
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

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.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Complementary Feeding and the Early Origins of Obesity Risk: A 
Study Protocol. 

AUTHORS Muniandy, Naleena; Allotey, Pascale; Soyiri, Ireneous; Reidpath, 
Daniel 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Zhenyu Yang 
National Institute for Nutrition and Health, China CDC. 

REVIEW RETURNED 20-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This manuscript reported a study protocol on complementary 
feeding and the early origins of obesity risk. It's a very important 
topic to prevent obesity through complementary feeding. However, 
the manuscript is not scientifically sound enough to address the 
question. There are a few critical points to be addressed.  
 
1. Hypotheses are not clear and not testable.  
 
2. Study design (cohort study with qualitative part) may not be 
necessary to answer these research questions.  
 
3. Outcomes (obesity risk) were not defined.  
 
4. Duration of follow up (7 months -12 months) was not well-justified.  
 
5. Sample size calculation was not shown. 

 

REVIEWER Janis Baird 
MRC LIfecourse Epidemiology Unit, University of Southampton 

REVIEW RETURNED 24-Jul-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The paper describes the protocol for a mixed methods study 
exploring variations in complementary feeding and the relationship 
between complementary feeding and early risk factors for obesity 
(growth, adiposity and diet). The potential relationship between the 
timing and nature of complementary feeding and later obesity is 
underexplored and so this study addresses a gap in the evidence. 
The qualitative strand, exploring the food choices that mothers make 
when feeding their babies, is a novel component of the study.  
The setting for the study is Malaysia and this will inevitably limit the 
generalizability of study findings.  
In general the manuscript is clearly written and the level of detail 
appropriate. There is insufficient detail about the approach sampling 
and data analysis for the qualitative component. The level of detail 
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for the quantitative component of the research is good, however. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

 Reviewer 1  

1 Hypotheses are not clear and not 

testable  

This study is motivated by the desire to have a better 

understanding of the whole ecology surrounding 

complementary feeding and the potential influence of 

that ecology on infant growth trajectories.  This does 

not suit a typical hypothesis testing scenario. However, 

we have edited the objectives (page 5) in the hope that 

the approach is now clearer. 

2 Study design (cohort with 

qualitative Part) may not be 

necessary to answer the research 

questions. 

This observation would be correct if the purpose of the 

research was to test a specific, quantitatively specified 

hypothesis.  Surprisingly little, however, is known about 

the broader ecology of complementary feeding and the 

influence of ethnicity, culture, urbanisation, etc.  The 

strength and novelty of including a qualitative 

component was also noted by Reviewer 2. 

3 Outcomes  (obesity risk)were not 

defined 

The outcomes were defined in the first version of the 

manuscript, but these were clearly not highlighted 

sufficiently,  specifically (i) growth acceleration, and (ii) 

development of obesogenic food preferences.  We 

have edited the relevant paragraph to make this clearer 

(highlighted on page 4, paragraph 4)  

4 Duration of follow up (7-12 months) 

not well justified. 

Thank you for this observation.  We have strengthened 

the justification for the selection of the follow-up period. 

Highlighted on page 6, paragraph 3. 

5 Sample size calculation was not 

shown 

The text did contain an explanation for the sample size, 

but it did not contain a power calculation. We have not 

conducted a power calculation, but we have explained 

the reasoning more fully page 8, paragraph 1. 

   

 Reviewer 2  

1. Insufficient detail on approach 

sampling and data analysis for 

qualitative component. 

Thank you for highlighting this.  We have expanded 

this on page 12, paragraph 1 and 3. 
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