
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) What the public knows and wants to know about medicines research 

and development – A survey of the general public in six European 

countries 

AUTHORS Parsons, Suzanne; Starling, Bella; Mullan Jensen, Christine; Tham, 
Su-Gwan; Warner, Kay; Wever, Kim 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Miss Liz Hill 
School of Social & Community Medicine  
University of Bristol  
UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 22-Sep-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS References:  
 
I am unable to trace reference 2 at all - is this publicly available?  
 
Reference 7 web-link has an error in spelling of Wellcome.  
 
References 3 to 7 don't seem to support the data that is given in the 
background section of this paper (although some are not available 
without charge and I lack the funds to obtain the full articles). They 
also don't refer to medicines R&D directly, but to other areas such 
as bio-banks and genetic testing. I would be very surprised if more 
relevant literature did not exist? I would suggest a thorough review 
of the relevant literature is undertaken and more relevant references 
are provided to support the ideas given in this paper. Currently the 
findings of previous research in the area are not well reported and 
aren't backed up by the references that have been provided 
(background paras 3 & 4). If recent relevant research doesn't exist, 
then that should be highlighted in the background section and 
research in other similar areas could be included, but this should be 
made clearer to the reader.  
 
The data referred to in Reference 8 (p5) is for the "most widely 
spoken mother tongue" and not "the most frequently spoken 
languages in Europe", as stated in this paper, which is slightly 
different.  
 
References 11 to 13 again don't seem to refer to the information that 
is given in this paper (although again some of these are not freely 
available).  
 
The "internet penetration" figures given (p13 line 6) are not 
referenced, however I assume that this should be reference 14 
(which has no mention in the text currently)? If this is correct then 
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the figures reported in the paper for France, Germany, UK and 
Spain are not the same as the figures that are found in Ref 14. The 
date of these internet penetration figures should also be given.  
 
 
Results:  
 
I couldn't see any information on why the quota of 2000 respondents 
in GB was not reached?  
 
I assume that the data included in this analysis was complete and 
there were no exclusions due to missing data, but this should be 
made explicit in the text.  
 
The figures presented do not have labelled axes. 
 
The last of line the discussion lacks a closing statement and seems 
to stop mid-sentence and there is no full stop, so I wonder if it has 
been truncated during the submission process?  
 
Discussion: Care should be taken to avoid implying causation, eg 
p13 line 32 - "having previous experience of medical research 
involvement appears to increase both current knowledge and 
interest in learning more.." It could be that an existing knowledge 
and interest in medical research means a participant is then more 
likely to consent to be involved if approached.  
 
Overall this paper has strong method and results sections, however I 
feel the background section would benefit from a more detailed and 
relevant review of the existing research. The discussion contains 
some quite speculative statements that would also be strengthened 
by comparison of the findings of this research to other similar 
studies. 

 

REVIEWER Alessandra Carnevale 
MD researcher in human genetics and genomic medicine.  
Instituto Nacional de Medicina Genómica  
Mexico 

REVIEW RETURNED 28-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Very interesting paper presenting the results of a survey in six 
counties of Europe on the public's knowledge of and interest about 
medicines research and development. I do not have any special 
comment or recomendation. I suggest to add (Table one) to the first 
paragraph of results.   

 

REVIEWER Wendy Lipworth 
Centre for Values, Ethics and the Law in Medicine, University of 
Sydney, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This article addresses a potentially important issue for drug 
development: the public's knowledge of the process and their 
interest in learning more.  
I think the article could be strengthened if more detail was provide 
up front about the importance of consumer involvement in drug 
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development and the rationale for and details of EUPATI. As it 
stands, the introduction is a bit "bland" and does not really explain to 
the reader why the issue and findings might be important for 
pharmaceutical policy and practice.  
 
I am not a quantitative researcher, so I cannot comment on the 
methodology or statistical analysis.  
 
The paper also needs to be proof-read for grammar and punctuation 
e.g.  
• “data was” should be “data were”  
• Respondents reported knowledge of and current interest in… 
should be respondents‟ reporting knowledge...  
• Problem with this sentence: When considering increasing public 
awareness of medicines R&D, it may be important to take into 
account that the public‟s previous involvement in medical research 
appears to nfluence both their current knowledge and their interest 
in learning more.  
• Problem with the flow between the two sentences: A key finding of 
this study was the apparent relationship between the public‟s 
experience of medical research and their current knowledge and 
interest in learning more about medicines R&D. With those with 
previous medical research experience having both greater 
knowledge and interest in learning more about medicines R&D. 

 

REVIEWER Kristina Seke 
Institute of Public Health of Serbia  
Serbia 

REVIEW RETURNED 31-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I would like to suggest to the authors to provide Cochran Mantel 
Haneszel test for every OR and to show p value for each OR on the 
graph. (For example, see: Starcevic Ana, Postic Srdjan D, Radojicic 
Zoran A, Starcevic Branislav, Milovanovic Srdjan D, Ilankovic Andrej 
N, Dimitrijevic Ivan D, Damjanovic Aleksandar G, Aksic Milan, 
Radonjic Vidosava . Volumetric Analysis of Amygdala, 
Hippocampus, and Prefrontal Cortex in Therapy-Naive PTSD 
Participants. BioMed Research International 01/2014;)  
Questionnaire analysis should be validated by Crombach alpha, with 
explanation for results. (For example, see: I Janicijevic, K Seke, A 
Djokovic, and T Filipovic . Healthcare workers satisfaction and 
patient satisfaction – where is the linkage?. Hippokratia, 2013 Apr-
Jun; 17(2): 157–162., PMCID: PMC3743622).  
Furthermore, comparing proportional results need to be done by 
Proportional Z test. Results connected with cross tabulation tables 
need to be provided by Pearsons Chi Square test or Likelihood Ratio 
test. (for example, see: Babovic, I et al. Doppler assessment 
between pathological examination of the placenta and late fetal 
intrauterine demise. CLINICAL AND EXPERIMENTAL 
OBSTETRICS & GYNECOLOGY, Volume: 38, Issue: 1, Pages: 43-
45, Published: 2011).  
Moreover, odds ratio is not enough for making the conclusion. The 
authors did not provide any multivariate analysis, and I would like to 
suggested to the authors to provide some adequate analysis to 
approve tested hypothesis. (For example, see: Seke, Kristina; 
Petrovic, Natasa; Jeremic, Veljko; et al. Sustainable development 
and public health: rating European countries. BMC PUBLIC 
HEALTH Volume: 13 Article Number: 77 Published: JAN 28 2013). 
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As authors stated, key words in this paper, besides “public health” 
and “social medicine” are “statistics” and “research methods”. In the 
line with this, statistical analysis should be improved and some other 
methods applied as well. In the line with this, the list of references 
should be prolonged.  
Besides, presented results are too extensive. My suggestion to the 
authors is to present only significant results. 
 
Very interesting and current problems are presented in this paper, 
with excellent comparison between countries.  
Paper design and structure are adequately defined. Nonetheless, 
certain changes should be made concerning Results length. Only 
the significant results should be presented. Furthermore, some 
major changes should be made concerning statistical analysis and 
references regarding statistical analysis, as you mentioned 
"statistics" one of the key words.  
Presented problem in this paper is very systematically and clearly 
performed and problems described in the paper are up-to-date.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name Miss Liz Hill  

Institution and Country School of Social & Community Medicine  

University of Bristol  

UK  

 

References: I am unable to trace reference 2 at all - is this publicly available?  

 

Reference two is currently not publicly available. Although in the process of rewriting the background 

and discussion sections we have removed this reference as it is no longer appropriate to reference it.  

 

Reference 7 web-link has an error in spelling of Wellcome.  

We have corrected the spelling of Wellcome.  

 

References 3 to 7 don't seem to support the data that is given in the background section of this paper 

(although some are not available without charge and I lack the funds to obtain the full articles). They 

also don't refer to medicines R&D directly, but to other areas such as bio-banks and genetic testing. I 

would be very surprised if more relevant literature did not exist? I would suggest a thorough review of 

the relevant literature is undertaken and more relevant references are provided to support the ideas 

given in this paper. Currently the findings of previous research in the area are not well reported and 

aren't backed up by the references that have been provided (background paras 3 & 4). If recent 

relevant research doesn't exist, then that should be highlighted in the background section and 

research in other similar areas could be included, but this should be made clearer to the reader.  

 

We have rewritten a large amount of the background section to hopefully more strongly present the 

argument for increased patient involvement in and public awareness of the medicines R&D process 

and the existing literature in this area. We reviewed existing literature on patient and public 

awareness of the medicines R&D process as part of this project and found very little relevant research 

which had focused directly on the public‟s beliefs and attitudes to medicines R&D. In the rewritten 

background section to this paper we have included reference to some additional work that we have 

identified exploring this issue, and we have also indicated that little existing work has been 

undertaken that has directly explored the public's knowledge and awareness of medicines R&D.  
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We have still included some discussion of existing research which has explored patients and the 

public's knowledge of and attitudes towards clinical research, clinical trials and medical research in 

general, as clinical trials form a significant element of the medicines R&D process, and so we felt that 

this literature was appropriate to include. We have also briefly discussed the existing research which 

has focused on the input of patient advocates and patient organisations into the medicines R&D 

process.  

 

The data referred to in Reference 8 (p5) is for the "most widely spoken mother tongue" and not "the 

most frequently spoken languages in Europe", as stated in this paper, which is slightly different.  

 

We have amended the text accordingly.  

 

References 11 to 13 again don't seem to refer to the information that is given in this paper (although 

again some of these are not freely available).  

 

We have now included more appropriate references.  

 

The "internet penetration" figures given (p13 line 6) are not referenced, however I assume that this 

should be reference 14 (which has no mention in the text currently)? If this is correct then the figures 

reported in the paper for France, Germany, UK and Spain are not the same as the figures that are 

found in Ref 14. The date of these internet penetration figures should also be given.  

 

Internet penetration figures are now referenced within the text and we have also amended the internet 

penetration figures for France, Germany, UK and Spain. The date of the internet penetration figures 

has been added.  

 

 

Results:  

 

I couldn't see any information on why the quota of 2000 respondents in GB was not reached?  

 

The quota of 2000 respondents in GB was not reached, as it was not achieved before the closure 

date of the omnibus survey.  

 

 

I assume that the data included in this analysis was complete and there were no exclusions due to 

missing data, but this should be made explicit in the text.  

 

You are correct, the date included in the analysis was complete and there were no exclusions due to 

missing data. This has now been made explicit within the text.  

 

The figures presented do not have labelled axes.  

 

The axes for the figures have now been labelled  

 

The last of line the discussion lacks a closing statement and seems to stop mid-sentence and there is 

no full stop, so I wonder if it has been truncated during the submission process?  

 

The second half of the sentence has now been added. It appears that it was truncated during the 

submission process.  
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Discussion: Care should be taken to avoid implying causation, eg p13 line 32 - "having previous 

experience of medical research involvement appears to increase both current knowledge and interest 

in learning more.." It could be that an existing knowledge and interest in medical research means a 

participant is then more likely to consent to be involved if approached.  

 

We have amended the section of the discussion so that other interpretations of the data have been 

taken into account.  

 

Overall this paper has strong method and results sections, however I feel the background section 

would benefit from a more detailed and relevant review of the existing research. The discussion 

contains some quite speculative statements that would also be strengthened by comparison of the 

findings of this research to other similar studies.  

 

Thank you for your comments, we have amended the background section and the discussion section 

to hopefully cover literature that backs up our statements more and have taken your comments on 

board.  

 

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name Alessandra Carnevale  

Institution and Country MD researcher in human genetics and genomic medicine.  

Instituto Nacional de Medicina Genómica  

Mexico  

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

 

 

Very interesting paper presenting the results of a survey in six counties of Europe on the public's 

knowledge of and interest about medicines research and development. I do not have any special 

comment or recomendation. I suggest to add (Table one) to the first paragraph of results.  

 

Thank you for your feedback. As suggested we have added Table one to the first paragraph of 

results.  

 

 

Reviewer: 3  

Reviewer Name Wendy Lipworth  

Institution and Country Centre for Values, Ethics and the Law in Medicine, University of Sydney, 

Australia  

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

 

 

This article addresses a potentially important issue for drug development: the public's knowledge of 

the process and their interest in learning more.  

I think the article could be strengthened if more detail was provide up front about the importance of 

consumer involvement in drug development and the rationale for and details of EUPATI. As it stands, 

the introduction is a bit "bland" and does not really explain to the reader why the issue and findings 

might be important for pharmaceutical policy and practice.  

 

We have rewritten the background section of the article to describe the rationale behind and 

importance of increasing patient and public involvement in medicines R&D. We have also described 

the rationale and plans within EUPATI in greater detail.  
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I am not a quantitative researcher, so I cannot comment on the methodology or statistical analysis.  

 

The paper also needs to be proof-read for grammar and punctuation e.g.  

• “data was” should be “data were”  

 

This has been amended throughout the text.  

 

• Respondents reported knowledge of and current interest in… should be respondents‟ reporting 

knowledge...  

 

This has been amended.  

 

• Problem with this sentence: When considering increasing public awareness of medicines R&D, it 

may be important to take into account that the public‟s previous involvement in medical research 

appears to influence both their current knowledge and their interest in learning more.  

 

We have rephrased this sentence to read, “If members of the public reported previous experience of 

medical research, then they appeared to have greater current knowledge of medicines R&D and 

interest in learning more.”  

 

• Problem with the flow between the two sentences: A key finding of this study was the apparent 

relationship between the public‟s experience of medical research and their current knowledge and 

interest in learning more about medicines R&D. With those with previous medical research 

experience having both greater knowledge and interest in learning more about medicines R&D.  

 

We have rephrased this to read “A key finding of this study was the apparent relationship between the 

public‟s experience of medical research and their knowledge and interest in learning more about 

medicines R&D. If members of the public reported previous experience of medical research, then they 

appeared to have greater current knowledge of medicines R&D and interest in learning more.  

 

 

Reviewer: 4  

Reviewer Name Kristina Seke  

Institution and Country Institute of Public Health of Serbia  

Serbia  

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

 

I would like to suggest to the authors to provide Cochran Mantel Haneszel test for every OR and to 

show p value for each OR on the graph. (For example, see: Starcevic Ana, Postic Srdjan D, Radojicic 

Zoran A, Starcevic Branislav, Milovanovic Srdjan D, Ilankovic Andrej N, Dimitrijevic Ivan D, 

Damjanovic Aleksandar G, Aksic Milan, Radonjic Vidosava . Volumetric Analysis of Amygdala, 

Hippocampus, and Prefrontal Cortex in Therapy-Naive PTSD Participants. BioMed Research 

International 01/2014;)  

 

We have provided Cochran Mantel Hanszel tests for each OR and have showed p values for each 

OR on the graph.  

 

Questionnaire analysis should be validated by Crombach alpha, with explanation for results. (For 

example, see: I Janicijevic, K Seke, A Djokovic, and T Filipovic . Healthcare workers satisfaction and 

patient satisfaction – where is the linkage?. Hippokratia, 2013 Apr-Jun; 17(2): 157–162., PMCID: 

PMC3743622).  
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We have validated the questionnaire analysis using Cronbach‟s alpha and have described the 

findings in the results section.  

 

Furthermore, comparing proportional results need to be done by Proportional Z test. Results 

connected with cross tabulation tables need to be provided by Pearsons Chi Square test or Likelihood 

Ratio test. (for example, see: Babovic, I et al. Doppler assessment between pathological examination 

of the placenta and late fetal intrauterine demise. CLINICAL AND EXPERIMENTAL OBSTETRICS & 

GYNECOLOGY, Volume: 38, Issue: 1, Pages: 43-45, Published: 2011).  

 

Chi square tests have been provided for cross-tabulation tables.  

 

Moreover, odds ratio is not enough for making the conclusion. The authors did not provide any 

multivariate analysis, and I would like to suggested to the authors to provide some adequate analysis 

to approve tested hypothesis. (For example, see: Seke, Kristina; Petrovic, Natasa; Jeremic, Veljko; et 

al. Sustainable development and public health: rating European countries. BMC PUBLIC HEALTH 

Volume: 13 Article Number: 77 Published: JAN 28 2013).  

 

We have provided multivariate analysis to explore the predictors of having good knowledge of 

medicines R&D and of being interested in learning more about medicines safety.  

 

As authors stated, key words in this paper, besides “public health” and “social medicine” are 

“statistics” and “research methods”. In the line with this, statistical analysis should be improved and 

some other methods applied as well. In the line with this, the list of references should be prolonged.  

 

We have hopefully made the statistical analysis more comprehensive.  

 

Besides, presented results are too extensive. My suggestion to the authors is to present only 

significant results.  

 

We have reduced the length of the results section as suggested.  

 

Very interesting and current problems are presented in this paper, with excellent comparison between 

countries.  

 

Thank you for your comment.  

 

Paper design and structure are adequately defined. Nonetheless, certain changes should be made 

concerning Results length. Only the significant results should be presented. Furthermore, some major 

changes should be made concerning statistical analysis and references regarding statistical analysis, 

as you mentioned "statistics" one of the key words.  

 

We have made some changes to the results length and have made some considerable changes to 

the statistical analysis as suggested.  

 

Presented problem in this paper is very systematically and clearly performed and problems described 

in the paper are up-to-date.  

 

Thank you for your comment. 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Wendy Lipworth 
University of Sydney, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 19-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I have focused my re-review on the Introduction, because this was 
the focus of my previous review. I think the Introduction is much 
improved. My only minor concern about it is the way it is organised. 
The authors might want to present the points in the following order 
instead of their current order:  
1. Importance of PPI  
2. Current knowledge about PPI  
3. EUPATI and its research re PPI  
4. The current study  
 
The paper could also do with a read-through for grammar and 
sentence construction. There are no major problems, but some 
general "tightening" could help. 

 

REVIEWER Kristina Seke 
Institute for public health of Republic of Serbia 

REVIEW RETURNED 28-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS there are no references about ranking countries. They need to 
reference other authors about ranking (such as Jeremic at all, 
Radojicic et all, Al Lagili et all), importance of the procedure and 
comparing their procedure with other authors. There are no clear 
understanding why they need table four if they don't compare 
countries. In the keywords can not be statistics and research 
methods because statistics is ok but nothing special. third keyword 
can be research and development.  

 

VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 3  

Reviewer Name Wendy Lipworth  

Institution and Country University of Sydney, Australia  

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

 

 

I have focused my re-review on the Introduction, because this was the focus of my previous review. I 

think the Introduction is much improved. My only minor concern about it is the way it is organised. The 

authors might want to present the points in the following order instead of their current order:  

1. Importance of PPI  

2. Current knowledge about PPI  

3. EUPATI and its research re PPI  

4. The current study  

 

As requested, we have re-ordered the introduction in the way that reviewer one has suggested.  

 

 

The paper could also do with a read-through for grammar and sentence construction. There are no 
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major problems, but some general "tightening" could help.  

 

We have proof read and hopefully tightened up the language in the paper.  

 

 

 

Reviewer: 4  

Reviewer Name Kristina Seke  

Institution and Country Institute for public health of Republic of Serbia  

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

 

 

there are no references about ranking countries. They need to reference other authors about ranking 

(such as Jeremic at all, Radojicic et all, Al Lagili et all), importance of the procedure and comparing 

their procedure with other authors.  

 

In the revised manuscript, we have added additional references about ranking and have included 

some text about the importance of the procedure.  

 

There are no clear understanding why they need table four if they don't compare countries.  

 

We believe that within the manuscript we have compared countries in the section "Interest in learning 

more about particular areas of medicines R&D".  

 

In the keywords can not be statistics and research methods because statistics is ok but nothing 

special. third keyword can be research and development.  

 

We have amended the third keyword to research methods. 
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