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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Lorayne Woodfield, PhD 
Newman University, Birmingham  
United Kingdom 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This study is of interest to researchers and health practitioners. It 
was a novel study and clearly added to knowledge in the area of PA 
assessment using both self-reported PA and objectively measured 
PA (especially as the IPAQ is a tool applied to populations globally 
and therefore this study has international relevance).  
 
A stronger argument for accurately monitoring PA as a health 
behaviour that reduces the risk of non-communicable diseases could 
have been provided in the introduction. You are encouraged to 
acknowledge the reasons for the popularity of self-report measures 
in PA research – the feasibility vs validity trade-off (e.g., Corder et 
al., 2008, Journal of Applied Physiology).  
 
As ethnic sub-categories were collapsed into larger categories, the 
authors should acknowledge in the article the limitations of this (i.e., 
within each ethnic category there will be diverse cultural 
differences). In relation to the previous point, was there any attempt 
to look at differences between sub-categories of white participants 
(e.g., white British vs other white Europeans)? If not, this again 
should be considered in the article. For example, it was mentioned 
that the prevalence of zero MVPA amongst the BME could be 
explained by differences in the ability to understand the 
questionnaire. Could this also be the case for the ‘white’ group (i.e., 
white Europeans for whom English is not their first language)?  
 
How was it established that pedometers were worn for a minimum of 
10 hours?  
 
Were work and non-work / weekday and weekend days included in 
the measurement period? Recent research (e.g., Audrey, Proctor 
and Cooper, 2014, International Journal of Behavioural Nutrition and 
Physical Activity) has highlighted the contribution that active 
commuting makes to physical activity. If not, this could be 
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considered a limitation of the design.  
 
Please outline how consent was obtained from patients and state 
that research ethics approval was obtained.  
 
‘Consistent’ was perhaps overused in the discussion.  
 
P.10 (line 8/9 apostrophe needed (participants’)  

 

REVIEWER Emily D. Williams 
University College London, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 20-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This manuscript explores ethnic group differences in self-reported 
and objectively-measured physical activity.  
This is an interesting, clearly-written paper. It was great to see 
objectively-measured physical activity data being used for ethnic 
group comparisons; as the authors state, there has been a reliance 
on self-reported data to date. There are, however, some key 
limitations that I feel need to be addressed.  
 
Major limitations  
 
1) The combination of Black and South Asian participants is a real 
concern. Although there appear to be (unadjusted?) similar physical 
activity results in these groups, I still feel that it is inappropriate to 
pool them. As the authors will be aware, the terms, Black and South 
Asian, are imprecise enough, let alone combining these to 
encompass BME participants. All of the existing studies included in 
the introduction to provide background literature on this area, only 
compare White and South Asian groups and therefore currently the 
introduction is misleading. One of the explanations given for 
previous “spurious ethnic-specific differences in levels of physical 
activity…detected by self-report” is cultural differences in conceptual 
understanding of physical activity levels. Combining the BME groups 
means that ‘cultural’ explanations are completely meaningless.  
Since the number of Black participants is only 63, I suggest they are 
excluded and the paper explores differences between White and 
South Asian participants.  
 
2) With the exclusion of the Black participants (or at least separate 
analysis of the Black and South Asian participants), it would be 
interesting to see whether the observed results persist, especially by 
sex. I think stratification by sex is particularly important in these 
analyses. Can the authors confirm that adjustments were made for 
age and socioeconomic position in the analyses presented in 
Supplementary table 1?  
 
3) The authors should recognise the potential for selection bias into 
the intervention studies. I wonder if the motivation to participate may 
vary by ethnic group?  
 
4) Are there any data on employment? Given the difference in age 
between the White and BME group, I would be interested to know 
whether retirement impacts the levels of physical activity in the 
groups, either through physical activity in manual occupation or 
increased time for leisure activities in retirement?  
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5) Rather than an area-based measure of socioeconomic position, it 
would be preferable to include a measure of individual SEP. Were 
any data collected from the participants in terms of income, 
education or occupation?  
 
Minor comments  
6) Given the skewed nature of physical activity data, were the 
physical activity scores log-transformed in the regression analyses?  
 
7) In the final paragraph of the discussion, the authors state that 
there was no difference between BME and White groups. There is, 
however, a trend towards an ethnic group difference in objectively-
measured activity in women. I think, therefore, that the word 
‘significant’ should be added to their assertion that there was no 
difference between groups.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1 comment: A stronger argument for accurately monitoring PA as a health behaviour that 

reduces the risk of non-communicable diseases could have been provided in the introduction. You are 

encouraged to acknowledge the reasons for the popularity of self-report measures in PA research – 

the feasibility vs validity trade-off (e.g., Corder et al., 2008, Journal of Applied Physiology).  

 

Authors’ response: This has been added to the introduction; page 5, paragraph 1.  

 

Reviewer 1 comment: As ethnic sub-categories were collapsed into larger categories, the authors 

should acknowledge in the article the limitations of this (i.e., within each ethnic category there will be 

diverse cultural differences). In relation to the previous point, was there any attempt to look at 

differences between sub-categories of white participants (e.g., white British vs other white 

Europeans)? If not, this again should be considered in the article. For example, it was mentioned that 

the prevalence of zero MVPA amongst the BME could be explained by differences in the ability to 

understand the questionnaire. Could this also be the case for the ‘white’ group (i.e., white Europeans 

for whom English is not their first language)?  

 

Authors’ response: We thank the reviewer for this comment. After review of these comments and 

those of Reviewer 2, we have restricted our analysis of the minority population to South Asians only. 

In addition, to answer the reviewers specific point, more than 97% of the included White population 

identified themselves as White British and 2% identified themselves as White Irish, therefore our 

White population was relatively homogeneous.  

 

Reviewer 1 comment: How was it established that pedometers were worn for a minimum of 10 hours?  

 

Authors’ Response: This was determined through self-reported data entered into the pedometer log 

sheets handed out to each participant and returned with the pedometer. This has been make explicit 

in the text; page 9, paragraph 1  

 

Reviewer 1 comment: Were work and non-work / weekday and weekend days included in the 

measurement period? Recent research (e.g., Audrey, Proctor and Cooper, 2014, International Journal 

of Behavioural Nutrition and Physical Activity) has highlighted the contribution that active commuting 

makes to physical activity. If not, this could be considered a limitation of the design.  

 

Authors’ response: This study reports on an elderly cohort from a city (Leicester) with relatively low 

levels of active commuting who were recruited from primary care on the basis of being identified with 

an increased of type 2 diabetes. As such, activity levels were generally low and consistent across 
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week days and weekend days. Therefore we do not feel our physical activity analysis criteria 

represent a limitation in this instance.  

 

Reviewer 1 comment: Please outline how consent was obtained from patients and state that research 

ethics approval was obtained.  

 

Authors’ reply: This has been added; page 6, paragraph 1  

 

Reviewer 1 comment: ‘Consistent’ was perhaps overused in the discussion.  

 

Author reply: We thank the reviewer for this comment and have removed redundant usage of 

“consistent” from the discussion  

 

Reviewer 1 comment: P.10 (line 8/9 apostrophe needed (participants’)  

 

Authors’ response: This has been added  

 

Reviewer 2 comment: The combination of Black and South Asian participants is a real concern. 

Although there appear to be (unadjusted?) similar physical activity results in these groups, I still feel 

that it is inappropriate to pool them. As the authors will be aware, the terms, Black and South Asian, 

are imprecise enough, let alone combining these to encompass BME participants. All of the existing 

studies included in the introduction to provide background literature on this area, only compare White 

and South Asian groups and therefore currently the introduction is misleading. One of the 

explanations given for previous “spurious ethnic-specific differences in levels of physical 

activity…detected by self-report” is cultural differences in conceptual understanding of physical 

activity levels. Combining the BME groups means that ‘cultural’ explanations are completely 

meaningless. Since the number of Black participants is only 63, I suggest they are excluded and the 

paper explores differences between White and South Asian participants.  

 

Authors’ response: We thank the author for this valuable comment. We have removed Black 

participants from the analysis and updated all our results accordingly. As we now only have 44 South 

Asian participants in the Waling Away study, of which 15 are female, we have intentionally limited the 

number of analyses we have conducted with this data in order to avoid multiple comparisons on 

limited data. Specifically, we have removed the counts/day data from the analysis as this outcome is 

not readily interpretable and is highly correlated with the included step/day data (r = 0.86). In addition, 

we have not included the accelerometer only data in the analysis stratifies by sex. This is stated in the 

methods section; page 10, paragraph 2  

 

Reviewer 2 comment: With the exclusion of the Black participants (or at least separate analysis of the 

Black and South Asian participants), it would be interesting to see whether the observed results 

persist, especially by sex. I think stratification by sex is particularly important in these analyses. Can 

the authors confirm that adjustments were made for age and socioeconomic position in the analyses 

presented in Supplementary table 1?  

 

Authors’ response: With the exclusion of Black participants, there is now a small ethnic difference in 

females as shown in Supplementary Table 1. The Results and Discussion have been amended 

accordingly. Results are adjusted for age and social deprivation.  

 

Reviewer 2 comment: The authors should recognise the potential for selection bias into the 

intervention studies. I wonder if the motivation to participate may vary by ethnic group?  

 

Authors’ response: this has been added to the limitation section of the Discussion; page 16, 
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paragraph 2  

 

Reviewer 2 comment: Are there any data on employment? Given the difference in age between the 

White and BME group, I would be interested to know whether retirement impacts the levels of 

physical activity in the groups, either through physical activity in manual occupation or increased time 

for leisure activities in retirement?  

 

Authors’ Response: Unfortunately we do not have this data available for this analysis  

 

Reviewer 2 comment: Rather than an area-based measure of socioeconomic position, it would be 

preferable to include a measure of individual SEP. Were any data collected from the participants in 

terms of income, education or occupation?  

 

Authors’ Response: Unfortunately we do not have this data available for the analysis  

 

Reviewer 2 comment: Given the skewed nature of physical activity data, were the physical activity 

scores log-transformed in the regression analyses?  

 

Authors’ response: Although the raw accelerometer data was skewed, the residuals in the adjusted 

analysis were normally distributed. As we indicate in the methods, the highly skewed self-reported 

data were analysed through a Poisson regression model on the advice of our statistician (Dr 

Bodicoat)  

 

Reviewer 2 comment: In the final paragraph of the discussion, the authors state that there was no 

difference between BME and White groups. There is, however, a trend towards an ethnic group 

difference in objectively-measured activity in women. I think, therefore, that the word ‘significant’ 

should be added to their assertion that there was no difference between groups.  

 

Authors’ response: Given the revised results, we have amended the language used through the 

Discussion 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Lorayne Woodfield 
Newman University, Birmingham, United Kingdom 

REVIEW RETURNED 05-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for your careful consideration of my previous comments 
and I am glad that you feel the article has been enhanced because 
of them. I am happy with your responses and do not have any 
further comments to add.  

 

REVIEWER Emily Williams 
University College London, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 31-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I am happy with the revised manuscript and am satisfied that the 
authors have answered my queries.  
 
Minor typos:  
 
On page 13 (first paragraph of discussion), "when results were 
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stratifies by sex", needs to be changed to stratified.  
 
On page 16, I would prefer consistent use of UK English spelling for 
generalisability, rather than American.  
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