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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.   
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VERSION 1 – REVIEW 

 

REVIEWER Monzonís-Carda, Irene 
University Jaume I 

REVIEW RETURNED 26-Jan-2021 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Dear authors, the primary reason of this decision is that the age 
span has not been taken into consideration for sharing the results 
of the analysis, which hampers the conclusions. In the absense of 
this fact, the results are not sufficiently precise (as they are 
presented altogether and measures for examining digital media 
use should take age into consideration: it is not the same for a 
child, an adolescent or a young adult). Additionally, I would 
suggest the authors to review the manuscript, because there is 
some misspelling. 

 

REVIEWER Armstrong, Stacey 
Ferris State University, Social and Behavioral Sciences 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-Feb-2021 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a much needed scoping review of the validated 
measurements used to assess digital media use in children, 
adolescents, and young adults. I am impressed with the 
thoroughness of the author's and methodology to include as many 
relevant sources as possible in their review. Here are a few minor 
revisions to consider: 
 
Critical appraisal of Individual Sources of Evidence 
- On pg 14 the authors discuss how they identified each study's 
risk. The determination of risk was a judgement by members of the 
research team. I am wondering what methods were taken to 
ensure reliability in determining the risk of each source. 
 
Characteristics of evidence 
- on pg 15 the authors state, "Overall, 145 independent studies 
were identified, across 126 database sources." However, I believe 
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the authors mean to say that there were 145 measurement tools 
identified across 126 database sources. 
 
General- 
The authors use a number of table to organize the large amount of 
information from the sources they relied on. Thus, in order to 
effectively and efficiently read and digest the vast amount of 
content provided in the review, accurate references to the tables 
and figures is critical. Some of the misalignments that I noticed 
are: 
- on pg. 9 the authors refer to Appendix A for the search strategy 
used for MEDLINE. However, this information appears to be 
referenced in Appendix D. 
- on pg 15 the authors cite Table A.2; however, refer to this table 
as "measurement tool information." When referring to this table in 
the appendix, it is titled Measurement Tool Characteristics. For 
ease of reading, I recommend that the authors align the table 
names with what is written in-text. 
 
Very nice work taking stock in where we are, currently, as it 
pertains to measuring digital media use in children, adolescents, 
and young adults. I want to emphasize the balance the authors 
struck describing both the incredible work that has been made in 
the field as well as the work that needs to be done as we move 
ahead.   

 

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

Reviewer: 1 

Dr. Irene  Monzonís-Carda, University Jaume I Comments to the Author: 

Dear authors, the primary reason of this decision is that the age span has not been taken into 

consideration for sharing the results of the analysis, which hampers the conclusions. In the absense 

of this fact, the results are not sufficiently precise (as they are presented altogether and measures for 

examining digital media use should take age into consideration: it is not the same for a child, an 

adolescent or a young adult). Additionally, I would suggest the authors to review the manuscript, 

because there is some misspelling. 

 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. As mentioned in the results, a small minority (16%) 

of the included measurement tools in our review identified a target population for whom they 

were intended. Otherwise, remainder of included studies had a universal application. The lack 

of specificity in this domain, more generally was a concern that came to the authors’ attention 

and was one of the motivations underlying this review. Thus, the reviewer’s point is actually a 

conclusion of this scoping review (i.e., we are pointing out this problem). We agree that 

without further specificity in the target audience(s) (and ages) for established measurement 

tools for screen time use, precision in their clinical applications for specific age groups is also 

sufficiently limited.  

 

With regard to age-specific analyses, the purpose of this review was to provide a general 

overview of the existing literature and available measurement tools surrounding screen-time 

use from early development into young adulthood. Though attention was paid to the age of 

research participants in validation studies (listed in Table 1, Appendix A), age-specific 

analyses were outside of the scope of this review; however, they remain a critical area for 

future work in this field. Issues pertaining to age have been added to the discussion.  
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Reviewer: 2 

Dr. Stacey Armstrong, Ferris State University Comments to the Author: 

This is a much needed scoping review of the validated measurements used to assess digital media 

use in children, adolescents, and young adults. I am impressed with the thoroughness of the author's 

and methodology to include as many relevant sources as possible in their review. Here are a few 

minor revisions to consider: 

 

Critical appraisal of Individual Sources of Evidence 

- On pg 14 the authors discuss how they identified each study's risk. The determination of risk was a 

judgement by members of the research team. I am wondering what methods were taken to ensure 

reliability in determining the risk of each source.  

 

RESPONSE: Thank you for this comment. We agree that further detail regarding the reliability 

of the sources’ risk appraisal is needed. Therefore, we have added the following statement on 

page 14:  

 

“Two reviewers rated level of risk for each source based on these definitions. If a conflict 

occurred, it was solved with a blind third review. This process of risk assessment was 

included in the initial pilot testing of 20 sources and, following modifications, satisfactory 

inter-rater reliability was achieved (IRR= .81).” 

 

Characteristics of evidence 

- on pg 15 the authors state, "Overall, 145 independent studies were identified, across 126 database 

sources." However, I believe the authors mean to say that there were 145 measurement tools 

identified across 126 database sources.  

 

RESPONSE: This is correct. Our manuscript has been revised accordingly. 

 

General- 

The authors use a number of table to organize the large amount of information from the sources they 

relied on. Thus, in order to effectively and efficiently read and digest the vast amount of content 

provided in the review, accurate references to the tables and figures is critical. Some of the 

misalignments that I noticed are:  

 

- on pg. 9 the authors refer to Appendix A for the search strategy used for MEDLINE. However, this 

information appears to be referenced in Appendix D. 

 

RESPONSE: This is correct. Our manuscript has been revised accordingly. 

 

- on pg 15 the authors cite Table A.2; however, refer to this table as "measurement tool information." 

When referring to this table in the appendix, it is titled Measurement Tool Characteristics. For ease of 

reading, I recommend that the authors align the table names with what is written in-text.  

 

RESPONSE: Thank you for identifying this inconsistency. Our manuscript has been revised 

accordingly. 

 

Very nice work taking stock in where we are, currently, as it pertains to measuring digital media use in 

children, adolescents, and young adults. I want to emphasize the balance the authors struck 

describing both the incredible work that has been made in the field as well as the work that needs to 

be done as we move ahead. 
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RESPONSE: Thank you for your kind comments. One of our goals was to honour the progress 

made, while highlighting the need for further developments. We are glad to hear this balance 

has been achieved. 

 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

 

REVIEWER Armstrong, Stacey 
Ferris State University, Social and Behavioral Sciences 

REVIEW RETURNED 22-Apr-2021 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you to the authors for integrating the reviewer's comments. 
I do encourage the authors to continue to review the manuscript 
for issues pertaining to grammar, syntax, and mechanics (e.g., the 
use of "since" when "because" is appropriate). No other reviews to 
address at this time.   

 


