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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Chris Del Mar 
Bond University, Australia 
 
I know one of the Authors (Jonathan Craig) -- we are members of 
the Cochrane Collaboration -- but our interactions are indirect. 

REVIEW RETURNED 05-Aug-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a qualitative study that explores Australasian radiologists’ 
views of EBM: barriers and enablers. It finds that, like many other 
subgroups of clinicians, radiologists generally think that EBM is 
valuable and can improve the quality (and, interesting the efficiency) 
of their services, but feel inadequate (especially in the critical 
appraisal part). The extra spin that this group of clinicians have is an 
increased sense of being less in command of many of the clinical 
decisions they make: they are mostly referred requests for 
radiological examinations. Even if they feel these are suboptimal, 
they have different pressures simply to comply with the request from 
the treating clinician. It is interesting that even shared decision 
making is mentioned in a discipline that must be more remote from 
this than most.  
 
The qualitative research seems well done. Grounded their methods 
are employed, and they did not abandon data collection until 
saturation was achieved. The statements examples are very 
credible, and the themes developed similarly so.  
 
The data are nicely set out, with fulsome display of the data for 
those who want to dig in a little deeper.  
 
No other suggestions for improving it. 
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REVIEWER Stefan Puig 
University Institute of Diagnostic, Interventional and Paediatric 
Radiology - Inselspital - University Hospital Bern  
Switzerland 

REVIEW RETURNED 10-Nov-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors present an interview study about radiologists‘ 
perspectives on Evidence-Based Medicine and their clinical practice.  
 
In general: In my opinion, it is problematic to merge statements from 
interventional radiologists and radiologists focused on diagnostics. 
There is more evidence available on therapeutical/interventional 
procedures than on the diagnostic accuracy of radiological 
examinations. Therefore, I suggest to rewrite the paper and to make 
separate analyses.  
 
Results: Prioritising patients preferences; 2nd. sentence: Shouldn't it 
be: "... they felt unable to deny patients who wanted imaging or 
examinations even ..." instead of "... they felt unable to deny patients 
who wanted treatment even ..."? Or is this statement focused on 
radiologic interventions only?  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer #2:  

 

1. “In my opinion, it is problematic to merge statements from interventional radiologists and 

radiologists focused on diagnostics. There is more evidence available on therapeutical/interventional 

procedures than on the diagnostic accuracy of radiological examinations. Therefore, I suggest to 

rewrite the paper and to make separate analyses.”  

 

We agree that the evidence base for therapeutic/interventional procedures and diagnostic radiology is 

different. However, many of the themes apply to both interventional and diagnostic radiology and we 

believe that reporting separate analyses will be duplicative. Where possible, we have now indicated 

whether statements in the results are specifically referring to interventional or diagnostic radiology. 

(Page 7, paragraph 1; page 7, paragraph 3; page 8, paragraph 2; page 8, paragraph 3; page 9, 

paragraph 2; page 13, paragraph 2; page 14, paragraph 3 – marked copy)  

 

2. “Prioritising patients preferences; 2nd. sentence: Shouldn't it be: "... they felt unable to deny 

patients who wanted imaging or examinations even ..." instead of "... they felt unable to deny patients 

who wanted treatment even ..."? Or is this statement focused on radiologic interventions only?”  

 

As suggested, we have clarified that this sentence is referring to radiologic interventions (Page 7, 

paragraph 3 – marked copy). 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Chris Del Mar 
Bond University, Australia 
 
I know one of the Authors (Jonathan Craig) -- we are members of 
the Cochrane Collaboration -- but our interactions are indirect. 

REVIEW RETURNED 17-Nov-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I note the small adjustment to address the other reviewer's concern 
about diagnostic vs intervention radiology. I believe this is now fine.  

 

REVIEWER Stefan Puig, MD, MSc 
Institute of Diagnostic, Interventional and Pediatric Radiology  
University Hospital Berne (Inselspital)  
Switzerland 

REVIEW RETURNED 17-Nov-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS All reviewers‘ comments have been adequately addressed. No more 
changes necessary from my side 
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