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The closest relevant checklist is the PRISM statement, but there are many aspects of the 

PRISM form which are not relevant or do not cover our study in relevant detail. We therefore 

provide a modified statement below: 

 The title does not indicate systematic review, because it combines two literatures in a 

more sophisticated way than a simple review of a narrow literature. We are making a 

theory-based argument, which is a well-established approach in social science and 

other cognate disciplines.  

 Structured summary – we lay out the background, objectives and other factors 

according to the Tobacco Control guidelines 

 We provide a discussion of rationale and objectives in the abstract. 

 Methods statement – the aim of this section in PRISM is to detail the reviewer’s 

methods to allow them to be replicated. The political science and public policy 

literature is not structured in a way that allows this to happen. For example, 

quantitative meta-analysis is not possible because few authors provide their data in 

that way. Instead, the gathering of the literature begins with searches on engines such 

as Google Scholar, but followed by snowballing techniques based on the 

bibliographies of the literature. This discipline is also book heavy, so online search 

engines are still of limited use for a full search. Fully systematic reviews take months 

or years. Cairney’s Understanding Public Policy represents approximately one full 

year of research. We have minimised the scope for bias by: (a) drawing on insights 

from theories which are recognised as leading approaches by all most textbooks 

reviews of the literature; (b) focusing on the five core causal factors (choices, 

institutions, networks, socioeconomic, ideas) common to all major studies of public 

policy. 

 Results statement –most of the literature we review is theoretical, and so factors such 

as data bias are not relevant. 

 Discussion – we summarize the main findings in the abstract and review. 

 Funding – we were not funded by an external body to conduct the review. 


