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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Patricia McDaniel 
University of California, San Francisco  
USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Aug-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS General comments: 

This paper has the potential to offer valuable insight into retailers’ 

perspectives on plain packaging in New Zealand, insight that could 

be used to challenge tobacco industry claims.  However, it needs to 

be revised for it to fully realize this potential.  

One problem with the paper is that key information is omitted entirely 

or introduced later than it should be. For example, it isn’t until line 

188 that we learn that tobacco industry arguments opposing plain 

packaging were obtained from a content analysis (presumably 

conducted by the authors) of submissions to government 

consultations on plain packaging.  If that is the case, it might make 

sense to include that piece of the project in the methods and results: 

step 1, we identified tobacco industry arguments against plain 

packaging in New Zealand from written submissions to the Ministry 

of Health; step 2, we asked retailers what they thought of those 

arguments.  Also, new material is introduced in the discussion, when 

it should be mentioned in the methods or results, including the 

English-language difficulties of respondents, and the fact that 

retailers regarded tobacco companies as helpful and supportive. 

Given the length of the interview protocol, the results section also 

seems somewhat thin.  One obvious missing piece concerns any 

differences you noted in response according to deprivation level of 

the community in which the retailer was located, or differences 

among retailers according to their smoking behavior.  It may be that 

there were no differences, but that would be useful to point out.  You 
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also need to provide evidence regarding retailers’ view of tobacco 

companies as “supportive advisors and policy makers.” 

The discussion section should also be streamlined to focus more 

clearly on the implications of your findings: retailers, while not happy 

selling tobacco, did so because otherwise they thought they would 

go out of business; they did not consider plain packaging a major 

threat to their livelihoods. So, that means that we can reject many of 

the tobacco industry’s claims regarding the negative impact on 

retailers of plain packaging.  However, we are left with the issue of 

how to de-couple tobacco from retailers’ (perceived or actual) 

profitability.    

Specific comments: 

Lines 56-59 

The idea that tobacco manufacturers’ challenge is “atypical” is 

somewhat overblown.  People typically die after using tobacco for 

20-30 years, not instantly. All consumer product manufacturers want 

more customers; tobacco companies are not unique in this regard.  

The reason that tobacco companies focus on attracting young 

customers is that young people, not folks aged 25 and above, are 

the ones who take up smoking. 

 

Line 57 

Recent research from Australia indicates that up to 2/3 of deaths in 

current smokers can be attributed to smoking: 

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1741-7015/13/38 

 
Lines 63-64 
It’s not clear how increasing the excise tax on tobacco is related to 
the tobacco marketing mix. 
 
Line 68 
It is unclear how brand livery ensures that smoking satiates a 
physiological need. 
 
Line 70 
Rather than assume that readers know what standardised 
packaging is, I recommend defining it. 
 
Line 71 
The phrase “reinforces existing smokers” is grammatically incorrrect; 
I recommend phrasing that indicates that brand imagery reinforces 
smoking behavior among existing smokers.  
 
Lines 82-88 
Does this paragraph refer to New Zealand retailers only, retailers in 
all jurisdictions that have proposed plain packaging, or some other 
group of retailers? 
 
Lines 82-138 

This section is too long.  Rather than spend time countering every 

claim made by the tobacco industry about the negative 

consequences of plain packaging – which is not, after all, the point 
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of the paper -- I suggest that you summarize the claims, mention 

that many of those claims have no real evidence to support them 

(providing the appropriate citations) and move on to the focus of the 

paper (lines 140-152). 

Line 86 
Who, exactly, is concerned?  Who made these “specific 
suggestions”?  It becomes clear in reading the interview protocol 
that the tobacco industry arguments were gleaned from submissions 
to the Ministry of Health; this should be stated clearly in the 
background section.   
 
Line 142 
Citation 30 primarily concerns community members’ not retailers’ 
perspectives on selling tobacco. 
 
Lines 145-147 
This sentence (“Nonetheless, although….) threw me off track; I 
recommend deleting it. 
 
Lines 157-159 
The last half of this sentence simply repeats 152; I personally don’t 
think you need to justify why you conducted in-depth interviews, so 
you could simply delete it. 
 
Line 165 
Define “dairy” here for readers who may be unfamiliar with the term, 
not on page 10. 
 
 

Line 177 
Briefly explain what a “Warehouse” store (?) is – grocery store? 
department store? 
 
Line 179-180 
The reference to ethics approval should be moved earlier, to the 
second line of the methods section. 
 
Line 183 
The heading “participant background” in table 1 does not adequately 
describe the information in the column, which concerns the response 
rate and the deprivation level of the neighborhood in which the 
retailer was located. The information on response rate could be 
combined into one line. 
 
Line 191 
It is unclear what “both phases” means. 
 
Line 192 
Add “information” after demographic. 
 
Line 209 
On page 8, you define an “S” as a small supermarket, not a 
superette. 
 
Line 217 
It would be great if you could include an image of the mock-up plain 
pack. 
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Lines 223-233 
This section is a little unclear. You mention that retailers prioritized 
customer requests for tobacco over any health concerns, although 
it’s not clear if every retailer expressed this sentiment, with varying 
degrees of unhappiness about it; can you provide a few additional 
quotes or summarize the views of others who fell into this category?  
Also, I would tone down the language used to explain the 
perspective of the first retailer, specifically, references to dissonance 
and irony, which you don’t have strong evidence for.   
 
Line 254 
I don’t think “attenuate” is the word you’re looking for – it means 
weakened in force or effect. 
 
Lines 275-276 
The quote is unclear; I assume the participant is stating that will be 
impossible to import non-plain pack tobacco products into New 
Zealand? 
 
Lines 280-282 
This sentence seems to come out of nowhere.  If you want to include 
it, you’ll have to provide more evidence of participants seeing the 
Customs service as protecting their interests. 
 
Lines 291-293 
This sentence doesn’t seem to belong here in the paragraph on 
trademarks. 
 
Line 312 
This is the first time you’ve mentioned retail associations; that 
information should be included in the introduction. 
 
Lines 317-329 
I would shorten this section summarizing your findings, given that 
the paper is relatively short and readers have just read your results. 
 
Lines 331-340 
The limitations section interrupts the flow of the discussion; if 
possible, I recommend moving it to the methods section. 
 
Line 343  
Views about what? 
 
Line 347 
You could add another citation: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3932821/ 
 
Lines 350-354 
It’s not clear to me that ensuring that retailers understand community 
norms about tobacco will facilitate their acceptance of tobacco 
control policies that may impact their livelihoods. 
 
Line 360 
What evidence do you have that retailers are currently receiving 
unbalanced information?  They seemed to be pretty supportive of 
tobacco control in general, and mostly worried that plain packaging 
would create unhappy customers. 
 
Lines 363-4 
Here is another example of information that belongs in the results 
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section – retailers reporting that they supported customers who 
wanted to quit. 
 
Lines 365-367 
I would be surprised to find many tobacco retailers who reflected on 
the morality of tobacco companies. 
 
Line 387 
What is the skewed information that retailers receive from tobacco 
companies? 

 

REVIEWER Becky Freeman 
University of Sydney 

REVIEW RETURNED 20-Aug-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The paper is a qualitative study that aims to explore tobacco retailer 
reactions to tobacco industry arguments against plain packaging. 
Retail reform is an area that needs further exploration in tobacco 
control and I commend the authors for researching this filed.  
 
Methods and data analysis are sound and the results are clearly 
presented. The discussion is somewhat weakened by the lack of 
concrete actions on how public health and the retail sector could 
work together. While this is a very interesting idea, it is presented a 
bit too vaguely to encourage further investigation or action.  
 
Some further points to consider:  
 
“cause half to die prematurely[1]” this latest study/reference 
suggests is actually more like 2/3 - 
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1741-7015/13/38  
 
important to also include that the IP argument is also framed as 
costing taxpayers “billions” as the industry will need to be 
compensated for this loss – will result in being sued, losing the 
lawsuit, and having to pay up  
 
The results reported seem to tell a story of retailers who feel they 
are at the mercy of suppliers and customer and have little agency 
(responsibility) beyond being a middleman? Was this the universal 
story? No data reported to suggest that any retailer felt they had 
control over their own business – in terms of tobacco sales anyway. 
The reason I ask is, it suggests that the opportunity for public health 
to intervene in any collaborative way is actually very limited – as 
retailers do not view themselves as decision makers in this 
transactional relationship – but bystanders who provide a necessary, 
if uncomfortable service. How can public health drive action amongst 
a group who feel the decision to sell is not actually theirs, but has 
been made for them? Alternatively then, how does legislating the 
sale of tobacco fit in with an agenda to work with tobacco sellers? 
Licensing, reducing outlet numbers, restricting sales may yield better 
results than a collaborative effort with a largely ambivalent party.  
 
“Better recognition by policy makers that retailers need to run a 
viable business could focus attention on helping retailers transition 
to products that offer them better margins and do not harm their 
customers.” How would this happen – what sort of policy/program 
would this be? Is the vision of something similar to the tobacco 

 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-2015-009521 on 9 N

ovem
ber 2015. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


farmer buyout or the health funding that stepped in to backfill the 
tobacco sport sponsorship? Need something more concrete here to 
illustrate how this would work. Sadly many of things the convenience 
stores sell are harmful to public health.  
 
Minor changes:  
 
Abstract – need to mention New Zealand study, substitute “dairies” 
for small local convenience store or other term as dairy not 
understood outside NZ  
 
“Because small retailers play a pivotal role in supplying tobacco” – I 
think that more tobacco is sold through larger retailers, but there is 
very little public sympathy for these types of trailers whereas small 
retailers are a far more acceptable public face, also bog retailers are 
very quick to distance themselves from the tobacco industry, despite 
selling so much of their product.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

REVIEWER 1  

This paper has the potential to offer valuable insight into retailers’ perspectives on plain packaging in 

New Zealand, insight that could be used to challenge tobacco industry claims. However, it needs to 

be revised for it to fully realize this potential.  

 

Thank you for this positive feedback and the detailed and helpful comments provided; we have 

responded to all of these and appreciate the time you have taken to offer advice.  

 

 

One problem with the paper is that key information is omitted entirely or introduced later than it should 

be. For example, it isn’t until line 188 that we learn that tobacco industry arguments opposing plain 

packaging were obtained from a content analysis (presumably conducted by the authors) of 

submissions to government consultations on plain packaging. If that is the case, it might make sense 

to include that piece of the project in the methods and results: step 1, we identified tobacco industry 

arguments against plain packaging in New Zealand from written submissions to the Ministry of Health; 

step 2, we asked retailers what they thought of those arguments. Also, new material is introduced in 

the discussion, when it should be mentioned in the methods or results, including the English-language 

difficulties of respondents, and the fact that retailers regarded tobacco companies as helpful and 

supportive.  

 

Thank you for this suggestion; because of the word limits, we decided to focus on the retailer 

interviews rather than the preliminary work undertaken to inform the protocol. We prefer to focus on 

these latter findings as others have undertaken more detailed analyses of industry submissions (see 

work by Anna Gilmore and her team at Bath). However, we acknowledge your comment by noting 

that we analysed industry submissions on a draft version of the standardised packaging legislation. 

We mentioned language difficulties as a research limitation, which is why the comment appears in the 

discussion (our approach followed the BMJ Open author guidelines). However, we have also noted 

the point in the methods section. We have added comments on retailers’ perspectives on tobacco 

companies to the results section.  

 

 

Given the length of the interview protocol, the results section also seems somewhat thin. One obvious 

missing piece concerns any differences you noted in response according to deprivation level of the 

community in which the retailer was located, or differences among retailers according to their smoking 
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behavior. It may be that there were no differences, but that would be useful to point out. You also 

need to provide evidence regarding retailers’ view of tobacco companies as “supportive advisors and 

policy makers.”  

 

We have provided information about the deprivation level of the community in which participants’ 

stores were located in Table 1. We have re-examined he transcripts but there were no clear 

differences according to either deprivation level or retailers’ own smoking behaviour. As noted above, 

we have also used quotations to illustrate retailers’ relationship with tobacco companies.  

 

 

The discussion section should also be streamlined to focus more clearly on the implications of your 

findings: retailers, while not happy selling tobacco, did so because otherwise they thought they would 

go out of business; they did not consider plain packaging a major threat to their livelihoods. So, that 

means that we can reject many of the tobacco industry’s claims regarding the negative impact on 

retailers of plain packaging. However, we are left with the issue of how to de-couple tobacco from 

retailers’ (perceived or actual) profitability.  

 

We have expanded the implications component of the discussion but note we had originally formatted 

this section following the BMJ open guidelines.  

 

 

Lines 56-59 The idea that tobacco manufacturers’ challenge is “atypical” is somewhat overblown. 

People typically die after using tobacco for 20-30 years, not instantly. All consumer product 

manufacturers want more customers; tobacco companies are not unique in this regard. The reason 

that tobacco companies focus on attracting young customers is that young people, not folks aged 25 

and above, are the ones who take up smoking. Companies’ long-term profitability depends on 

sustained repeat purchase.  

 

We do not suggest smokers die “instantly” but argue that they die prematurely, which threatens 

profitability. It is not correct to state that all “consumer product manufacturers want more customers” – 

they want more profits and not all customers are profitable. We agree that tobacco companies want to 

attract younger smokers and suggest this is not only because this group is vulnerable but also 

because they are highly profitable. No other consumer goods manufacturer has a product that kills a 

majority of users before their profit potential is reached; we thus believe our use of “atypical” is 

appropriate.  

 

 

Line 57 Recent research from Australia indicates that up to 2/3 of deaths in current smokers can be 

attributed to smoking: http://www.biomedcentral.com/1741-7015/13/38  

 

We have now included this reference; thank you for drawing our attention to it.  

 

 

Lines 63-64 It’s not clear how increasing the excise tax on tobacco is related to the tobacco marketing 

mix.  

 

The price of tobacco is a fundamental component of the marketing mix; our recent work illustrates 

how tobacco companies manipulate how excise tax increases are applied to maintain the most 

attractive pricing profile possible (see Marsh et al. 2015, Tobacco Control, 

doi:10.1136/tobaccocontrol-2015-052259)  
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Line 68 It is unclear how brand livery ensures that smoking satiates a physiological need.  

 

We have clarified this sentence.  

 

 

Line 70 Rather than assume that readers know what standardised packaging is, I recommend 

defining it.  

 

We defined standardised packaging in the latter part of the sentence you have queried.  

 

 

Line 71 The phrase “reinforces existing smokers” is grammatically incorrrect; I recommend phrasing 

that indicates that brand imagery reinforces smoking behavior among existing smokers.  

 

It is grammatically correct to write: “standardised packaging recognises that carefully designed on-

pack imagery attracts new smokers and reinforces existing smokers”; however, we omitted a comma 

after “ new smokers” and have now corrected that omission.  

 

 

Lines 82-88 Does this paragraph refer to New Zealand retailers only, retailers in all jurisdictions that 

have proposed plain packaging, or some other group of retailers?  

 

We have clarified this point; tobacco companies in NZ have supported retail front groups, a practice 

they have also employed in other countries.  

 

 

Lines 82-138 This section is too long. Rather than spend time countering every claim made by the 

tobacco industry about the negative consequences of plain packaging – which is not, after all, the 

point of the paper -- I suggest that you summarize the claims, mention that many of those claims have 

no real evidence to support them (providing the appropriate citations) and move on to the focus of the 

paper (lines 140- 152).  

 

We have edited this section but believe it is important to establish whether any of the industry’s 

arguments have empirical support. If there is some evidence to support any of the claims tobacco 

companies have made, we might expect stronger support from retailers for those specific arguments.  

 

 

Line 86 Who, exactly, is concerned? Who made these “specific suggestions”? It becomes clear in 

reading the interview protocol that the tobacco industry arguments were gleaned from submissions to 

the Ministry of Health; this should be stated clearly in the background section.  

 

We referenced this sentence to make it clear that these suggestions were identified in BATNZ’s 

submission. As noted above, we have clarified the initial analysis of submissions undertaken.  

 

 

Line 142 Citation 30 primarily concerns community members’ not retailers’ perspectives on selling 

tobacco.  

 

Thank you; we have clarified this point.  

 

 

Lines 145-147 This sentence (“Nonetheless, although….) threw me off track; I recommend deleting it.  
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We have modified rather than deleted this sentence to recognise that, despite the weak evidence 

base for arguments adduced by tobacco companies, the question about the wider effects on retailers 

remains open.  

 

 

Lines 157-159 The last half of this sentence simply repeats 152; I personally don’t think you need to 

justify why you conducted in-depth interviews, so you could simply delete it.  

 

We have adopted this suggestion.  

 

 

Line 165 Define “dairy” here for readers who may be unfamiliar with the term, not on page 10.  

 

We have clarified this point.  

 

 

Line 177 Briefly explain what a “Warehouse” store (?) is – grocery store? department store?  

 

We have clarified this point.  

 

 

Line 179-180 The reference to ethics approval should be moved earlier, to the second line of the 

methods section.  

 

We had followed practice in other BMJ Open papers but have moved details of the ethics approval to 

earlier in the methods section.  

 

 

Line 183 The heading “participant background” in table 1 does not adequately describe the 

information in the column, which concerns the response rate and the deprivation level of the 

neighborhood in which the retailer was located. The information on response rate could be combined 

into one line.  

 

We have modified the Table heading and edited the response rate information.  

 

 

Line 191 It is unclear what “both phases” means.  

 

We have clarified this point.  

 

 

Line 192 Add “information” after demographic.  

 

We have clarified this point.  

 

 

Line 209 On page 8, you define an “S” as a small supermarket, not a superette.  

 

A superette is a small supermarket; we have modified the MS to ensure consistent use of one term.  
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Line 217 It would be great if you could include an image of the mock-up plain pack.  

 

We have included an image of a standardised pack as a supplementary file.  

 

 

Lines 223-233 This section is a little unclear. You mention that retailers prioritized customer requests 

for tobacco over any health concerns, although it’s not clear if every retailer expressed this sentiment, 

with varying degrees of unhappiness about it; can you provide a few additional quotes or summarize 

the views of others who fell into this category? Also, I would tone down the language used to explain 

the perspective of the first retailer, specifically, references to dissonance and irony, which you don’t 

have strong evidence for.  

 

LL230-233 contain a quote that illustrates retailers’ ambivalence and unhappiness about the effects of 

selling tobacco. We have added some additional quotes to amplify this point and modified our 

comments, which are now more general.  

 

Line 254 I don’t think “attenuate” is the word you’re looking for – it means weakened in force or effect.  

 

Our apologies – we meant extended and have made this correction.  

 

 

Lines 275-276 The quote is unclear; I assume the participant is stating that will be impossible to 

import non-plain pack tobacco products into New Zealand?  

 

We have slightly edited the quotation to clarify the participant’s intended meaning.  

 

 

Lines 280-282 This sentence seems to come out of nowhere. If you want to include it, you’ll have to 

provide more evidence of participants seeing the Customs service as protecting their interests.  

 

We have modified this sentence.  

 

 

Lines 291-293 This sentence doesn’t seem to belong here in the paragraph on trademarks.  

 

We have removed this sentence.  

 

 

Line 312 This is the first time you’ve mentioned retail associations; that information should be 

included in the introduction.  

 

We have discussed retail associations in the introduction.  

 

 

Lines 317-329 I would shorten this section summarizing your findings, given that the paper is 

relatively short and readers have just read your results.  

 

We followed BMJ Open’s advice regarding the structure of the discussion section and have left this 

paragraph unchanged.  

 

 

Lines 331-340 The limitations section interrupts the flow of the discussion; if possible, I recommend 
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moving it to the methods section.  

 

We followed BMJ Open’s advice regarding the structure of the discussion section and have left this 

material in its original location.  

 

 

Line 343 Views about what?  

 

We have clarified this point.  

 

 

Line 347 You could add another citation: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3932821/  

 

We have added this citation  

 

 

Lines 350-354 It’s not clear to me that ensuring that retailers understand community norms about 

tobacco will facilitate their acceptance of tobacco control policies that may impact their livelihoods.  

 

We do not claim greater understanding of community norms will facilitate acceptance of tobacco 

control polices, but suggest it may do so. Consumers can and do boycott stores that do not reflect 

their values, thus making retailers aware of community norms could encourage them to consider 

whether continuing to sell tobacco will offset the risk they may lose customers and the sales they 

would bring.  

 

 

Line 360 What evidence do you have that retailers are currently receiving unbalanced information? 

They seemed to be pretty supportive of tobacco control in general, and mostly worried that plain 

packaging would create unhappy customers.  

 

We have added some quotes to illustrate the information some reported receiving from tobacco 

company representatives, namely that plain packaging had not worked in Australia.  

 

 

Lines 363-4 Here is another example of information that belongs in the results section – retailers 

reporting that they supported customers who wanted to quit.  

 

We had made this point in the results section but have now extended our comments by adding some 

supporting quotations.  

 

 

Lines 365-367 I would be surprised to find many tobacco retailers who reflected on the morality of 

tobacco companies.  

 

We have clarified our point, which is that an opportunity exists to promote such reflection.  

 

 

Line 387 What is the skewed information that retailers receive from tobacco companies?  

 

See comments above about plain packaging not working.  
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REVIEWER 2  

The paper is a qualitative study that aims to explore tobacco retailer reactions to tobacco industry 

arguments against plain packaging. Retail reform is an area that needs further exploration in tobacco 

control and I commend the authors for researching this filed.  

 

Methods and data analysis are sound and the results are clearly presented. The discussion is 

somewhat weakened by the lack of concrete actions on how public health and the retail sector could 

work together. While this is a very interesting idea, it is presented a bit too vaguely to encourage 

further investigation or action. Thank you for your thoughtful comments and suggestions, which we 

have found very helpful.  

Some further points to consider:  

 

“cause half to die prematurely[1]” this latest study/reference suggests is actually more like 2/3 -

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1741-7015/13/38  

 

Thank you, as noted in response to R1, we have now updated this citation and comment.  

 

 

Important to also include that the IP argument is also framed as costing taxpayers “billions” as the 

industry will need to be compensated for this loss – will result in being sued, losing the lawsuit, and 

having to pay up. Thank you; we have included this argument. The results reported seem to tell a 

story of retailers who feel they are at the mercy of suppliers and customer and have little agency 

(responsibility) beyond being a middleman? Was this the universal story? No data reported to suggest 

that any retailer felt they had control over their own business – in terms of tobacco sales anyway. The 

reason I ask is, it suggests that the opportunity for public health to intervene in any collaborative way 

is actually very limited – as retailers do not view themselves as decision makers in this transactional 

relationship – but bystanders who provide a necessary, if uncomfortable service. How can public 

health drive action amongst a group who feel the decision to sell is not actually theirs, but has been 

made for them? Alternatively then, how does legislating the sale of tobacco fit in with an agenda to 

work with tobacco sellers? Licensing, reducing outlet numbers, restricting sales may yield better 

results than a collaborative effort with a largely ambivalent party.  

 

While many participants did see themselves in a battle to survive in increasingly difficult economic 

circumstances, their concern was to maintain foot-traffic and they saw tobacco sales as important to 

that outcome. The opportunity for public health is to consider whether it could recognise retailers’ 

need to survive as a business and work collaboratively to develop alternative product arrays that do 

not rely on tobacco to generate foot traffic and ancillary sales. It may be optimistic to suggest these 

alliances can be developed, but it is worth exploring as the alternative is continued domination of 

retailers by tobacco companies (unless there is a fundamental change in the tobacco supply model to 

move to a non-commercial orientation).  

 

We agree there is a tension between regulating tobacco sales, particularly introducing policies that 

will reduce the number of outlets selling tobacco. We believe policy approaches are the most effective 

means of bringing about rapid change. In recent work (now cited in the study) we found that retailers 

did not oppose licensing and seem more concerned that interventions are applied equitably than they 

are about the intervention itself.  

 

 

“Better recognition by policy makers that retailers need to run a viable business could focus attention 

on helping retailers transition to products that offer them better margins and do not harm their 

customers.” How would this happen – what sort of policy/program would this be? Is the vision of 

something similar to the tobacco farmer buyout or the health funding that stepped in to backfill the 
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tobacco sport sponsorship? Need something more concrete here to illustrate how this would work. 

Sadly many of things the convenience stores sell are harmful to public health.  

 

As noted above, we agree developing a profitable product array is a considerable challenge, 

particularly given potential replacement products include junk food and e-cigarettes, as you mention. 

However, some stores have successfully delisted tobacco and we believe there are lessons that could 

be learned from these examples. At present, little is known about how they modified their product 

array or the response they received; further work developing case studies of these outlets may 

provide exemplars that support wider change.  

 

Minor changes:  

 

Abstract – need to mention New Zealand study, substitute “dairies” for small local convenience store 

or other term as dairy not understood outside NZ  

 

Thank you; we have clarified this point.  

 

 

“Because small retailers play a pivotal role in supplying tobacco” – I think that more tobacco is sold 

through larger retailers, but there is very little public sympathy for these types of trailers whereas 

small retailers are a far more acceptable public face, also bog retailers are very quick to distance 

themselves from the tobacco industry, despite selling so much of their product.  

 

It is difficult to get recent estimates of tobacco sales but a 2007 report cited evidence that over a third 

of small retailers’ revenue came from tobacco sales (cf. 3-4% of supermarkets’ revenue). We have 

rephrased the statement to clarify this point. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Patricia McDaniel 
University of California, San Francisco  
USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I have one remaining concern. On line 379 in the discussion, you 
note that “Evidence that retailers regarded tobacco companies as 
helpful and supportive, particularly when assisting them to deal with 
policy change, suggests policy makers could develop stronger 
relationships with retailers.” Although you added information about 
tobacco company sales staff informing retailers that standardised 
packaging in Australia was ineffective, I still don’t see evidence of 
retailers regarding tobacco companies as helpful and supportive in 
the results section.  
 
A few other minor points:  
In my previous review, I had recommended that you provide a 
definition of standardized packaging; although your sentence 
“standardised packaging replaces attractive brand logos with 
aversive colours and larger warnings” is, strictly speaking, a 
definition, I had in mind a more complete definition, which would be 
more helpful to readers unfamiliar with the idea. For example, this is 
how Wikipedia defines plain packaging:  
 
Plain tobacco packaging, also known as generic, standardised or 
homogeneous packaging, refers to packaging that requires the 
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removal of all branding (colours, imagery, corporate logos and 
trademarks), permitting manufacturers to print only the brand name 
in a mandated size, font and place on the pack, in addition to the 
health warnings and any other legally mandated information such as 
toxic constituents and tax-paid stamps. The appearance of all 
tobacco packs is standardised, including the colour of the pack.  
 
If you think readers of the journal will be familiar with the concept of 
standardised packaging, then the more complex definition may note 
be needed.  
 
I also continue to think that “standardised packaging …reinforces 
existing smokers” is at least awkward, if not ungrammatical, as it 
suggests that on-pack imagery strengthens smokers themselves, 
rather than strengthening their smoking habit/behavior. Of course, it 
is up to you. 

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

I have one remaining concern. On line 379 in the discussion, you note that “Evidence that retailers 

regarded tobacco companies as helpful and supportive, particularly when assisting them to deal with 

policy change, suggests policy makers could develop stronger relationships with retailers.” Although 

you added information about tobacco company sales staff informing retailers that standardised 

packaging in Australia was ineffective, I still don’t see evidence of retailers regarding tobacco 

companies as helpful and supportive in the results section.  

 

We had not included quotations illustrating the relationships retailers reported having developed with 

tobacco company sales representatives as we wanted to retain a focus on plain packaging. Further, 

these comments emerged somewhat serendipitously in early interviews and we modified the protocol 

to explore relationships with tobacco companies in later interviews. In general, retailers commented 

on receiving advice from tobacco companies, particularly with respect to how they should situate 

brands within display units (i.e., they received planograms from sales staff). We have now added a 

quotation to illustrate how tobacco companies have been seen as helpful and supportive.  

 

________________________________________  

 

A few other minor points:  

In my previous review, I had recommended that you provide a definition of standardized packaging; 

although your sentence “standardised packaging replaces attractive brand logos with aversive colours 

and larger warnings” is, strictly speaking, a definition, I had in mind a more complete definition, which 

would be more helpful to readers unfamiliar with the idea. For example, this is how Wikipedia defines 

plain packaging:  

 

Plain tobacco packaging, also known as generic, standardised or homogeneous packaging, refers to 

packaging that requires the removal of all branding (colours, imagery, corporate logos and 

trademarks), permitting manufacturers to print only the brand name in a mandated size, font and 

place on the pack, in addition to the health warnings and any other legally mandated information such 

as toxic constituents and tax-paid stamps. The appearance of all tobacco packs is standardised, 

including the colour of the pack.  

 

If you think readers of the journal will be familiar with the concept of standardised packaging, then the 

more complex definition may note be needed.  
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Perhaps because plain packaging has been the topic of considerable activity in New Zealand and 

Australia, we have assumed most people understand what the proposal entails. However, we have 

expanded our definition slightly to provide more context for any readers less familiar with this policy.  

________________________________________  

 

I also continue to think that “standardised packaging …reinforces existing smokers” is at least 

awkward, if not ungrammatical, as it suggests that on-pack imagery strengthens smokers themselves, 

rather than strengthening their smoking habit/behavior. Of course, it is up to you.  

 

We have added “behaviour”, to ensure there is no confusion between smokers and their behaviour. 
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