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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Martin Caraher 
Professor of Food and Health Policy  
Centre for Food Policy D110  
School of Arts and Social Sciences  
Northampton Square  
City University  
London EC1V OHB  
UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 08-Dec-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a timely paper and very necessary. I have a couple of 
comments re the methodology and some on the conclusions, these 
re mainly matters of clarity. I have tracked changes in the document 
and would like to see the authors address these. 
 
The reviewer also provided a marked copy with additional 
comments. Please contact the publisher for full details. 

 

REVIEWER Wendy Wills 
University of Hertfordshire, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 17-Dec-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a very well written paper. The aims, background, methods, 
results and conclusions are each sufficiently and clearly explained 
and presented. The objectives of the research are explained and 
well defined. The paper uses appropriate methods for a rapid review 
of the evidence and synthesis of qualitative studies that met the 
clearly explicated inclusion criteria. The authors manage to clearly 
convey the findings from the eligible studies and the inclusion of 
qualitative evidence is very welcome and helps to provide much 
needed context on the reasons young people consume energy 
drinks. The discussion is appropriate for the findings presented. The 
limitations of the study, whilst described, are not restrictive and do 
not amount to a weakness in the research design overall. Unusually, 
I can see nothing that needs revising in this manuscript. 
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REVIEWER Kavita Babu, MD 
University of Massachusetts Medical School  
USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Feb-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank for the opportunity to review this manuscript. It will be an 
important addition to the evolving literature on energy drink use by 
children and adolescents. The methods in this study are well-
described and rigorous. The conclusions of the paper are consistent 
with the known literature in this field, and will provide a valuable 
addition to the body of knowledge on energy drinks.  
 
My one concern is that the authors have previously published work 
that is remarkably similar to their current manuscript. Please see the 
following link: 
https://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/content/25/suppl_3/ckv173.070.full  

 

REVIEWER Alessandra Buja 
University of Padua, Italy 

REVIEW RETURNED 11-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The paper is an interesting review article about the wide spectrum of 
effects of energy drinks on children. However it need to be more 
reordered to become more easily to read.  
Introduction  
In introduction, it is not useful to deal with side effects of energy 
consumption in adults. It is not pertinent with the paper.  
Methods  
Please provide in methods reasons for excluding previous reviews.  
Results  
If you do not include the reviews you should not illustrate in the 
results their findings, at least cited them in the discussion.  
Please reshape the results introducing more subheadings about 
effects and then attitudes on energy drinks.  
Please order the findings from those more general to other more 
specific, for example at first it should reported the results about 
socio-demographic determinant associated with energy drink 
consumption.  
“The third trial measured the effects of overall caffeine consumption 
and found that high caffeine consumers were significantly more 
likely to drink energy drinks (p <0.001).” Please verify this statement, 
it does not look the results of an experimental trial.  
“Boys were more likely than girls to report consuming energy drinks 
(p <0.04). This phrase has not a reference  
Discussion  
In the discussion use more the start a new line, to separate the 
concepts.  
“However, evidence from adult studies and expert panels was used 
to suggest that relatively small amounts of caffeine may benefit 
cognitive function and sports performance, as well as contributing to 
daily fluid intakes. The author was a paid member of the Tea 
Advisory Panel and the work was funded by the UK Tea Council. 
Several other studies located through our review were funded by the 
soft drinks industry or conducted by researchers with acknowledged 
conflicts of interest” One phrase has the subject as plural and the 
other singular. It is not clear who refers “the author”.  
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A lot of sentences in the discussion lack of references.  
 
A major gap is the lack of research conducted in a UK context. Why 
not in the French or Greece context?  
The tables about observational studies should be more informative: 
adding a column of country or adding country information in author 
column (not “study” column), sub diving column of main findings one 
with exposure diffusion measures and another reporting measures 
of association, adding a column reporting confounding factors used 
to adjust the measure of association, and adding the information 
about king of work if it is an abstract or a full text paper. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

COMMENT RESPONSE CHANGES 

Reviewer 1: Martin Caraher, City University London, UK 

This is a timely paper and very 
necessary. I have a couple of 
comments re. the methodology and 
some on the conclusions, these are 
mainly matters of clarity. I have 
tracked changes in the document 
and would like to see the authors 
address these (copied below).  

Thank you for this feedback. We 
appreciate the opportunity to enhance 
the clarity of our manuscript and have 
made a number of amendments in 
response to the tracked changes. 
Where suggested changes have not 
been made, we have given an 
explanation below. 

Changes outlined below 

“They are marketed explicitly as a 
way to relieve fatigue and improve 
mental alertness…” And to promote 
a more active and healthy lifestyle? 

Amending the sentence in this way 
would make it incorrect and create 
further confusion with isotonic or sports 
drinks. There may be implicit health 
claims but the explicit claims relate to 
fatigue, mental alertness, 
concentration, etc. The British Soft 
Drinks Association (BDSA) code of 
practice on energy drinks states that, 
‘Energy drinks are functional 
beverages and not sports drinks. 
Although normal consumption of 
energy drinks also provides water to 
the body, energy drinks will not be 
marketed as sports beverages which 
deliver a rehydration benefit unless 
they contain specific ingredients in 
addition to caffeine to support this 
claim.’ 

No change  

“On average, young people in the 
UK were found to consume more 
energy drinks that their counterparts 
in other EU countries.” I wondered 
vis a vie the issue of sugary drinks 
what the proportions are? 

Comparable data on ‘sugary drinks’ 
could not be located, in terms of 
average consumption in litres per 
month for young people in the UK and 
Europe. After extensive searching, we 
located a paper drawing on the WHO 
Health Behaviour in School-aged 
Children Survey (Zaborskis et al, 
2014), which demonstrated that 
England had the second highest 
frequency of daily soft drink 
consumption of all countries surveyed. 
However, as these data related to 11-, 
13- and 15-year-olds and were 

No change 
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reported separately for England, 
Scotland and Wales, we did not feel 
they were sufficiently comparable to 
warrant including in the paper. 
Furthermore, energy drinks are high in 
both caffeine and sugar, and we would 
prefer not to focus too much on sugary 
drinks. 

“i) examine evidence of any 
associations between children and 
young people’s consumption of 
energy drinks and their health and 
wellbeing…”. Do you need the word 
'any' here? 

In conducting this review, we started 
from the position that it was not known 
whether energy drinks had any effects 
on children and young people’s health. 
Therefore, we believe it is more 
accurate to say we were looking for 
evidence of any associations. We have 
modified the text slightly to make this 
clearer. 

Page 4, para 3 

“REAs aim to be rigorous and 
explicit in method, but make 
concessions to breadth or depth by 
limiting particular aspects of the 
review process.” Slightly at odds 
with statement below on adopting a 
broad and inclusive approach? 
Expand a bit? So compared to full 
systematic reviews they offer..? 

We have removed the term ‘broad’ to 
acknowledge that our review was not 
as comprehensive as a typical 
systematic review. We have also 
added a statement highlighting the 
benefits of the REA approach. 

Page 4, para 4 
Page 5, para 2 

“We adopted a broad and inclusive 
approach to locating original and 
review articles…” See comment 
above on method 

See above See above 

“We also excluded opinion pieces, 
editorials and descriptive studies 
without empirical findings.” But qual 
studies are mentioned in the 
abstract and below. 

We have changed ‘descriptive studies’ 
to ‘descriptive papers’. Qualitative 
studies are mentioned (and included in 
the review) because they report 
empirical findings. 

Page 5, para 2 

“Any disagreements were resolved 
by discussion…” How many?? 

There were 26 disagreements and the 
text has been amended to include this 
detail.  

Page 5, para 3 and 4 

“Data were then extracted onto a 
template by the lead researcher for 
each study.” So how if not all were 
full text copies as on next page? 

We completed the data extraction 
template for all included studies, 
regardless of whether they were 
reported in full papers, conference 
abstracts or presentations. The 
variables of interest were available for 
all studies, although the methods and 
results were obviously described in 
greater detail in the full papers. We 
have amended the text to reflect that 
full text articles were obtained where 
possible. 

Page 6, para 1 

“Seventeen primary studies were 
rated as strong, 11 as moderate 
and eight as weak…” I'm confused 
see comment above on entering 
details in Methods sectin? 

See above No change 

Results: I want to know where the 
sub-heads emegred from? Was this 
from the analsysis, or did you 
decide beforehand to organise the 
findings in this way? 

The sub-headings reflect the narratives 
to emerge through our analysis but 
also reflect the original objectives of 
the review. This is explained in the 
sub-section on data synthesis (page 

No change 
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6). 

“Several cross-sectional studies 
indicated that energy drink use by 
children and young people was 
strongly associated with higher 
rates of smoking, alcohol and 
substance use…” Which direction 
was the effect/correlation?  

The correlation was positive and the 
text has been changed to make this 
clear. 

Page 9, para 4 

“Peers, parents and siblings were 
also found to play an important 
role…” Older siblings? 

We would not wish to specify that older 
siblings played more of a role than 
other siblings, since this is not 
supported by the data. We can only 
say that children and young people 
talked generally about sharing energy 
drinks with siblings and friends (see 
end of para 3, page 8). 

No change 

Conclusions: What about a 
comment on how many of the 
studies were focussed on young 
athletes yet the majority of energy 
drink users are not in this category? 

This would not be an accurate 
reflection of the review findings. Two of 
the RCTs involved young athletes but 
the majority of studies were school- or 
population-based health behaviour 
surveys. Others were analyses of 
emergency department or poison 
centre data.  

No change 

“Gender was identified as an 
important factor, in combination with 
industry marketing and perceived 
links to sports performance.” This 
needs tidying up it is not clear. 

We have amended this sentence to 
make it clearer. 

Page 11, para 3 

“Definitive information about the 
safety of energy drink consumption 
should be provided by health care 
and other professionals” Might need 
to be provided to health care 
professionals so there might be a 
need for expert advice from NICE or 
PHE? 

This is a very helpful suggestion. We 
have incorporated it into the text. 

Page 11, para 3 

Reviewer 2: Wendy Wills, University of Hertfordshire, UK 

This is a very well written paper. 
The aims, background, methods, 
results and conclusions are each 
sufficiently and clearly explained 
and presented. The objectives of 
the research are explained and well 
defined. The paper uses 
appropriate methods for a rapid 
review of the evidence and 
synthesis of qualitative studies that 
met the clearly explicated inclusion 
criteria. The authors manage to 
clearly convey the findings from the 
eligible studies and the inclusion of 
qualitative evidence is very 
welcome and helps to provide much 
needed context on the reasons 
young people consume energy 
drinks. The discussion is 
appropriate for the findings 
presented. The limitations of the 
study, whilst described, are not 

Thank you for the very positive 
feedback. We are pleased to hear that 
the objectives and findings of the 
review are clear. 

No changes required 
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restrictive and do not amount to a 
weakness in the research design 
overall. Unusually, I can see nothing 
that needs revising in this 
manuscript. 

Reviewer 3: Kavita Babu, University of Massachusetts, USA 

Thank for the opportunity to review 
this manuscript. It will be an 
important addition to the evolving 
literature on energy drink use by 
children and adolescents. The 
methods in this study are well-
described and rigorous. The 
conclusions of the paper are 
consistent with the known literature 
in this field, and will provide a 
valuable addition to the body of 
knowledge on energy drinks.   

Thank you for the very positive 
feedback. We are pleased to hear that 
you think this work makes a valuable 
contribution to the evidence base. 

No changes required 

My one concern is that the authors 
have previously published work that 
is remarkably similar to their current 
manuscript. Please see the 
following link:  
https://eurpub.oxfordjournals.org/co
ntent/25/suppl_3/ckv173.070.full 

This link relates to a conference 
abstract from a presentation delivered 
by the lead author at the European 
Health Conference in October 2015. 
We were not aware that the abstracts 
from the conference would be 
published in the European Journal of 
Public Health, otherwise we would 
have declared it in our covering letter 
with the submission to BMJ Open. We 
can confirm that the full manuscript 
has not been published or submitted 
for publication elsewhere. 

No changes required 

Reviewer 4: Alessandra Buja, University of Padua, Italy 

The paper is an interesting review 
article about the wide spectrum of 
effects of energy drinks on children. 
However it need to be more 
reordered to become more easily to 
read.  

Thank you for this feedback. We have 
made a number of amendments to 
enhance the readability of our 
manuscript. Where suggested changes 
have not been made, we have given 
an explanation below.  

Changes outlined below 

In introduction, it is not useful to 
deal with side effects of energy 
consumption in adults. It is not 
pertinent with the paper. 

We respectfully disagree. As explained 
in the text, the literature focuses 
largely on energy drink consumption in 
adults and therefore it is important to 
very briefly summarise this evidence 
base. 

No change 

Please provide in methods reasons 
for excluding previous reviews. If 
you do not include the reviews you 
should not illustrate in the results 
their findings, at least cited them in 
the discussion. 

Previous reviews were not excluded 
from our searches but their results 
were not included in our findings 
section, for the reasons outlined in the 
manuscript. We have considered the 
feedback from the reviewer and moved 
the relevant text from the findings to 
the methods section. 

Pages 5 and 6 

Please reshape the results 
introducing more subheadings 
about effects and then attitudes on 
energy drinks. 

A third level of sub-headings has been 
added. 

Pages 6-9 

Please order the findings from those 
more general to other more specific, 
for example at first it should 
reported the results about socio-

The text has been re-ordered around 
the new sub-headings. 

Pages 6-9 
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demographic determinant 
associated with energy drink 
consumption. 

“The third trial measured the effects 
of overall caffeine consumption and 
found that high caffeine consumers 
were significantly more likely to 
drink energy drinks (p <0.001).”  
Please verify this statement, it does 
not look the results of an 
experimental trial. 

This statement has been removed as 
part of the process of re-ordering the 
text in the findings section. 

See above 

“Boys were more likely than girls to 
report consuming energy drinks (p 
<0.04). This phrase has not a 
reference. 

This point is addressed by the 
amendment made in response to the 
previous point.  

See above 

In the discussion use more the start 
a new line, to separate the 
concepts. 

We are not sure what this means. The 
discussion is structured appropriately 
and we would be reluctant to make 
further changes, particularly given the 
positive feedback from all other 
reviewers. 

No change 

“However, evidence from adult 
studies and expert panels was used 
to suggest that relatively small 
amounts of caffeine may benefit 
cognitive function and sports 
performance, as well as contributing 
to daily fluid intakes. The author 
was a paid member of the Tea 
Advisory Panel and the work was 
funded by the UK Tea Council. 
Several other studies located 
through our review were funded by 
the soft drinks industry or conducted 
by researchers with acknowledged 
conflicts of interest” One phrase has 
the subject as plural and the other 
singular. It is not clear who refers 
“the author”. 

We have made a small change to this 
paragraph, which we hope will make 
the meaning clearer. There is no 
conflict between the plural and singular 
subject, given that one statement 
refers to the author of a particular 
review and the other refers to multiple 
researchers involved in several other 
studies. 

Page 10, para 3 

A lot of sentences in the discussion 
lack of references. 

A discussion section typically 
combines the authors’ interpretations 
with existing evidence. Here, all 
sentences that draw on concepts from 
the published literature have been 
referenced appropriately.  

No change 

A major gap is the lack of research 
conducted in a UK context. Why not 
in the French or Greece context? 

This statement has been removed. Page 11, para 2 

The tables about observational 
studies should be more informative: 
adding a column of country or 
adding country information in author 
column (not “study” column),  sub 
diving column of main findings one 
with exposure diffusion measures 
and another reporting measures of 
association, adding a column 
reporting confounding factors used 
to adjust the measure of 
association, and adding the 

We assume the reviewer means table 
3, which relates to the cross-sectional 
studies. In all of the tables we have 
renamed the ‘study’ column ‘citation’, 
included whether the study was 
reported in a conference abstract or 
full paper, and added a ‘country’ 
column, as well as a ‘study quality’ 
column in response to the editorial 
comments (see below). We are 
reluctant to add further columns; this 
level of detail was not extracted from 

Pages 20 to 39 

 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-2015-010380 on 8 O

ctober 2016. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


information about king of work if it is 
an abstract or a full text paper. 

the studies as it does not relate to the 
variables of interest in our rapid 
review.  

 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Martin Caraher 
Professor of Food and Health Policy  
Centre for Food Policy D110  
School of Arts and Social Sciences  
Northampton Square  
City University  
London EC1V OHB 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors have addressed all my concerns but I have one small 
recommendation. In response to my query re  
On average, young people in the UK were found to consume more 
energy drinks that their counterparts in other EU countries.” I 
wondered vis a vis the issue of sugary drinks what the proportions 
are?  
 
The authors replied No change and said  
 
Amending the sentence in this way would make it incorrect and 
create further confusion with isotonic or sports drinks. There may be 
implicit health claims but the explicit claims relate to fatigue, mental 
alertness, concentration, etc. The British Soft Drinks Association 
(BDSA) code of practice on energy drinks states that, ‘Energy drinks 
are functional beverages and not sports drinks. Although normal 
consumption of energy drinks also provides water to the body, 
energy drinks will not be marketed as sports beverages which 
deliver a rehydration benefit unless they contain specific ingredients 
in addition to caffeine to support this claim  
 
 
My recommendation relates to the scope of what constitutes an 
energy drink and the overlap between sorts and isotonic drinks, the 
gist of what they say should be woven into the introduction to the 
paper. Remember they will bemoan like me who do not see this 
distinction. So make it clear to the general reader.   

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

We were delighted to read that the reviewers have recommended publication of the above 

manuscript, on the condition that we make a minor revision. We have made this revision (see 

paragraph 1, page 4) and have also taken the opportunity to correct two small typographical errors. 

The percentage given in the introduction (paragraph 1, page 4) should be 155%, not 255%, and the 

total number of included studies stated in the discussion should be 46, not 47 (paragraph 4, page 9). 

Furthermore, we have expanded on the definition of energy drinks given in the first sentence of the 

paper. All of these amendments are shown as tracked changes in the revised manuscript. 
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