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Dear Dr. Calvin:  

 
Manuscript ID BMJ.2016.037184.R1 entitled "Childhood 

intelligence in relation to major causes of death: 68 years 
of follow-up of Scotland’s whole 1936-born population" 

which you submitted to BMJ,  
 

 

Thank you for sending us your paper. We are pleased to 
say that we would like to publish it in the BMJ as long you 

are willing and able to revise your paper as explained 
below in reviewer 2's comments. We are provisionally 

offering acceptance but will make the final decision when 
we see the revised version. The comments from the 

reviewers and general requirements for submission are 
available at the end of this letter.  

 
We are looking forward to reading the revised manuscript 

and, we hope, making a final acceptance decision.  
 

 
Please note that the BMJ might choose to shorten content 

or replace or re-size images for the print issue.  

 
 

 
 

*** PLEASE NOTE: This is a two-step process. After 
clicking on the link, you will be directed to a webpage to 

confirm. ***  
 

https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/bmj?URL_MASK=8ed3f5
1119d44b4db7f8e879a8f14400  

 
 

Yours sincerely  
 

 

Tiago Villanueva  



Associate Editor  

tvillanueva@bmj.com,  
 

 
 

 
** Comments from the external peer reviewers**  

 
 

REFEREE  COMMENTS  
 

Reviewer: 1  
 

Recommendation:  
 

Comments:  

Dear Editor,  
 

I have now read the revised version of the manuscript 
BMJ.2016.037184.R1. The authors’ responses consist of 

extended analyses, including those on replication data, as 
well as a number of clarifying additions to the text. The 

study is quite comprehensive, which I think is justified 
based on the level of ambition and the unique ability to 

test a number of hypothetical explanations in very strong 
data.  

 
I am pleased with the authors' answers to and revisions as 

a result of my remarks, and I have no further comments 
on the manuscript.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this interesting 
study.  

 
Sincerely,  

 
Daniel Falkstedt  

 
 

Additional Questions:  
Please enter your name: Daniel Falkstedt  

 
Job Title: Assistant professor  

 
Institution: Department of Public Health Sciences, 

Karolinska Institutet, Stockholm, Sweden  

 



Reimbursement for attending a symposium?: No  

 
A fee for speaking?: No  

 
A fee for organising education?: No  

 
Funds for research?: No  

 
Funds for a member of staff?: No  

 
Fees for consulting?: No  

 
Have you in the past five years been employed by an 

organisation that may  
in any way gain or lose financially from the publication of 

this paper?: No  

 
Do you hold any stocks or shares in an organisation that 

may in any way  
gain or lose financially from the publication of this paper?: 

No  
 

If you have any competing interests <A 
HREF='http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-

authors/forms-policies-and-checklists/declaration-
competing-interests'target='_new'> (please see BMJ 

policy) </a>please declare them here: None  
 

 
Reviewer: 2  

 

Recommendation:  
 

Comments:  
This is a very comprehensive and well-written revision, and 

detailed (and indeed satisfactory) response to my previous 
comments. I thank the authors for being so thorough. I 

think the authors have done generally a good study, with 
an existing though limited dataset, and it will generate 

much interest. Obviously there are concerns about further 
potential confounders, but this is probably the best that is 

achievable with the dataset available. I don’t have any new 
major concerns.  

Minor:  
 

1) I think the following could be written more clearly: 

“Sensitivity analyses on a representative subsample of the 



cohort observed only small attenuation effects (by 10 to 

26%) on controlling for potential confounders, including 
three childhood socioeconomic status indicators. In a 

replication sample from Scotland, of a similar birth-year 
cohort and follow-up period, smoking and adult 

socioeconomic status partially attenuated (16 to 58%) the 
associations.”  

- e.g. change ‘small attenuation effects’ to ‘small 
attenuation of the estimated effect of intelligence’  

- ‘the associations’ to ‘the association of intelligence with 
outcome rates’  

 
2) In the what this study adds: ‘The cause-specific 

mortality risk according to childhood intelligence is 
consistent in men and women, with the exception of 

suicide, which is significant in men only’ – the latter is 

irrelevant if there is no evidence of a difference between 
men and women. Thus, also report whether there is 

evidence of a difference in the association with suicide for 
men and women please.  

 
3) Indeed, please revisit or extend this point as you say 

that the mortality risk is CONSISTENT but in the paper and 
abstract you draw attention to differences between sexes: 

“In models of the total sample, sex interaction terms were 
significant for risk of cardiovascular disease, coronary heart 

disease, smoking-related cancers, respiratory diseases, 
and dementia”  

 
A related point is that the discussion says: “In general, the 

effect sizes were similar for women and men (albeit 

marginally greater for women), with the exception of death 
by suicide that had an inverse association with childhood 

ability in men but not women”  
 

- and yet the results say ““In models of the total sample, 
sex interaction terms were significant for risk of 

cardiovascular disease, coronary heart disease, smoking-
related cancers, respiratory diseases, and dementia”  

 
4) Do not use the FDR abbreviation, as this is not 

standard. Write in full.  
 

5) I do not understand the methods or interpretation 
behind this statement: “Sex interaction effects with 

childhood intelligence were modelled to predict specific-

cancer related mortality …” – what exactly is happening 



here? Could this paragraph simply be removed?  

 
 

6) “0.02 HR points” – what does the word points mean 
here? Do you mean the HR was reduced by a small 

absolute value of 0.02?  
 

7) Re-write the following, as suggested in point 1 above for 
the abstract: “In confounder-adjusted models that included 

three childhood socioeconomic status indicators, the effect 
estimates for these six predictive models attenuated by 7 

to 26%. Adding physical status indicators to the list of 
potential confounders in the model had negligible effect; 

the attenuation effect from the basic model ranged from 10 
to 26%.”  

 

- this is not written in the context of the effect of 
intelligence. Say explicitly that you are referring (I 

assume) to attenuation in the effect (HR) of intelligence.  
 

I hope this continues to be constructive feedback.  
Best wishes, Richard Riley  

 
 

Additional Questions:  
Please enter your name: Richard Riley  

 
Job Title: Professor of Biostatistics  

 
Institution: Keele University  

 

Reimbursement for attending a symposium?: No  
 

A fee for speaking?: No  
 

A fee for organising education?: No  
 

Funds for research?: No  
 

Funds for a member of staff?: No  
 

Fees for consulting?: No  
 

Have you in the past five years been employed by an 
organisation that may  

in any way gain or lose financially from the publication of 

this paper?: No  



 

Do you hold any stocks or shares in an organisation that 
may in any way  

gain or lose financially from the publication of this paper?: 
No  

 
If you have any competing interests <A 

HREF='http://www.bmj.com/about-bmj/resources-
authors/forms-policies-and-checklists/declaration-

competing-interests'target='_new'> (please see BMJ 
policy) </a>please declare them here:  

 
 

 
 

 

 


