progress their work, but I think they 
could acknowledge them earlier as they could learn from both the 
approaches taken and the search terms used. As well as drawing on 
earlier studies, the authors need to demonstrate that their work will 
extend what is already documented. They may achieve this goal by 
updating earlier reviews (as Robertson et al did) but they might also 
want to consider reframing their overall objective, which (if I have 
understood it correctly) is to identify priority areas for research. I 
think it would be helpful to researchers if the authors could report on 

 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-2014-006643 on 28 January 2015. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


progress since earlier reviews and consider whether the 
recommendations made in these still apply. Further, it would be 
helpful to have some indication of where preventive and policy 
priorities should lie. For example, could the authors recommend best 
practice marketing measures so countries with these in place might 
be guided to focus on the next priority? In other words, could the 
authors outline both priority areas and what best practice represents 
in each of these?  
 
Second, I had some suggestions regarding the search terms. 
Marketing activities often include retailing and there is good 
evidence of a dose-response relationship between exposure to in-
store displays and risk of experimentation among adolescents. I 
suggest extending the proposed search terms to include “retailing” 
(and relevant synonyms) and further suggest grouping retailing with 
advertising, marketing and sponsorship. I also suggest moving 
packaging to consider this as a marketing term (packaging has little 
obvious link to product content, where it is currently located in Table 
1). Regulating content could arguably be a little more specific to 
ensure it covers removal of flavours and additives that enhance 
palatability as well as progressive removal of nicotine, to reduce 
addictiveness. Both areas have been somewhat neglected (at least 
to the best of my knowledge) and the authors really could extend our 
understanding if they present a review of work on these topics.  
 
As far as the target population groups are concerned, I wondered 
about identifying groups of higher priority. These might include 
indigenous peoples (important given the review includes New 
Zealand, the US and Australia, where smoking prevalence among 
indigenous peoples is at least double that of other population 
groups). Other priority groups where smoking presence is known to 
be higher are young adults and members of LGBTQ communities 
and women who are pregnant and smoking are also an important 
priority group that might be considered.  
 
Other points of clarification are an explanation of the time frame 
chosen – is there something significant about January 2003? When 
the authors note they will examine research that targets the general 
population, do they mean of smokers, non-smokers or both? It might 
be helpful to clarify as some measures will be protective and aimed 
at non-smokers while others will offer triggers to promote and 
support cessation among smokers. I don’t think the review terms 
include policy or regulation and wondered about including these, 
given the most effective policies are usually those that bring about 
environmental change. I also wondered about describing the studies 
reviewed as “empirical” or involving “primary data collection” to avoid 
use of the word “review” in different ways.  
 
Finally, I suggest clarifying and condensing the introductory section, 
which could be tighter and less repetitive. Perhaps begin by noting 
the serious health effects caused by tobacco (I suggest using 
caused rather than associated or related); refer to “smoke exposure” 
as second-hand smoke exposure (SHS exposure) – perhaps use US 
SG reports to document growing evidence of smoking’s harmful 
effects. Page 4 could be reduced to one paragraph. The next para 
could outline the FCTC as a comprehensive response to these 
problems and could outline the key measures proposed; I suggest 
differentiating between “public awareness” (education), legislation 
(policy or regulation) and health promotion (is this different from 
education)? I am not sure the Canadian data is really relevant and 
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suggest using the FCTC approach as a reason why a review 
examining the effects of different measures could inform future 
approaches.  
 
I hope these comments are helpful and wish the authors well as they 
continue with their ambitious project.  
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2009;11(1):25-35.  
3. Robertson L, McGee R, Marsh L, Hoek J. A systematic review on 
the impact of point-of-sale tobacco promotion on smoking. Nicotine 
& Tobacco Research. 2014:ntu168.  
4. Durkin S, Brennan E, Wakefield M. Mass media campaigns to 
promote smoking cessation among adults: an integrative review. 
Tobacco Control. 2012;21(2):127-38. 

 

REVIEWER Peter Bragge 
National Trauma Research Institute, Monash University and The 
Alfred Hospital 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Most of the points raised in the original review have been adequately 
addressed.  
 
Some comments below for consideration: 
 
There is a limitation in identifying research gaps: This is a good 
solution – relating to my other point, are you going to get this 
information just from the abstract? If you have 
capacity, information from the discussion and conclusion would give 
a more rounded picture. 
 
The data extraction protocol should be revisited: I understand your 
resource limitation. Bear in mind, per above, that data extraction will 
be compromised by only taking themabstract, and I think this should 
be acknowledged specifically. 
 
You may also like to describe how you have handled situations 
where the information you wanted according to your data extraction 
protocol was not in the abstract. I still think that the review will be 
much richer if you include the discussion and conclusion in your data 
extraction, even if it takes longer. 
 
What is the rationale for the geographic restriction? Suggest you 
specify the concept of developing countries in the final version. 
Because you have already performed some searching, there is a 
mix of past and future tenses in the methods section: I’ll leave this 
issue with the journal editor. 
 
Table 1, Q3 – what do you mean by ‘how is equity situated’? How 
will you find and extract information on equity from published 
reviews? Again, per above points, I think it is very unlikely that you 
will find this information in the abstract. 
 
How are you defining ‘rigorous reviews’ and ‘systematic approach’: 
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Your definition is still fairly loose. If you only take one of the items 
listed in column 1 of Table 2 as evidence of a robust review, this 
could include ‘date range’ ‘number of articles retrieved’ or ‘literature 
review’. I think that the other two items (explicit methods and 
systematic search) are the key items, and at a minumum the article 
should report one of these + one of the other 
three. 
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

ORIGINAL related Reviewer comments and 

Author response(s) in red 

Follow up Reviewer Comments: Peter 

Bragge 

Response and Actions 

There is a limitation in identifying research 

gaps: One limitation to keep in mind 

regarding identification of research gaps is 

that by definition, you won’t find potentially 

important research questions that have not 

been addressed at all in the literature. To 

identify these gaps, a predetermined set of 

specific research questions, generated by 

key stakeholders, needs to be searched 

against. I understand this is outside of the 

scope of your review, but it is worth 

acknowledging that research gaps where 

there is no published research at all cannot 

be identified by searching published 

research. Another strategy (which I strongly 

suggest below) is that you report the 

conclusions of the identified reviews with 

respect to research gaps. 

We read your evidence mapping paper with 

great interest.  This is an interesting approach 

– using consultation with key stakeholders to 

create the comparators, which then offer the 

means for identifying gaps.  Comparatively, we 

used the FCTC as a framework against which 

to determine action areas addressed in the 

There is a limitation in identifying research 

gaps: This is a good solution – relating to my 

other point, are you going to get this information 

just from the abstract? If you have capacity, 

information from the discussion and conclusion 

would give a more rounded picture.  

 

Thank you for urging us to further reflect 

on our proposed method.  You’ve raised 

an important point regarding more 

comprehensive information from the 

discussion and conclusion and this would 

be a suitable approach for more in-depth 

analysis – one which could be considered 

once a more specific area is identified.  

Our research is seeking to map the action 

areas and target populations within the 

tobacco control research. These can be 

gleaned from the abstracts. 

ACTION: Additional explanation added 

to Stage 5 – page 14. 
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literature and alternately, action areas 

receiving minimal attention.  Also and following 

our initial use of the data extraction framework, 

we have added another column to capture the 

authors’ suggestions regarding future research 

directions. ACTION: The FCTC backdrop is 

discussed in the conclusion. Also, see changes 

to data extraction table, which now includes a 

column about “Future research directions 

offered  by authors” 

The data extraction protocol should be 

revisited: The major limitation in this 

protocol is that data extraction is only at 

the abstract level. I strongly recommend 

that this be revisited, because your stated 

aims on page 2 are to ‘identify research 

gaps as well as novel ideas for primary 

prevention research.’ This information is 

unlikely to be fully covered by the abstract. 

Based on our experience of overviews of 

reviews, much of this information is likely 

to be contained in the discussion section of 

the review, in which the results of the 

review are considered in the context of 

related work and research gaps / future 

research directions are articulated. I realise 

there are limitations in processing large 

volumes of evidence in scoping reviews, 

but I think that not reviewing the discussion 

(at a minimum – ideally, scan the whole 

review) is a missed opportunity to gather 

rich information that directly addresses 

The data extraction protocol should be 

revisited: I understand your resource limitation. 

Bear in mind, per above, that data extraction will 

be compromised by only taking the abstract, 

and I think this should be acknowledged 

specifically. You may also like to describe how 

you have handled situations where the 

information you wanted according to your data 

extraction protocol was not in the abstract. I still 

think that the review will be much richer if you 

include the discussion and conclusion in your 

data extraction, even if it takes longer. 

 

Our data extraction process has been built 

around the data we were seeing in the 

gathered abstracts, and is proving to be 

capable of pulling out a “bird’s eye view” of 

the extensive tobacco control review 

literature. As we have begun our review of 

abstracts and have read them all through 

our selection process, we know that these 

key categories for data extraction are 

generally present. Other categories may 

produce missing data, and here we plan to 

note the percentage that does (potentially 

an identifiable gap); still the team will 

discuss missing data trends that emerge 

and also ensure we handle and report on 

this issue appropriately.  

ACTION: Additional information 

provided on page 13. 
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your aims. 

Our original intention was to review full articles 

however due to volume of tobacco control 

research; we had at least two options: 

refine/narrow our focus to decrease the 

number of articles to review or keep our 

intention of mapping the “big picture” by 

developing a scoping review of published 

review methodology. We realize both 

approaches come with benefits and limitations, 

but adhere to our original objective of 

remaining broad and inclusive.  Once this SRR 

is complete, we have talked about completing 

a more in depth review of specific areas and 

indeed seek the rich information that may be 

missed. ACTION: none. 

 

What is the rationale for the geographic 

restriction? Wouldn’t it make more sense to 

restrict to English language? 

There are publications written in English that 

report on developing countries. While 

important, these countries come with different 

resources and influences. Since this review is 

large, we decided to limit our inclusion to both 

English reviews and then geographically to 

developed countries. ACTION: Described 

within the eligibility criteria on page 9. 

What is the rationale for the geographic 

restriction? Suggest you specify the concept of 

developing countries in the final version.  

 

Thank you for this suggestion to further 

clarify. 

ACTION: See page 9 for this additional 

information.  

Because you have already performed some 

searching, there is a mix of past and future 

Because you have already performed some 

searching, there is a mix of past and future 

Thank you. We have asked the journal 
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tenses in the methods section, which 

should be addressed. 

We have reviewed the verb tense. Our 

intention is to reflect our actions, i.e., past 

tense reflecting work that had been done up to 

and including the search. Thereafter, future 

tense reflects work that is to occur. 

ACTION: We would be happy to change and 

would like further feedback from the editor 

regarding the appropriate manner for 

presenting tense for this type of manuscript. 

tenses in the methods section: I’ll leave this 

issue with the journal editor. 

 

editor for advice on this matter. 

Table 1, Q3 – what do you mean by ‘how is 

equity situated’? How will you find and 

extract information on equity from 

published reviews? 

We have revised the wording in Table 1, Q3.  

The information extracted will be based on the 

authors reporting the items of the Extension for 

Equity-Focused Reviews.  ACTION: More 

detail around Equity considerations in Table 1, 

Q3 

Table 1, Q3 – what do you mean by ‘how is 

equity situated’? How will you find and 

extract information on equity from published 

reviews? Again, per above points, I think it is 

very unlikely that you will find this information in 

the abstract.  

 

We are hoping to gain an understanding of 

how (and how often) equity is addressed 

or taken up within the tobacco control 

literature. Based on preliminary analysis, 

equity is evident in the abstracts and 

allows us to not only identify such reviews 

but also to identify a particular group 

and/or the structural influences related to 

equity.  We are also able to extract 

whether there is a specified intention to 

use an equity lens within the published 

review.  

ACTION: Further explanation is 

provided in Table 3. 

NOTE: To further explore equity, analysis 

of the full articles is planned and will be 

reported in a later paper.  

How are you defining ‘rigorous reviews’ How are you defining ‘rigorous reviews’ and Thank you for raising this point.  Our early 
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and ‘systematic approach’ – advise you 

reference an accepted definition of 

systematic review e.g. Greenhalgh et al. 

1997 : 

http://www.bmj.com/content/315/7109/672 

Thank you for the reference to Greenhalgh et 

al however this covers systematic reviews and 

is not suitable for our purpose.   

ACTION: We provide more details of our 

criteria for a “rigorous review” and “systematic 

approach” on p 11. 

‘systematic approach’: Your definition is still 

fairly loose. If you only take one of the items 

listed in column 1 of Table 2 as evidence of a 

robust review, this could include ‘date range’ 

‘number of articles retrieved’ or ‘literature 

review’. I think that the other two items (explicit 

methods and systematic search) are the key 

items, and at a minimum the article should 

report one of these + one of the other three. 

experiences have shown that more than 

two of the items in Table 2 are often stated 

in the abstracts to provide evidence of 

rigour.  Having a minimum criterion in 

addition to one of the other three is very 

reasonable and has now been made more 

explicit within the table. 

ACTION: A revised Table 2 to reflect the 

requirement of one minimum criterion 

combined with one other criterion.  
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