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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Ruta Valaitis,RN, PhD; Associate Professor, McMaster University, 
Canada  
 
I declare that I have no competing financial, professional or personal 
interests that might have influenced my review of this paper. 

REVIEW RETURNED 12/02/2012 

 

THE STUDY If I understand the last item on the item of the scoresheet corrrectly, 
"Do any supplemental documents e.g. a CONSORT checklist, 
contain information that should be better reported in the manuscript, 
or raise questions about the work?", there is no need to expand on 
methods issues in the body of the paper. The STROBE Statement 
checklist was included. 

GENERAL COMMENTS Find below a few comments for expansion and or clarification. I hope 
that the authors find them helpful.  
 
The sentence from the abstract below needs clarification:  
"(i) We identified search terms over 6 months that triggered our 
advert for online help for depression in eight British postcode 
areas...  
Do you mean: We identified the search terms entered by users (who 
subsequently clicked on our advert) for online help for depression in 
eight British postcode areas...  
 
"We were struck by the large geographical variation in the uptake of 
LLTTF18" Please expand on this point to describe the variation. 
Was there a wide international reach?  
 
It is important for readers to understand Google Adwords for this 
paper as it a critical aspect of the research. It would be very helpful 
to provide readers with a brief introduction of this service early on 
and to identify what the service provides as background for those 
who may be unfamilar with it.  
 
Also, please provide a more detailed explanation of how key words 
with Google Adwords works. Assume your readers are not familiar 
with this.  
 
Please describe the Samaritans site. For readers outside of the UK, 
this service will not be well known. Also, please add the link to the 
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site in your references.  
 
You note that Google search results are to some degree 
personalised by location; it would be helpful to explain how this 
works in more detail for readers new to the topic and also how it 
impacts on this research more explicitly.  
 
In table 3, note what criteria are being used to determine a " 
knowledgeable user". I recognize that you explain this in the body of 
the paper. It would be helpful to readers to see it again in the table.  
 
Check the following sentence: "We assumed that our naïve user 
with depression having arrived at this page from Google is able to 
avoid the distractions of the surrounding and links and just choose 
one of the seven from the body of the text (Figure 3) and then find 
‘Free Online CBT resources’ which is one of 20 choices on the 
second screen (Figure 4)." Did you mean of the surrounding links?  
 
Table 5.Please add titles for the columns; It is unclear what is meant 
by "...showing the number of times found (out of 180 search 
results)," What is found? Links to CBT?  
 
Table 6: Please add column titles.  
 
Discussion:  
"Increasingly in UK and other health settings, people are 
encouraged to self-refer for support and guidance in using online 
CBT." Check your wording here. The UK is not a health setting. Who 
is encouraging self referral? This is unclear. A brief discussion of the 
push for self care could be useful here to support your point.  
 
Suggested rewording of the sentence: This study showed that 
amongst the 4000 people who clicked on our advert typically 
searched with the single word depression, although there were a 
great variety of terms entered, including misspellings.  
 
Reword this sentence for more clarity: " By judicious design of the 
website, NHS Choices and other NHS websites should anyway be 
high profile search results." Did you mean- By judicious design of 
the website, NHS Choices and other NHS websites should bring 
high profile search results?  
 
In your discussion, you may want to briefly address the potential that 
the use of "adverts" may not be viewed positively by Internet users 
who are looking for credible information on the web. It may lead to 
suspicion about the true intentions of the site. How does this 
influence the interpretation of your results?  
 
Overall, I enjoyed reading this paper and feel that it provides an 
important contribution to science related to the use of the Internet to 
enhance access to health information and services. The study 
methods can be replicated nicely in other domains. Thank you for 
the opportunity to review this paper.   

 

REVIEWER No competing interests declared.  
 
Mariana Dyakova, MD,MPH,PhD  
NIHR Clinical Lecturer in public health  
Warwick Medical School, The University of Warwick  
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Medical School Building, Gibbet Hill Campus  

REVIEW RETURNED 16/02/2012 

 

THE STUDY This is clearly an exploratory study and this must be made clear both 
in the abstract and in the publication methods (not only in the 
CONSORT statement).  
Stated just as a cross-sectional study trying to find differences in 
search experience of people with Depression in the UK, 2011 it 
needs to address the following issues:  
Study participants and setting:  
How were they determined and by whom? Sample size? Exact 
number – 3686 then 4000? It’s not clear who are they exactly – all of 
those who searched for ‘depression’ and related terms or only those 
who ‘clicked’ on the advert or both of them; overlapping of 
numbers?  
How do the authors know that those who search for the mentioned 
terms are people with depression?  
How was the panel of volunteers chosen / recruited / contacted? Are 
they representative of anything? Were they diagnosed with 
depression or only with interest in depression? Why the authors ‘felt 
unable’ to ask the panel to make a second search?  
Which are the ‘target areas’ and how are they determined? Are they 
representative of the UK population demography, prevalence of 
depression etc?  
Study design:  
Why were only LLTTF and Moodgym addressed? What other online 
CBT exists?  
There is inconsistency of the searches made – once by unknown 
people from the general population, once from a panel of 12 
volunteers, once by one researcher and once by two researchers. 
What are the implications of this?  
A number of websites are cited in the results. It would have been 
interesting to see if authors can find some benefits/shortcomings in 
particular website designs as this concern is also mentioned in the 
discussion.  
Presentation of results:  
A flow diagram / figure would be useful to present the logic of the 
study and the numbers cited.  
Table 1, 2, 5 and 6 don’t have headings (names of the columns on 
top).  
The word ‘click’ must be explained – eg ‘open the website/advert’ or 
else?  
No significance level set Differences significant – statistically and for 
practice? 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS The limitations must include not also the ‘online’ problems – 
restrictions of Google engine and changes in terms, but also the 
population aspect – who is searching, why, where and who is 
included in the study. If this is not known / difficult to assess the 
implications must be reported and discussed.  
The study shows a good way of ‘evaluating’ accessibility of online 
therapies and the effect of using adverts. However the limitations of 
such a design should be fully considered and conclusions made with 
care. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: Ruta Valaitis,RN, PhD; Associate Professor, McMaster University, Canada  

1. The authors might want to explain the reasons for the suggestion of the Ethics Board to include the 
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Samaritan site. Is this site well known in the UK and therefore should be included? Please provide a 

brief overview of this site/ service for non-UK readers. Also, please add the link to the site in your 

references. *** We have added another sentence to describe Samaritans when first mentioned in the 

methods. The main rationale was to provide an active support area for anyone who was feeling 

distressed or suicidal. We already had a reference [24] (now ref [30]) to the Samaritans website, but 

we now realise that all our website references had lost ‘detail’. This has now been corrected.  

2. The sentence from the abstract below needs clarification: "(i) We identified search terms over 6 

months that triggered our advert for online help for depression in eight British postcode areas...”. Do 

you mean: We identified the search terms entered by users (who subsequently clicked on our advert) 

for online help for depression in eight British postcode areas... *** Yes, that is correct. The text has 

been amended to clarify.  

3. "We were struck by the large geographical variation in the uptake of LLTTF18" Please expand on 

this point to describe the variation. Was there a wide international reach? *** We were referring to 

large variation within the UK, which was the target population for the study. We added further 

explanation to clarify this.  

4. It is important for readers to understand Google Adwords for this paper as it a critical aspect of the 

research. It would be very helpful to provide readers with a brief introduction of this service early on 

and to identify what the service provides as background for those who may be unfamiliar with it. 

***We have added a clear description of Google Adwords to the Introduction and further references.  

5. Also, please provide a more detailed explanation of how key words with Google Adwords works. 

Assume your readers are not familiar with this. ***We have added a brief description and a reference.  

6. You note that Google search results are to some degree personalised by location; it would be 

helpful to explain how this works in more detail for readers new to the topic and also how it impacts on 

this research more explicitly.***We have added further references, a little more explanation, and have 

tried to clarify that this means there is no ‘standard Google response’ and so there is a need to recruit 

a panel to get an ‘average’ response.  

7. In table 3, note what criteria are being used to determine a " knowledgeable user". I recognize that 

you explain this in the body of the paper. It would be helpful to readers to see it again in the table. 

***We have added a note to Table 3.  

8. Check the following sentence: "We assumed that our naïve user with depression having arrived at 

this page from Google is able to avoid the distractions of the surrounding and links and just choose 

one of the seven from the body of the text (Figure 3) and then find ‘Free Online CBT resources’ which 

is one of 20 choices on the second screen (Figure 4)." Did you mean of the surrounding links? *** We 

did actually mean BOTH the surroundings (i.e. the text and pictures on those pages) as well as the 

links. However, as we are mostly concerned with what they do next, your interpretation is probably 

more helpful, so we have changed it this to ‘peripheral links’.  

9. Table 5.Please add titles for the columns; It is unclear what is meant by "...showing the number of 

times found (out of 180 search results)," What is found? Links to CBT? *** We have added column 

title and clarified Table 5.  

10. Table 6: Please add column titles. *** We have added column titles to Table 6.  

11. Discussion: "Increasingly in UK and other health settings, people are encouraged to self-refer for 

support and guidance in using online CBT." Check your wording here. The UK is not a health setting. 

Who is encouraging self referral? This is unclear. A brief discussion of the push for self care could be 

useful here to support your point. *** We have clarified and expanded this section, and also added a 

reference.  

12. Suggested rewording of the sentence: This study showed that amongst the 4000 people who 

clicked on our advert typically searched with the single word depression, although there were a great 

variety of terms entered, including misspellings. ***Reworded  

13. Reword this sentence for more clarity: " By judicious design of the website, NHS Choices and 

other NHS websites should anyway be high profile search results." Did you mean- By judicious design 

of the website, NHS Choices and other NHS websites should bring high profile search results? *** 

Thank you, this has been amended to the suggested wording.  
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14. In your discussion, you may want to briefly address the potential that the use of "adverts" may not 

be viewed positively by Internet users who are looking for credible information on the web. It may lead 

to suspicion about the true intentions of the site. How does this influence the interpretation of your 

results? *** A comment has been added to the discussion.  

Overall, I enjoyed reading this paper and feel that it provides an important contribution to science 

related to the use of the Internet to enhance access to health information and services. The study 

methods can be replicated nicely in other domains. Thank you for the opportunity to review this paper. 

*** Thank YOU!  

 

Reviewer: Mariana Dyakova, MD,MPH,PhD NIHR Clinical Lecturer in public health. Warwick Medical 

School, The University of Warwick  

1. This is clearly an exploratory study and this must be made clear both in the abstract and in the 

publication methods (not only in the CONSORT statement). *** We have clarified in the Abstract and 

in Trial Registration. (We are not absolutely sure if that is what Dr Dyakova meant, as there is no 

CONSORT statement for this exploratory study).  

2. Study participants and setting: How were they determined and by whom? Sample size? Exact 

number – 3686 then 4000? It’s not clear who are they exactly – all of those who searched for 

‘depression’ and related terms or only those who ‘clicked’ on the advert or both of them; overlapping 

of numbers? *** We had ‘rounded up’ the numbers for the purpose of the discussion, but we had also 

made a typographical error in the Abstract it should have been 3868. We have corrected this 

throughout and added clarification that this refers only to people who had clicked on an advert.  

3. How do the authors know that those who search for the mentioned terms are people with 

depression? *** We do not. As the reviewer implies, they may just be people with an interest in 

depression. We have added a sentence to the Introduction to clarify this.  

4. How was the panel of volunteers chosen / recruited / contacted? Are they representative of 

anything? Were they diagnosed with depression or only with interest in depression? Why the authors 

‘felt unable’ to ask the panel to make a second search? *** We had described in methods that they 

“had either been previous users of LLTTF, or who had recently searched for depression and seen an 

advert”. They may not have been diagnosed although it is unlikely that the users of LLTTF would do 

so simply with an interest in depression. The main point of choosing this panel is that their computers 

are likely to have a search history including depression website. We felt unable to ask them to do too 

much otherwise as we were concerned that they would not volunteer to answer at all if the perceived 

effort/burden on them was too high. In response to the reviewer’s point 3 we have added a 

qualification to the Introduction. We have added to methods to clarify why and how they were 

recruited.  

5. Which are the ‘target areas’ and how are they determined? Are they representative of the UK 

population demography, prevalence of depression etc? *** The target areas were postcode areas 

chosen for the cluster randomised trial after dividing all postcode areas in Britain into quartiles for 

population and prior registration rates on Living Life To The Full. We did not feel it was appropriate to 

spend too much time in this paper on the methods of the cluster randomised trial which will be 

reported elsewhere. We have added a little more detail and a reference.  

6. Study design: Why were only LLTTF and Moodgym addressed? What other online CBT exists? *** 

These are the two most widely used free web-based online CBT packages in the UK. We had noted 

in the background (paragraph three) the other widely used package, namely Beating the Blues. 

However the latter wasn’t chosen as it is a licensed (paid for) product, in contrast to LLTTF and 

Moodgym.  

7. There is inconsistency of the searches made – once by unknown people from the general 

population, once from a panel of 12 volunteers, once by one researcher and once by two researchers. 

What are the implications of this? *** These four searches are not all comparable, in that we were 

using different types of information to answer different questions by using different search strategies. 

The first search was to see what terms people, in general, used when searching for depression. The 

second and third searches listed by the reviewer (i.e. the searches by the 12 volunteers and the one 
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researcher), are more comparable, in that in each case we wanted to know what Google would return. 

We had tried to explain that, in theory, the results returned by Google may vary by region and by each 

person’s history. However, in practice the variation was not that great. So although the search by one 

researcher was not as robust as asking our 12 volunteers to do the searches we do not think it made 

much difference to our findings. We have added a little more to the discussion about this limitation. 

(As we had stated above, for reasons of feasibility and to obtain a higher response from our 

volunteers we did not want to ask too much of them). The last of the four searches listed by the 

reviewer had a different purpose in that we were looking at the navigability of specific sites. Hopefully, 

this becomes clearer with (your point 9) the addition of a flow-chart.  

8. A number of websites are cited in the results. It would have been interesting to see if authors can 

find some benefits/shortcomings in particular website designs as this concern is also mentioned in the 

discussion. *** We think our paper concentrates on the shortcomings of these sites for particular 

users – namely people with depression who may benefit from the use of online CBT. While we agree 

with the reviewer that a general review of website design of health sites would be interesting, we think 

this would be straying from the objectives of this particular paper.  

9. A flow diagram / figure would be useful to present the logic of the study and the numbers cited. 

***We have added another figure to clarify this.  

10. Table 1, 2, 5 and 6 don’t have headings (names of the columns on top). *** We have added 

column headings, apart from Table 1 (which we do not think needs one).  

11. The word ‘click’ must be explained – eg ‘open the website/advert’ or else? *** We think that ‘click’ 

is a widely understood term for people using the Internet.  

12. No significance level set Differences significant – statistically and for practice? *** This was an 

exploratory study, as much as anything it was to develop a method to explore this issue. We think that 

the method we have used and have described could be used by others considering the use of online 

adverts. The calculation of the probability of finding relevant websites and the increase that may be 

afforded by the addition of an advert then becomes a decision for the campaign managers in the light 

of the cost and likely benefit of arriving at that website. In this case we think that the increase in 

probability for naïve users is of practical significance. We have tried to clarify this in the discussion.  

13. The limitations must include not also the ‘online’ problems – restrictions of Google engine and 

changes in terms, but also the population aspect – who is searching, why, where and who is included 

in the study. If this is not known / difficult to assess the implications must be reported and discussed. 

*** We have added further comments about the limitations of the study.  

14. The study shows a good way of ‘evaluating’ accessibility of online therapies and the effect of 

using adverts. However the limitations of such a design should be fully considered and conclusions 

made with care. *** We have added further comments about the limitations of the study.  

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Mariana Dyakova MD MPH PhD  
 
Clinical Lecturer / SpR in Public Health  
 
Division of Health Sciences  
 
Warwick Medical School  
 
Gibbet Hill Campus  
 
Coventry  
 
CV4 7AL  
 
m.dyakova@warwick.ac.uk  
 
No competing interests 
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REVIEW RETURNED 14/03/2012 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a very interesting exploratory study, presenting some ideas 
and methods of assessing the effectiveness of online advertising. 
Thanks and hope to see some more research in that direction!  
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