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

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   
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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Karen Born 
Li Ka Shing Knowledge Institute, St. Michael's Hospital  
University of Toronto, Canada 

REVIEW RETURNED 20-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript. It is a 
qualitative study of a group of special constables regarding their 
First Aid response readiness. While this is an important subject, I 
believe that the limitations of this study are too many for it to be 
published in a scholarly journal such as BMJ Open. In particular, the 
narrow sampling strategy limits the applicability of this study more 
broadly.   

 

REVIEWER Paul Arbon 
Torrens Resilience Institute Flinders University, Adelaide , Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 21-Oct-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I do have some concerns about the representation of the 
methodology. At times it is suggested that grounded theory 
approaches are qualitative when of course bot quant and qual data 
is used by practitioners of this approach in the development of their 
theory. Choice of the study design is at one point related to the fact 
that the principal researcher is a member of the group being 
researched. An unnecessary linkage. The findings and discussion 
provide useful insights but there is little (or perhaps no) discussion 
that moves beyond a description and elucidation of the themes and 
experience. In other words there appears to be no theory 
development and no conceptualisation of the interactions and 
interplay among the themes. As a phenomenology the study would 
be well founded. Note also that the participants were not 
anonymised but rather their transcript of interview. These small 
issues of language and accuracy do need to be addressed.  
 
Note there is a typo where "principle researcher" is referred to and 
out should be "principal"  
 
I hope that these comments are helpful and that the presentation of 
the methodology and method might be reconsidered and 
strengthened.   
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REVIEWER Dr Hunniya Waseem 
Dept of Emergency Medicine  
West Suffolk Hospital  
Bury St Edmunds 

REVIEW RETURNED 04-Nov-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS A well designed study. My personal opinion is that the sample size 
could have been bigger but perhaps it was not logistically feasible 
for the researcher. I think they have used some novel research 
methods and I think the triangulation of data and the way it was 
done adds to the qualitative methodology which other researchers 
may find helpful in further research of this kind.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Response to Reviewer 1:  

 

- While Reviewer 1 believes the limitations of the study are too many for it to be published only one 

limitation is identified that of the narrow sampling strategy limiting the applicability of the study more 

broadly. This study was conducted in order to examine the beliefs about first aid response readiness 

among special constables (volunteers) in one of the UK’s police forces. There is very limited research 

done in this area. A qualitative methodology was therefore adopted to explore in depth the concerns 

of this group. The sample size of 15 may appear small but theoretical saturation was achieved during 

the interviews. Qualitative designs are not intended to examine the generalisability of these findings 

and further quantitative research designs could be used to explore this.  

 

Response to Reviewer 2:  

 

- We appreciate the constructive comments set out by reviewer 2 and have attempted to address 

these.  

- With regard to the reviewer’s concerns regarding the representation of the methodology, it was not 

intended to represent ground theory as a purely qualitative methodology. In fact, the mention of 

grounded theory in the abstract was unintended and has caused confusion. Our methodology for data 

collection was qualitative and that we used framework analysis as our chosen analytical method. We 

will amend the text to make this clear.  

- We will modify the text to remove the implication that the choice of study design was related to 

researcher being a member of the group being studied.  

- If we had used grounded theory as our analytical method then the criticism that there appears to be 

no theory development would be justified. However, we chose framework analysis as our analytical 

method and this approach does not involve the development of theory to explain the data.  

- We have changed Table 2 to remove participant identifiers.  

- The typos have been amended appropriately.  

 

Response to Reviewer 3:  

 

- We appreciate the kind comments set out by reviewer three regarding study design and methods.  

- The sampling was stopped once theoretical saturation was achieved.  

 

We hope we have addressed the concerns of the reviewers and the necessary adjustments have 

been made and tracked in the paper notably page 2 (Strength’s and limitations section) and page 3 

(Justification for research in the Introduction) 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Professors Paul Arbon 
Flinders University, Adelaide , Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 22-Nov-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thanks for the opportunity to review the completed manuscript 
which provides a useful in depth view of the confidence in a nd use 
of first aid by officers. The paper provides good additional insights 
and will with luck generate some changes in the training of officers 
int he future.  
The distinction in the title of the paper between the general 
public/offenders is not useful and doesn't add anything to the paper - 
or relevant to the actual content of the paper. It seems to suggest a 
false distinction and could be deleted.  

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

The title has been amended as suggested. 
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