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TITLE:

Systematic review of randomised controlled clinical trials examining effectiveness of
contingent financial rewards for smoking cessation during pregnancy: intention-to-treat and
causal effects on birthweight.

BACKGROUND

Objective: To examine birth weight change caused by adding financial rewards for smoking
cessation compared to no rewards for pregnant women. To estimate the average expected
birth weight change for those who quit because of rewards.

METHODS

This study updates a previous systematic review and refocuses the outcome from smoking
cessation to birth weight.

Eligibility Criteria - Trials with an experimental design allowing treatment effects to be
attributed to rewards were included. Trials involving non-pregnant participants, or with no
report of magnitude, treatment duration, timing or where most rewards were contingent on
another behaviour (e.g., treatment attendance) were excluded.

I nfor mation sour ces - Medline, Psycinfo, Embase, Cochrane (Central Register of Controlled
Trials, Tobacco Addiction Group Specialised Register and Database of Systematic Reviews),
and PubMed searched to 5th December 2023.

Risk of bias - Risk of bias and certainty of evidence used Cochrane ‘Risk of bias 2’ and
GRADE assessments.

Synthesis of results - Primary analysis estimated Intention-To-Treat (ITT) mean birthweight
difference when randomised to offer of rewards versus control. Within-trial estimates and
standard errors were derived from mean, standard deviation, and sample size data provided,
or from publications. Pooled ITT estimates used common (fixed) and random effects models.

Secondary analyses used trial team supplied data to derive Complier Average Causal Effect
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(CACE) estimate of smoking cessation on birth weight, and a standard error. Estimates were
pooled using common and random effects models. Similar analyses were applied to low birth
weight (<2500g), birth weight for gestational age z-scores, and small for gestational age
(<10™ percentile).

RESULTS

Included studies: Primary analysisincluded 8 trials (2351 participants) from the UK (2
trials, 1475 participants); France (1 trial, 407 participants), and the US (6 trials, 469
participants). Secondary analysisincluded 7 trials as data retrieval from one UStrial (51
participants) was not possible.

Synthesis of results: Primary ITT analysis (2351 participants) estimated a mean 46.3g (95%
Cl: 0.0to 92.6) birth weight increase when offered financial rewards for smoking cessation.
Secondary CACE analysis (2239 participants) estimated a mean 206.0g (95% CI: -69.1 to
481.1) increase for smokers who quit because of rewards. There was no effect on low birth
weight (<2500g), or birth weight adjusted for gestational age, though less babies were born
small for gestational age, particularly if cessation was because of rewards (CACE risk
difference -17.7%; 95% CI: -34.9% to -0.4%).

DISCUSSION

Limitation of evidence: Sample size led to imprecision - maximum 2351 participants. A
singletrial of 3712 participants would give 80% power at 5% significance to show a46g
increase from 3.1kg to 3.146kg with 0.5kg standard deviation in both groups. Consistency -
trials where smoking cessation increased (7 of 8) all showed a mean birth weight increase. In
onetrial smoking cessation fell as did birth weight. Biasis unlikely as 3 of 4 trials with no
birth weight data showed increased cessation consistent with higher mean birth weight.
Interpretation: Trials of contingent financial rewards for smoking cessation have previously

been shown to more than double pregnancy quit rates. We have uncovered a significant (46g)
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population level increase in mean birth weight, driven by a clinically important mean increase
(2069) for those who quit because of financia rewards associated with areduction in Small
for Gestational Age births.

OTHER

Funding: Review update - The U.S. National Institute of Health, National Institute of

General Medical Sciences Center of Biomedical Research Excellence Award P30GM 149331.
Dataretrieval, synthesis and analysis — Scottish Cot Death Trust.

Registration:

https://www.cr d.yor k.ac.uk/prospero/display record.php?l D=CRD42024494262

600 words
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Rationale: Smoking throughout pregnancy is one of the most damaging behaviours affecting
the unborn child associated with a 10% decrease in birth weight (mean 387g) * for  consistent
smoking' and many other short- and long-term problems causing families great distress * ° as
well as large additional health service costs * °. A 10% decrease in birth weight particularly if
associated with being Small for Gestational Age (SGA) is a physical marker of significant
and often long-term damage ®. Avoidance of this birth weight reduction caused by smoking
during pregnancy would be aworthwhile and clinically effective intervention that could help
to convince policy makers to implement financial rewards to help pregnant women who
smoke to quit throughout the UK and beyond.

Systematic review and meta-analysis of smoking cessation towards the end of pregnancy

The addition of financial rewards has been shown to be the most effective intervention to
increase the effectiveness of Stop Smoking Services (SSS) for pregnant women “2. In this
paper SSSis used as a generic term for any support given to help women to stop smoking
during pregnancy. Generally, only those compliant with quitting smoking during pregnancy
receive financial rewards. More than half of the trials® also reported birthweight with most
showing a non-significant increase in birth weight for those offered financial rewards for
smoking cessation compared to no financia reward. This study aimsto assess if the addition
of financia rewardsto usual care significantly increases infant birth weight compared to
usual care alone.

Complier Average Causal Effects (CACE) meta-analysis of birth weight improvement

The effect of ‘ consistent smoking’ — an average 387g reduction in birthweight * is much
greater than the mean improvement in birthweight found in the trials of financial rewards. An
exampleisthe CPIT |1 trial where the improvement was 21g °. This difference largely relates
to compliance. Trials of conditional rewards for smoking cessation in pregnancy are

examples of an encouragement trial. All participants are free to stop smoking or not, but


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.21.24312341

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.21.24312341; this version posted August 21, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

those randomised to the intervention arm receive additional encouragement to do so; in this
case through the offer of afinancial reward if they are successful. For some people, the
intervention makes no difference, and they cannot stop smoking either with or without the
encouragement. At the other end of the spectrum, there are those who can quit without the
intervention, and though the intervention resultsin areward, it actually has no effect on their
ability to stop smoking. Only those in the middle, who are not able to quit without the
intervention, but are able to do so with additional encouragement, are affected by the
intervention. Logically, it is only this group of people who stand to achieve downstream
health benefits, for example in terms of the birthweight of their child.

With such a study design, Complier Average Causal Effects (CACE) analysis can be used to
estimate the effect of stopping smoking on birth weight ***2. In arandomized encouragement
trial, CACE analysis estimates the effect of the behaviour change (stopping smoking) on the
outcome (birthweight) in those people who achieve the behaviour change (smoking
cessation) only as a result of the randomised encouragement intervention (the offer of
financial rewards).

In the trial Tappin et al 2015 °, the proportion of pregnant participants who quit smoking
towards the end of pregnancy was 8.6% in the usual Stop Smoking Service control group
which increased to 22.5% with the additional offer of financial rewards for smoking
cessation. CACE analysis >*? indicated that the ‘small’ birth weight improvement of 21gin
those offered financial rewards as well usual Stop Smoking Service care compared to those
offered usual care alone, translated into a 1549 (95% CI: -617 to 803) (about 5% of
birthweight) improvement for those women who quit smoking but would not have managed
to quit without the additional offer of financial rewards. However, the overdl 21g increasein

birthweight and this clinically important 1549 increase among those affected did not reach
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statistical significance and have therefore largely been ignored by clinicians and

policymakers.

This current paper extends the systematic review by Kock et a ®and focuses the outcome on
birth weight when the offer of financial rewards for smoking cessation is added to routine
smoking cessation support for pregnant women. All corresponding authors for the studies
included in the Kock review and update were invited to provide additional datato allow a
meta-analysis of the population-level impact of the offer of financial rewards on birth weight,
and of the causal effect of smoking cessation in the subset of women who were able to quit as

aresult of the intervention.

Research questions

1. Do babies born to women who smoke in early pregnancy show an increase in mean birth
weight and mean birth weight for gestational age z-scoreif women are offered financial
rewards contingent to quitting smoking as well as usua Stop Smoking Service support
compared with babies born to mothers offered usual Stop Smoking Service support alone or
rewards not contingent on smoking cessation (Intention to Treat meta-analysis)?

2. What is the mean birthweight difference associated with quitting smoking during pregnancy
as aresult of the offer of financial rewards? How is this reflected in numbers of babies born

low birth weight <2500g and Small for Gestational Age <10th percentile?


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.21.24312341

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.21.24312341; this version posted August 21, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Methods

We performed a systematic review and meta-analyses of randomised controlled trials
examining the impact of contingent financial rewards for smoking cessation during
pregnancy on birth weight. This study is based on the systematic review by Kock et a.® The
study is reported according to the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses (PRISMA) guidelines **. The study protocol was registered on PROSPERO
(international prospective register of systematic reviews) and is available online

(www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero, CRD42024494262).

PROTOCOL

Change was made to the protocol (www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero, CRD42024494262) before
data were collected after discussion with lead authors of trialsin Kock.? Low Birth Weight
<2.5kg and Small for Gestational Age were suggested as additional outcome variablesto be

examined. Changes were made to data collection and analysis methods.

SEARCH STRATEGY AND SELECTION CRITERIA

The search strategy and selection criteria followed that of Kock 2023  (registered
PROSPERO ID CRD42022372291) but was updated to allow inclusion of studies that have
been published after the cutoff of the Kock review (specifically between 17" November 2022

and 5" December 2023) and followed PRISMA guidelines®*

STUDY SELECTION
Study screening and selection for the Kock et al review is reported elsewhere 8. For the
current review update, potentially relevant studies retrieved from the updated search were

screened by LK, with detailed reasons for exclusion reported in Appendix 1.
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DATA EXTRACTION

We reviewed studies identified in the updated search by Kock et al ©. For studies that did not
report birth weight, we contacted the corresponding authors to provide this information.
Data were requested for birth weight and birth weight for gestational age z-score (calculated

by the corresponding authors using https://intergrowth21.tghn.org/standards-tools/ '),

including sample size, mean and standard deviation, and the number of births (<2.5kg for
birth weight data and <10th percentile z-score, <-1.2816 for birth weight for gestational age
z-score data, respectively). For CACE analyses, where available, these datawere also
collected for four subgroups defined by randomised group and smoking status (whether

participants stopped or continued smoking).

DATA SYNTHESISAND ANALYSIS

The intention-to-treat (ITT) effects were estimated by the differences in means (for birth
weight and birth weight z-score) and risks (for low birth weight (<2500g)™ and small for
gestational age (<10" percentile)) between randomised groups. The complier average causal
effects (CACE) were estimated using instrumental variable regression models. The
monotonicity assumption (no defiers) for CACE analysis was evaluated by examining the
estimated compliance rates. The ITT and CACE estimates were then pooled under both fixed
and random effects models. The pooled effect estimates were expressed as mean differences
for continuous outcomes and risk differences for dichotomous outcomes, with 95%
confidence intervals. Heterogeneity was examined by estimates of between study variance
(t?) and the 12 statistics. The possibility of publication bias was not assessed as fewer than ten
trials were included in all analyses. Cumulative meta-analyses based on publication date were

conducted to evaluate evidence accumulation. Influential studies were assessed using the
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leave-one-out method to assess the sensitivity of the overall results. Meta-analyses were done

using ‘meta’ packagein R (version 4.2.1)"°.

RISK OF BIAS:

The GRADE system *” was used to describe the strength or weakness of recommendations

emanating from the findings of this systematic review.

ETHICS APPROVAL

The PROSPERO protocol *® was reviewed by the West of Scotland National Health Service
research ethics manager January 3™ 2024, and full application was submitted to the College
of Medical, Veterinary and Life Sciences ethics committee at Glasgow University 20" March

2024. Both determined that the study could go ahead.

FUNDING

Funding for data analysis utilised residual contingency funding from the CPIT 111 trial * with
permission from the funder — the Scottish Cot Death Trust November 3, 2023. The U.S.
National Institute of General Medical Sciences Center of Biomedical Research Excellence
Award P30GM 149331 provided support for Dr Kock to update the systematic review from

17" November 2022 to 5" December 2023.
PATIENT AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Patient and public involvement was not undertaken for this updated systematic review and

meta-analysis.
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Results

Further searches by Kock to 5" December 2023 found 10 additional studies to be assessed.
Details of these studies and reasons all were excluded are described in Appendix 1.
Therefore, our meta-analyses are based on the trials included in the Kock review %; 12 studies
with acombined relative risk of smoking cessation towards the end of pregnancy of 2.43

(95% Cl: 2.04 to 2.91). Details of the studies are available in Kock ® table 1.

Assessments of risk of bias for individual trialsin the Kock review & are available at
supplementary appendix:

https://www.sci encedirect.com/sci ence/arti cle/pii/S0091743523002347

CACE analyses were subject to the availability of subgroup data and that met the required
conditions for CACE analysis. One trial showed a negative estimated compliance rate,
indicating the possible presence of defiers; therefore, this trial was excluded from the CACE

analyses.

The common and random effects models gave very similar results, so the common effects
models are reported in the figures. Table 1 gives the pooled effect estimates from all common
effects models. Supplementary Table 1 shows the corresponding results from random effects

models.
Birth weight

Data on birth weight were available for eight trials,* ***including a total of 2351
participants. Pooled analysis showed that the average birth weight of babies born to women
in the financial rewards group was 46.3g higher (95% ClI: 0.0 to 92.6; GRADE=moderate)
compared with the control group (Figure 1; Table 1). In the CACE analysis, we included six

trials® ** based on the availability of subgroup data on birth weight that met the required
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conditions for the analysis. Pooled CACE estimate showed that smoking cessation due to
financia rewards resulted in an average gain of 206.0g in newborn weight (95% CI: -69.1 to
481.1; n=2239), which was, however, statistically non-significant (Figure 2; Table 1). A
sensitivity analysis including atrial that did not meet the monotonicity condition for CACE

analysis showed similar results (Supplementary Figure 11).

The GRADE approach'’ was used to systematically assess the certainty of evidence that birth
weight increases with the offer of financial rewards for smoking cessation to pregnant women
(appendix 2). Although statistically significant, evidence for the increase in birthweight was
graded as moderate due to potential imprecision in the effect estimate (95% CI 0 to 93g

improvement), likely related to sample size.
Low birth weight (< 2.5kg)

Pooling showed that there was no clear evidence of ITT effect (risk difference -0.6%; 95 ClI: -
3.3% t0 2.1%; 7 studies; n=2300) or CACE (risk difference -3.1%; 95% ClI: -18.6% to
12.4%,; 6 studies, n=2239) on therisk of low birth weight delivery (Supplementary Figure 1-

2; Table1).
Birth weight for gestational age z-score and small for gestational age

To account for variations in birth weight with gestational age and sex, we performed meta-
analyses on birth weight z-scores. Data on birth weight z-scores were available from five
trials “** %, Pooled effect estimates are reported in Table 1 and illustrated in Supplementary
Figure 3-6. Our pooled analyses showed no clear evidence of ITT effect or CACE on birth

weight adjusted for gestational age and sex.

We also investigated the effect of financial rewards on the risk of babies born small for

gestational age (z-score <10™ percentile). Pooling showed asmall and non-significant

14
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reduction in the risk of being born for Small for Gestational Age(SGA) with the offer of
financial rewards alone (risk difference 2.8%; 95% ClI: -5.8% to 0.2%; 5 studies, n=825)
(Supplementary Figure 5; Table 1). However, we found some evidence of a significant
reduction in the risk of SGA due to smoking cessation induced by the rewards, with our
pooled CACE analysis showing a 17.7% reduced risk (95% ClI: -34.9% to -0.4%; 4 studies,
n=755) in those who quit smoking as a result of the intervention. (Supplementary Figure 6;

Table 1).

Sensitivity Analyses

Supplementary Figures 7 and 8 show cumulative forest plots for each analysis. As more data
have accrued the pooled estimates appear to have stabilized, and become more precise.
Supplementary figures 9 and 10 show pooled estimates for each analysis after leaving each
trial out in turn. With little heterogeneity observed overall, no individual trial appearsto be

having an undue influence on any of the analyses.
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Discussion

This systematic review and meta-analysis found a significant increase in birth weight of
46.3g (95% CI: 0.0 to 92.6) when pregnant women who smoke were offered the addition of
financial rewards contingent on smoking cessation during pregnancy compared to those

offered routine smoking cessation support alone (whatever that support may be).

These data also provide abest estimate for the increase in birth weight associated with
smoking cessation during pregnancy because of financial rewards of 206.0g (95% CI: -69.1
to 481.1) or 6.1% of average birth weight (3.4kg), less than the estimate of 3879 reduction for
smokers from a recent cohort study *. One explanation for this difference is that our estimate
is from randomised trials where unrecognised unmeasured confounding is likely to be equally
distributed between intervention and control groups, whereas unmeasured confounding will
still be present using a cohort design. Furthermore, our estimate relates only to those women
who are able to stop smoking as aresult of the offer of financial rewards. There is a subset of
women who are able to quit without this intervention. It is not known (and cannot be known)
what their children’s birth weights would have been had they continued to smoke. These
women are the most motivated (dubbed “independent quitters’)*? and their babies have
greater birth weight than those of women who only quit due to the financia rewards. They
likely adopted other lifestyle changes during pregnancy, such as dietary changes, which may

confer additional benefits above those from stopping smoking.

The strength of this study is use of an important health outcome — birth weight - that has not

been biased by the rewards process, asit is a routine measurement at birth in all jurisdictions.

The main weaknessiis the total sample size. In arandomised trial of the offer of financial
rewards to stop smoking during pregnancy, only a minority of women will alter their

behaviour as aresult of theintervention. The majority will either continue to smoke,
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regardless of the rewards on offer, or would have stopped anyway, so the impact on birth
weight at a population level will be heavily diluted. As an illustration, for asingletrial to
have 80% power at 5% significance to detect a mean 46g difference in birth weight between
groups, assuming a standard deviation of 0.5kg, atotal sample size of 3,712 participants
would be required. Despite combining data from 8 trials, our maximum combined sample

sizewas only 2,351.
I'sthisresult important?

Even though this result is statistically significant, is it important? % On the surface when
judged by Cohen’s criteriait only indicates a small improvement measured in standard
deviations of the outcome - birth weight (Cohen’s d approximately 0.1: 469/500g). We
therefore need to put the result into context: 1. In the current meta-analysis, smoking
cessation was estimated to have a causal effect of increasing birth weight by 2069 or 6.1% of
average birth weight (3.4kg) for those compliant with the intervention who received rewards
for stopping smoking, indicating a Cohen’s d of roughly 0.4 — medium importance
(2069/500Q); 2. Sceptics suggest that women ‘game’ the offer by stopping smoking for 24
hours to provide anormal carbon monoxide level to receive rewards?’. Theimprovement in
birth weight shown in this review indicates that prolonged smoking cessation has taken place;
3. If Small for Gestational Age (SGA) births are reduced by 17.7% as suggested by this
review then there will be one less baby born SGA for every 6 women who quit because of
rewards; 4. The largest trial in the current meta-analysis was the most diverse with regards to
pregnant smokers at least in the UK. The offer of financial rewards was *bolted-on’ to 7 very
varied SSSs supporting pregnant women across three of the 4 UK countries %, So, at least in
the UK, offering financial rewards for smoking cessation during pregnancy is feasible. The
outcome for this single multi-centre trial was a50g increase in birth weight *° comparable

with the 46g improvement from the whole meta-analysis; 5. A meta-analysis of another
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already widely employed (in the UK) intervention for pregnant smokers, Nicotine
Replacement Therapy, showed a comparable but non-significant increase in birth weight of
119g%; 6. Offering financial rewards for smoking cessation during pregnancy is highly cost-

effective providing £2 in health-care savings for every £1 extra spent on cessation support .

Further research, for example embedded in the funded countrywide roll-out of financial
rewards for smoking cessation in pregnancy **, is needed to clarify the most efficient

frequency and level of financial rewards to employ.
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Conclusion

Financial rewards are being rolled out across England to help pregnant smokers to quit during
pregnancy and to stay quit once their baby is born after recommendation from the Khan
Review: Making Smoking Obsolete!. Policy makers can be reassured that a biochemically
measured increase in smoking cessation from the addition of financial rewards will be

accompanied by an increase in birth weight and an overall reduction in health care costs.
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Appendix 1: Table of excluded studies from Kock systematic review update sear ching
from 17"" November 2022 to 5" December 2023

No. | Reference Summary
comment for
exclusion

1 Martin K, Dziva Chikwari C, DauyaE et al. Wrong outcome

Financial rewards to improve uptake of partner and intervention
services for sexually transmitted infections in target

Zimbabwe antenatal care: protocol for a cluster
randomised trial [version 2; peer review: 3
approved, 1 approved with reservations].
Wellcome Open Res 2023, 8:263
https://doi.org/10.12688/well comeopenres.19199.2
2 Chamie G, Hahn JA, Kekibiina A, Emenyonu NI, | Wrong outcome,
Beesiga B, Marson K, Fatch R, Lodi S, Adong J, population and
Thirumurthy H, McDonell M, Gandhi M, Bryant | intervention target
K, Havlir DV, Kamya MR, Muyindike WR
Financial rewards for reduced alcohol use and
increased isoniazid adherence during tuberculosis
preventive therapy among people with HIV in
Uganda: an open-label, factorial randomised
controlled trial. Lancet Glob Health
2023;11(12):€1899-910.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X (23)00430-8
3 Jackson MA, Brown AL, Baker AL, Bonevski B, | Wrong study

Haber P, Bonomo Y, Blandthorn J, AttiaJ, design: fnon-
Perry N, Barker D, Gould GS and Dunlop AJ randomized
(2023) Tobacco treatment incorporating feasibility trial

contingency management, nicotine
replacement therapy, and behavioral
counseling for pregnant women who use
substances:. afeasibility trial.

Front. Psychiatry 14:1207955.

doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2023.1207955

4 Kock LS, Erath TG, Coleman SRM, Higgins ST, | Wrong Design:
Heil SH. Contingency management interventions | Systematic

for abstinence from cigarette smoking in Review
pregnancy and postpartum: A systematic review
and meta-analysis. Prev Med 2023;176:107654.
doi: 10.1016/j.ypmed.2023.107654.

5 (2023), Poster Abstract. Alcohol Clin Exp Res, 47: | Wrong outcome,

148-573. https://doi.org/10.1111/acer.15071 population and
study design
6 McMeekin N, Sinclair L, Robinson-Smith L, Wrong design:

Mitchell A, Bauld L, Tappin DM, et a. Financial | Cost-effectiveness
rewards for quitting smoking in pregnancy: Are analysis of

they cost-effective? Addiction 2023;118(8):1445— | previously

56. https://doi.org/10.1111/add.16176 published RCT

7 Evemy, C. G,, Kurti, A. N., Skelly, J. M., Medina, | Wrong study
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N. A., & Higgins, S. T. (2023). Examining the design,

latent factor structure of a hypotheticd cigarette intervention and
purchase task among pregnant women. outcome.
Experimental and Clinical Psychopharmacology.
2023;31(1):23-8.
https://doi.org/10.1037/phad000571

8 Abstracts from the 7th UK Congress on Obesity Wrong outcome
2022. Int J Obes 2023;47 (Suppl 1), 1-33. and intervention
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41366-023-01306-4 target

9 Hensen B, Floyd S, Phiri MM, Schaap A, Sigande | Wrong outcome,
L, Simuyaba M, et al. The impact of community- | population and
based, peer-led sexual and reproductive health intervention target
services on knowledge of HIV status among
adolescents and young people aged 15 to 24 in
Lusaka, Zambia: The Y athu Y athu cluster-
randomised trial. PLoS Med 2023;20(4):
€1004203.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal .pmed.1004203
10 | Bardou M, Meunier-Beillard N, Godard-Marceau | Wrong study

A on behalf of the NAITRE Study group, €t al. design and study
Women and health professionals’ perspectiveson | population.

a conditional cash transfer programme to improve
pregnancy follow-up: a qualitative analysis of the
NAITRE randomised controlled study. BMJ Open
2023;13:e067066. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2022-
067066
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Appendix 2:GRADE certainty of evidence table

Grade criteria

Rating

Comments (reason for downgrading/upgrading)

Certainty of
evidence

Outcome: Birth Weig

ht

Study design

RCTs (starts as high)

RCTs

Risk of bias

Birth weight was available in only 8 of 12 trials in the Kock review (8).
For 7 of 8 smoking cessation increased and mean birth weight
increased. For one of 8 (25) smoking cessation reduced and mean
birth weight reduced. There is therefore a consistent association. This
current review attempted to contact all 12 trials from Kock (8). For
Donatelle (2 trials) (32) and Glover (33) contact proved impossible
and Kurti (34) did not collect birth weight data. Donatelle and Kurti
both showed an increase in smoking cessation with rewards likely
leading to an increase in birth weight, Glover a small pilot trial
showed no change in smoking cessation.

This makes bias from birth weight being unavailable in 4 of the 12
trials unlikely.

Inconsistency

Low levels of heterogeneity (I2 = 0%) in meta-analysis model.

Indirectness

Trial populations are directly comparable (pregnant women who are
currently smoking). Trials conducted in US, UK, and France.

Imprecision

Serious (-1)

Mix of larger and smaller sample sizes. Not enough to calculate a
precise effect estimate as the post-hoc calculated single trial sample
size with 80% power and p<0.05 to show a 46g increase in birth
weight is 3712. Our sample size is 2,351. However, upper and lower
limits of effect estimate are consistent with a beneficial effect of
reward interventions for infant birth weight.

Publication bias

Exploration of publication bias through funnel plot was not possible as
only 8 trials were included. The systematic review (8), on which this
review is based, showed no evidence of publication bias using funnel
plot and Egger’s test (35).

Moderate +++0
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What is known
Smoking during pregnancy is associated with miscarriage, stillbirth and babies born small for gestational age leading to lifelong poorer health outcomes.

Financial rewards for smoking cessation during pregnancy added to current Stop Smoking Service support more than doubles biochemically verified
smoking cessation measured towards the end of pregnancy.

Offering financial rewards for smoking cessation during pregnancy is highly cost-effective providing £2 in health-care savings for every £1 extra spent on
cessation support

What this study adds

Policy makers can be reassured that spending limited resources on financial rewards for smoking cessation is associated with sustained cessation during
pregnancy leading to an increase in infant birth weight.

There is some evidence that for every six women who give up smoking because they receive financial rewards for cessation during pregnancy one less baby
will be born Small for Gestational Age.
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Birth Weight
Author Control Incentives Mean Difference (kg) MD [95% CI] Weight
Berlin et al 2021 3.13 3.18 T 0.05[-0.06; 0.15] 20.1%
Heil et al 2008 3.12 3.33 | 0.20[-0.07; 0.48] 2.9%
Higgins et al 2014 3.19 3.31 : 0.13[-0.13; 0.38] 3.4%
Higgins et al 2022 3.18 3.21 — & 0.04 [-0.10; 0.17] 11.9%
Ondersma et al 2012 2.96 2.87 . : -0.08 [-0.36; 0.19] 2.8%
Tappin et al 2015 312 314 B T — 002[-007;012] 233%
Tappin et al 2022 3.13 3.18 T 0.05[-0.03; 0.13] 34.0%
Tuten et al 2012 2.70 2.86 : 0.16 [-0.19; 0.52] 1.7%
Common effect model N -----i----I 005 [0.00; 0.09] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: /? = 0%, = 0 p=087
03 -02-01 0 01 02 03

Figure 1: Intention-to-treat (ITT) estimates of the effect of the offer of financial rewards for smoking cessation during pregnancy on birth
weight (kg). The size of data markersis proportional to the weight in the meta-analysis.
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Control Control Incentives Incentives Birth Weight
Author Smoker Quitter Smoker Quitter Mean Difference (kg) CACE[95% CI] Weight
Berlin et al 2021 3.04 3.40 3.02 3.34 : 0.11[-0.58; 0.80] 16.0%
Heil et al 2008 3.12 3.15 3.33 3.32 i 060[-0.24; 1.45] 106%
Higgins et al 2014 3.05 3.85 317 3.51 : 047 [-066;1.60] 6.0%
Higgins et al 2022 3.16 3.46 3.08 3.25 — T -0.13[-0.76; 0.51] 18.8%
Tappin et al 2015 3.08 3.59 3.05 3.43 | 0.15[-0.51; 0.80] 176%
Tappin et al 2022 3.08 3.49 3.07 3.46 B 0.31[-0.19; 0.80] 31.1%
Common effect model | : *+| | | 0.21 [-0.07; 0.48] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: IF= 0%, = 0, p=079

Figure 2: Complier Average Causal Effect (CACE) estimates of the effect of smoking cessation during pregnancy on birth weight (kg). The
size of data markersis proportional to the weight in the meta-analysis.
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