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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Gema Revuelta 
Science Communication Observatory, Universitat Pompeu Fabra 
(Barcelona, SPAIN) 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Mar-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper addresses very relevant issues in the field of public 

health and health communication: newspaper coverage of cancer 

and awareness months. Approach and methods to explore this issue 

are adequate and results are relevant. 

 

Despite of this, some minor details should be reviewed in order to 

increase reader‟s understanding of this complex issue and help 

them to reach adequate interpretation of findings. Particularly, it is 

recommended to consider the following points: 

 

1. Page 4. As one of the main research questions of this paper 
is focused on the relationship between newspaper coverage 
of different types of cancer and their respective incidence 
among population, it could be useful to introduce in this first 
section what literature says about this issue. I suggest to 
include in this section the sentence that now is on page 8, 
lines 42-46 : 

Studies carried out in China, the United States and 

the United Kingdom also found that newspaper 

coverage generally did not reflect population cancer 

burden when measured as incidence, mortality or 

prevalence.[17-19]  

Discussion about what is relevant from a scientific point of 

view and what is from a journalistic perspective is a constant 

on the literature about science and health communication. I 

would also suggest to introduce readers to this debate, and 

consider the possibility to include some basic explanations 
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about mass media‟s goals (information, entertainment, etc) 

even if it implies to cut in some way the space that in this 

first version is devoted to the media coverage of celebrity 

stories. 

 

2. Page 5. Lines 44-48. How does LexisNexis SmartIndexing 
Technology work? As it is a relatively new technology and it 
is mainly used in communication research (and not in health 
studies), BMJ Open readers are not necessarily familiarized 
with it. Deeper details about this system, its categorization‟s 
criteria and also its limitations as a tool for research would 
improve reader‟s interpretation of findings.  
 

3. Page 6. Line 10. I would suggest to replace the word 
“reflected” by a more accurate terminology. Within this 
context, “to reflect” could be interpreted by readers as a kind 
of association or relationship among newspaper coverage of 
different types of cancer and their respective incidence 
among population. 
 

4. Page 7. Line 46. As in the previous commentary, I would 
suggest to substitute the words “did not always reflect” by 
more accurate terms to avoid misinterpretations of findings. 
 

 

 

 

REVIEWER Laura Marlow 
University College London, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 28-Mar-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS In general this was a well written and interesting manuscript. 
Whether awareness campaigns influence awareness of cancer risk 
factors and signs and symptoms is an important question. One 
avenue for this is through mass media. I did however think the 
analysis in this paper was a little simplistic and left a few questions 
unanswered. In particular, there was no justification for including 
articles from such a short period (two years). Given that awareness 
months were introduced at different times it would be good to see 
data over a longer period. This would mean the authors could run 
trends analysis which would allow for a conclusion that could answer 
the question posed in the title.  
 
Other points:  
- Could the authors add analyses exploring peaks in coverage by 
type of newspaper?  
- Did the authors read the articles? Thematic analysis is mentioned 
but in the results it appears only the pre-allocated classifications 
have been used.  
- Table 3 should show the articles for type of newspaper divided by 
number of newspapers. The numbers are not currently comparable, 
not surprising there are more articles if there are more newspapers 
in that group.  
- In the results section the last paragraph the wording is not 
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supported by the figures: tabloid newspapers published the highest 
mean number of 266 articles related to breast cancer, closely 
followed by tabloid newspapers with 265 articles (practically the 
same number).  
- The methods could do with some clarification regarding how 
percentages were calculated i.e. what were the numerators and 
denominators used.  
- I was not convinced that presenting the pre-allocated subject areas 
was relevant to the research question. This needs some justification.  
- The discussion should be focussed on the question i.e. do 
awareness months influence coverage? At the moment it focusses 
on whether coverage is proportional to incidence for each cancer. 
Alternatively a re-write of the aims might be more appropriate.  
- The final key point is not supported by the data and should be 
replaced: “Media and awareness campaigns may prove to be an 
effective method of increasing knowledge and health behaviours and 
prevention”  
 
Minor changes:  
- A reference is needed for the 2010 diagnosis figures (page 5)  
- It is difficult to see the lung cancer symbol in figure 2 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name Gema Revuelta  

Institution and Country Science Communication Observatory, Universitat Pompeu Fabra (Barcelona, 

SPAIN)  

Please state any competing interests or state „None declared‟: 'None declared'  

 

Author should take into account referee notes before publication.  

 

This paper addresses very relevant issues in the field of public health and health communication: 

newspaper coverage of cancer and awareness months. Approach and methods to explore this issue 

are adequate and results are relevant.  

 

Despite of this, some minor details should be reviewed in order to increase reader‟s understanding of 

this complex issue and help them to reach adequate interpretation of findings. Particularly, it is 

recommended to consider the following points:  

 

1. Page 4. As one of the main research questions of this paper is focused on the relationship between 

newspaper coverage of different types of cancer and their respective incidence among population, it 

could be useful to introduce in this first section what literature says about this issue. I suggest to 

include in this section the sentence that now is on page 8, lines 42-46 :  

Studies carried out in China, the United States and the United Kingdom also found that newspaper 

coverage generally did not reflect population cancer burden when measured as incidence, mortality or 

prevalence.[17-19]  

Many thanks for this recommendation. The text mentioned has now been moved to the introduction.  

 

Discussion about what is relevant from ascientific point of view and what is from a journalistic 

perspective is a constant on the literature about science and health communication. I would also 

suggest to introduce readers to this debate, and consider the possibility to include some basic 

explanations about mass media‟s goals (information, entertainment, etc) even if it implies to cut in 

some way the space that in this first version is devoted to the media coverage of celebrity stories.  

More detail on the goals of mass media have been incorporated into the Introduction.  
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2. Page 5. Lines 44-48. How does LexisNexis SmartIndexing Technology work? As it is a relatively 

new technology and it is mainly used in communication research (and not in health studies), BMJ 

Open readers are not necessarily familiarized with it. Deeper details about this system, its 

categorization‟s criteria and also its limitations as a tool for research would improve reader‟s 

interpretation of findings.  

Thank you for this suggestion. More information regarding the LexisNexis SmartIndexing Technology 

has been included and we hope it will improve the readers‟ understanding. This can be found on page 

6.  

 

3. Page 6. Line 10. I would suggest to replace the word “reflected” by a more accurate terminology. 

Within this context, “to reflect” could be interpreted by readers as a kind of association or relationship 

among newspaper coverage of different types of cancer and their respective incidence among 

population.  

„To reflect‟ has been replaced by the „mirrored‟ so as not to imply any association. See page 2, 4 and 

6.  

 

4. Page 7. Line 46. As in the previous commentary, I would suggest to substitute the words “did not 

always reflect” by more accurate terms to avoid misinterpretations of findings.  

„To reflect‟ has been replaced by the „mirrored‟ so as not to imply any association. See page 2, 4 and 

6.  

 

Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name Laura Marlow  

Institution and Country University College London, UK  

Please state any competing interests or state „None declared‟: None decared  

 

In general this was a well written and interesting manuscript. Whether awareness campaigns 

influence awareness of cancer risk factors and signs and symptoms is an important question. One 

avenue for this is through mass media. I did however think the analysis in this paper was a little 

simplistic and left a few questions unanswered. In particular, there was no justification for including 

articles from such a short period (two years). Given that awareness months were introduced at 

different times it would be good to see data over a longer period. This would mean the authors could 

run trends analysis which would allow for a conclusion that could answer the question posed in the 

title.  

Thank you for your feedback. At the time of analysis 2012 was the latest data available. The aim was 

to give a picture of the current coverage of common cancers and serve as a basis for 

recommendation for future research. The other reason for not going back further is because prostate 

cancer awareness month did not start until March 2009 and we wanted to allow more time for this 

awareness month to become established.  

 

Other points:  

- Could the authors add analyses exploring peaks in coverage by type of newspaper?  

We have looked into this and have found relatively few peaks which are unique to newspaper type. 

These findings have been incorporated into the manuscript, but may be more appropriate as an 

appendix as we feel the conclusion is not dissimilar to the overall national coverage.  

 

- Did the authors read the articles? Thematic analysis is mentioned but in the results it appears only 

the pre-allocated classifications have been used.  

The articles were read wherever there was a peak to identify if particular events contributed to the 

increased coverage. This has been emphasised in the manuscript. See page 5.  
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- Table 3 should show the articles for type of newspaper divided by number of newspapers. The 

numbers are not currently comparable, not surprising there are more articles if there are more 

newspapers in that group.  

Thank you for pointing this out. Currently the mean number of articles by newspaper type has been 

given which we felt was a comparable figure. However as you suggest it could be understood better 

by explaining the number of articles is divided by the number of newspapers in each newspaper 

category.  

 

- In the results section the last paragraph the wording is not supported by the figures: tabloid 

newspapers published the highest mean number of 266 articles related to breast cancer, closely 

followed by tabloid newspapers with 265 articles (practically the same number).  

Apologies for being unclear, this has now been changed to reflect the similarity between numbers. 

Page 8.  

 

- The methods could do with some clarification regarding how percentages were calculated i.e. what 

were the numerators and denominators used.  

This has now been included and clarified in the methods.  

 

- I was not convinced that presenting the pre-allocated subject areas was relevant to the research 

question. This needs some justification.  

Presenting the pre-allocated subject areas was to highlight either the similarity or difference in subject 

focus of articles throughout the year. It also helped to identify the context in which the cancers are 

portrayed and peaks in unique events. We have removed the tables as we realise it is not strictly a 

result of the study.  

 

- The discussion should be focussed on the question i.e. do awareness months influence coverage? 

At the moment it focusses on whether coverage is proportional to incidence for each cancer. 

Alternatively a re-write of the aims might be more appropriate.  

The aims have been re-written to emphasise the burden of common cancers in comparison to 

newspaper coverage.  

 

- The final key point is not supported by the data and should be replaced: “Media and awareness 

campaigns may prove to be an effective method of increasing knowledge and health behaviours and 

prevention”  

This has been removed from the key points and added to the conclusions as a thought for future 

research.  

 

Minor changes:  

- A reference is needed for the 2010 diagnosis figures (page 5)  

A reference has been provided which is for figures published by Cancer Research UK. This is a 

reliable data source which used the most recent and complete published figures.  

 

- It is difficult to see the lung cancer symbol in figure 2  

The lung cancer awareness month symbols in figure 2 have been changed to grey. 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Gema Revuelta 
Science Communication Observatory, Universitat Pompeu Fabra 
(Barcelona, Spain) 

REVIEW RETURNED 03-Jun-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I'm satisfied with the answers provided by authors to referee's 
comments and questions (both to the reviewer 2 and to myself).  
This is really an interesting and relevant research, particularly within 
public health and health communication's fields.  
  

 

REVIEWER Laura Marlow 
UCL, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 12-Jun-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The Authors have done a good job of addressing the comments 
made on their first submission. I have a few additional comments 
below:  
1. The authors have described their methods as a 'Thematic 
Analysis'. This is not the case. 'Content Analysis' would be a more 
appropriate description.  
2. I think a change in title would better reflect the paper now that 
their is an additional aim e.g. "Coverage of common cancer types in 
UK national newspapers: A content analysis"  
3. A reference should be added as a footnote to table 1 for the data 
on number of cases  
4. I found figure 2 interesting and think this should be included 

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name Gema Revuelta  

Institution and Country Science Communication Observatory, Universitat Pompeu Fabra (Barcelona, 

Spain)  

Please state any competing interests or state „None declared‟: None declared  

 

 

I'm satisfied with the answers provided by authors to referee's comments and questions (both to the 

reviewer 2 and to myself).  

This is really an interesting and relevant research, particularly within public health and health 

communication's fields.  

 

Many thanks for your positive response and appreciation of this research study.  

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name Laura Marlow  

Institution and Country UCL, UK  

Please state any competing interests or state „None declared‟: None declared  
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The Authors have done a good job of addressing the comments made on their first submission. I have 

a few additional comments below:  

1. The authors have described their methods as a 'Thematic Analysis'. This is not the case. 'Content 

Analysis' would be a more appropriate description.  

The term „Thematic Analysis‟ has been removed and replaced with „Content Analysis‟ throughout the 

paper.  

2. I think a change in title would better reflect the paper now that their is an additional aim e.g. 

"Coverage of common cancer types in UK national newspapers: A content analysis"  

Thank you for this suggestion. The title has been updated.  

3. A reference should be added as a footnote to table 1 for the data on number of cases  

A reference for the number of cancer cases has now been added as a footnote to table 1.  

4. I found figure 2 interesting and think this should be included  

Thank you for your appreciation of the additional analysis. It is now part of the main results. 

 on M
ay 16, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2013-004677 on 11 July 2014. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/

