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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Dr. E. Vidhubala  
Associate Professor,  
Department of Psycho-oncology,  
Resource Center for Tobacco Control,  
Cancer Institute (WIA),  
Adyar, India 

REVIEW RETURNED 28-Jul-2012 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS It is a very well presented timely article. There is no comprehensive 
standardized tool to understand the belief and barriers about cancer 
so far. Understanding these issues in an objective manner will help 
to reduce the cancer related morbidity and mortality to a greater 
extent and will also be cost effective. This will change the global 
cancer scenario among the public effectively. In particular, these 
kind of researches are very much applicable to developing countries 
where the late presentation is still more than 80%. The authors 
should continue their efforts and extend their expertise to develop 
such tools applicable to developing countries.   

 

REVIEWER Wai-Kai Hou, PhD  
Assistant Professor  
Department of Psychological Studies  
The Hong Kong Institute of Education  
Hong Kong  
 
I declare no potential conflicts of interests that could influence my 
review of the manuscript. 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Sep-2012 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors are to be congratulated for their excellent work. This is 
a multinational, multilingual study, in which the authors need an 
effort to ensure that the items were well translated and data 
collection at multiple sites well-executed.  
 
One minor issue is the lower alphas for the aggregated scores on 
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barriers to symptom presentation and beliefs about cancer outcomes 
(~0.50). To enhance utility of the instrument in future studies, the 
authors could explain the possible reasons for the lower alphas, 
suggest how the scores could be interpreted, and possibly provide 
feasible directions for future validation and use of the instrument.  

 

REVIEWER Lila J. Finney Rutten, Ph.D.| Senior Associate Consultant | Division 
of Epidemiology |Associate Scientific Director for the Population 
Health Science Program |Center for the Science of Health Care 
Delivery | 

REVIEW RETURNED 05-Oct-2012 

 

THE STUDY Although a reference is given for greater detail on implementation of 
the surveys through CATI, the manuscript would be strengthened by 
inclusion of at least some of this information in this manuscript (e.g. 
sampling frame and comparability of frames across countries, 
respondent selection method, and response rates). Greater details 
on the actual samples, and population estimates for 
sociodemographic characteristics are also needed. 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS Please clarify whether the instrument contained in the supplement 
has been modified as per the findings report. It would be helpful to 
indicate on the CATI document, which of the measures performed 
poorly. 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a very well-written, clear summary of important research 
efforts to identify valid international measures of cancer beliefs. With 
some very minor edits, I believe this will make an important 
contribution to the literature and be of interest to the readership of 
BMJ.   

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: Dr E Vidhubala  

 

Comment: It is a very well presented timely article. There is no comprehensive standardized tool to 

understand the belief and barriers about cancer so far. Understanding these issues in an objective 

manner will help to reduce the cancer related morbidity and mortality to a greater extent and will also 

be cost effective. This will change the global cancer scenario among the public effectively. In 

particular, these kind of researches are very much applicable to developing countries where the late 

presentation is still more than 80%. The authors should continue their efforts and extend their 

expertise to develop such tools applicable to developing countries.  

 

 

Authors’ reply: We thank Dr Vidhubala for her kind comments and take on board the suggestion to 

widen the use of the measure into developing countries in the future.  

 

 

Reviewer: Wai-Kai Hou  

 

One minor issue is the lower alphas for the aggregated scores on barriers to symptom presentation 

and beliefs about cancer outcomes (~0.50). To enhance utility of the instrument in future studies, the 

authors could explain the possible reasons for the lower alphas, suggest how the scores could be 

interpreted, and possibly provide feasible directions for future validation and use of the instrument.  
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There are relatively low alphas for the aggregate variables, however the factor analysis results and 

their stability across all countries demonstrate that the latent variable is well defined. The relatively 

low alpha values follow from the relatively low correlations among the constituent questions of the 

aggregated scales (range: 0.2 -0.4). While the communality variance of the constituent questions is 

lower than ideal for definition of a latent factor, a balance is evident in that each constituent question 

contains substantial unique information. The unique part of the variance of each question in this study 

provides information of potential use in developing education campaigns. Different questions would 

have been developed if the aim had been only to elicit a common factor. We have added some further 

information on this topic into the revised manuscript (see p.14 and p.17).  

 

 

Reviewer: Lila J. Finney Rutten  

 

Comment: Although a reference is given for greater detail on implementation of the surveys through 

CATI, the manuscript would be strengthened by inclusion of at least some of this information in this 

manuscript (e.g. sampling frame and comparability of frames across countries, respondent selection 

method, and response rates). Greater details on the actual samples, and population estimates for 

sociodemographic characteristics are also needed.  

 

Authors’ reply: We appreciate that the methods section describing the international surveys is brief, 

but within reasonable word limits, we have tried to present enough detail to allow the reader to 

understand the results. Further details are available in the full results paper (now accepted subject to 

revision by BJC). However, as requested, we have added some additional information on the 

sampling, selection, response and socio-demographics of the sample (see p12).  

 

Comment: Please clarify whether the instrument contained in the supplement has been modified as 

per the findings report. It would be helpful to indicate on the CATI document, which of the measures 

performed poorly.  

 

Authors’ reply: The instrument in the supplementary file is the final version following modifications. We 

have added text on p8 to clarify this. We have also indicated items that performed less well in the 

CATI document through the use of footnotes. 
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