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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 do pharmaceutical industry professionals in Europe believe 
about involving patients and the public in medicines research and 
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AUTHORS Parsons, Suzanne; Starling, Bella; Mullan-Jensen, Christine; Tham, 
Su-Gwan; Warner, Kay; Wever, Kim 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Jonathan Boote 
University of Hertfordshire, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 14-Jul-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors present an account of the views of pharmaceutical 
professionals about PPI in medicines R&D. This is an interesting, 
well written paper on an under-researched area, and the authors are 
to be congratulated on conducting an important cross-country 
exploratory qualitative study on this topic.  
 
I would like the authors to address the following points:  
 
1. Terminology - the authors use the acronym PPI in the abstract 
and the main body of text without spelling this out. As the main 
acronym used in the paper, this makes me think that the paper's title 
should be adjusted to include 'patient and public involvement'  
 
2. Page 6 - the companies contracted to collect data in Spain and 
Poland have acronyms in their titles - do GFK and CEM respectively 
stand for something? If so, I think this should be spelled out on first 
usage  
 
3. Page 6 - ethics - I think there needs to be statement relating to 
ethical approval for the study, and if this was either university or 
NHS ethics. If no ethical approval was obtained, then the authors 
need to set out why this was not obtained. And if ethical approval 
was obtained, then there may need to be some consideration of 
whether or not the ethics committee was informed of, and approved, 
the change in data collection approach from focus groups to in-depth 
interviews  
 
4. page 7 - interview schedule - I think the interview schedule could 
be included as an appendix to the paper  
 
5. page 6 - data analysis - I would like a bit more detail about the 
data analysis process - specifically, how many of the team were 
involved in the data analysis process? did all the team analyse all 
the transcripts or was this shared out among team members? What 
quality control methods were utilised to ensure the validity and 
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trustworthiness of the findings? For example, were interviewees sent 
a copy of their transcript to correct this for any factual inaccuracies?  
 
6. page 11, fifth line form the bottom, I wonder if there is a word 
missing after 'many' such as 'examples'?  
 
7. page 15 - conclusion - I wonder if the opening of this section 
should read 'PPI' rather than 'patient involvement' to be consistent 
with the rest of the paper.  
 
8. page 22, Table 2, is there a quote missing in the top right hand 
box? There are four sub-themes/issues and only three quotes. 
Second column, 2nd to last line, 'where' should read 'were'. Last 
quote in this table, 'Interviewee two' should be in bold type.  
 
9. page 23, Table 2, Column 3, 3rd quote, 'five' should be in bold 
type. Final quote on page 23, I didn't understand 'and leave' in the 
quote, and wonder if this is a typo? 

 

REVIEWER Doreen Tembo 
University of Essex, U.K 

REVIEW RETURNED 17-Jul-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The paper reports on an important under researched area and 
presents an insightful look into the views of a number of 
pharmaceutical sector employees. The information was presented in 
a clear and lucid manner with useful learning outcomes for patient 
and public involvement and the industry. However some elements of 
the paper could be improved.  
It would be useful to follow the reporting guidelines of the 
consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research (COREQ) 
checklist. Although this is not essential for a biomedical paper, the 
paper could be better guided by being theoretically 
underpinned/framed.  
The title could more accurately reflect that the pharmaceutical 
companies are European based (unless their 
participants/interviewees have an international scope/remit, this is 
not clear from the article). As acknowledged by the authors, the 
sample is very small, even for a qualitative study particularly 
because different types of industry representatives are being 
interviewed. A larger sample could have delved deeper into 
examining views between groups of different types of 
representatives within the industry. With this in mind it would be 
useful to know which statements fell under certain themes by type of 
representative. Although it is implied, the authors should be clear 
that the participants were providing information on their own views 
and not representing the company.  
Certain elements in the paper appear to be misplaced. For example 
ethics information could be combined with the information about 
informed consent (page 7). The discussion on methods, could be 
listed under study limitations while the actual methods section could 
be expanded to discuss issues such as the interview materials (e.g. 
were the topic guides structured, semi structured, were they in-depth 
interviews, narratives? etc…). Reflective processes in the analysis 
do not appear to be adequately described.  
Minor points include the lack of the definition of the acronyms R&D 
and PPI in both the abstract and the paper.  
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REVIEWER Wendy Lipworth 
University of Sydney, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Jul-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This article uses in-depth qualitative interviews to describe 
pharmaceutical industry employees' beliefs and attitudes regarding 
patient involvement in pharmaceutical R&D.  
 
The issue is topical, as the authors explain well in the introduction.  
 
The overall scope of the issue being addressed was a little unclear 
as there was slippage between the terms "patient" and "public"--this 
needs to be clarified and the terms defined clearly and used 
consistently.  
 
The method was appropriate for the aims of the research, although I 
think it might be better to steer clear of the use of the phrase "case 
study" as this usually implies a more in-depth analysis of a social 
phenomenon in a specific context.  
 
The results are straightforward, although I think they could be 
presented more concisely. I was unsure what was meant by 
"themes" as the authors seemed to be describing an organising 
framework rather than emergent themes. It was also not clear how 
this framework was meant to relate to the four "topics" in the "topic 
guide". It was also not always clear whether the results being 
presented were meant to represent the interviewees' own personal 
views and understandings regarding PPI, or those of the 
interviewees' colleagues (as seen through interviewees' eyes). It 
would be helpful to distinguish these two types of findings in each 
section of the results.  
 
The Discussion could also be more concise--this could be achieved 
in part by not restating or adding new findings (the examples given 
should be included in the results rather than in the Discussion).  
 
On a larger scale, I think the article would be much stronger and 
more interesting if it included--and compared--results from other 
stakeholder groups, rather than reporting these in separate papers. 
This, however, is primarily an editorial issue. 

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

 

Reviewer Name - Jonathan Boote  

Institution and Country- University of Hertfordshire, UK  

 

The authors present an account of the views of pharmaceutical professionals about PPI in medicines 

R&D. This is an interesting, well written paper on an under-researched area, and the authors are to 

be congratulated on conducting an important cross-country exploratory qualitative study on this topic.  

 

We would like to thank the reviewer for his positive feedback  
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1.Terminology - the authors use the acronym PPI in the abstract and the main body of text without 

spelling this out. As the main acronym used in the paper, this makes me think that the paper's title 

should be adjusted to include 'patient and public involvement'  

 

We have adjusted the paper’s title now to include patient and public involvement as suggested.  

 

 

 

2.Page 6 - the companies contracted to collect data in Spain and Poland have acronyms in their titles 

- do GFK and CEM respectively stand for something? If so, I think this should be spelled out on first 

usage  

 

We have spelt out the acronym for GFK, but CEM does not stand for anything and so we have not 

spelt this out.  

 

3.Page 6 - ethics - I think there needs to be statement relating to ethical approval for the study, and if 

this was either university or NHS ethics. If no ethical approval was obtained, then the authors need to 

set out why this was not obtained. And if ethical approval was obtained, then there may need to be 

some consideration of whether or not the ethics committee was informed of, and approved, the 

change in data collection approach from focus groups to in-depth interviews  

 

We have now included a section on ethical issues within the paper, were details of informed consent 

and the ethics committees from whom we obtained approval for this work are described.  

We have also described further details of the nature of our approvals, i.e.that we had approvals to 

conduct either focus groups or one to one interviews depending on participant preference.  

 

4.page 7 - interview schedule - I think the interview schedule could be included as an appendix to the 

paper  

 

The interview schedule is now included as an appendix to this paper.  

 

5.page 6 - data analysis - I would like a bit more detail about the data analysis process - specifically, 

how many of the team were involved in the data analysis process? did all the team analyse all the 

transcripts or was this shared out among team members? What quality control methods were utilised 

to ensure the validity and trustworthiness of the findings? For example, were interviewees sent a copy 

of their transcript to correct this for any factual inaccuracies?  

 

We have provided further details of the analysis process within the methods section of this paper.  

 

6.page 11, fifth line form the bottom, I wonder if there is a word missing after 'many' such as 

'examples'?  

 

You are correct, we have added in this word.  

 

7.page 15 - conclusion - I wonder if the opening of this section should read 'PPI' rather than 'patient 

involvement' to be consistent with the rest of the paper.  

 

We have changed the opening of this section to read patient and public involvement (PPI).  

 

8.page 22, Table 2, is there a quote missing in the top right hand box? There are four sub-

themes/issues and only three quotes. Second column, 2nd to last line, 'where' should read 'were'. 
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Last quote in this table, 'Interviewee two' should be in bold type.  

 

A quote is not missing, but instead there was a superfluous heading which we have now removed. 

We have also corrected the typos you identified.  

 

9.page 23, Table 2, Column 3, 3rd quote, 'five' should be in bold type. Final quote on page 23, I didn't 

understand 'and leave' in the quote, and wonder if this is a typo?  

 

Five is now in bold type.  

 

 

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

 

Reviewer Name Doreen Tembo  

Institution and Country University of Essex, U.K  

 

The paper reports on an important under researched area and presents an insightful look into the 

views of a number of pharmaceutical sector employees. The information was presented in a clear and 

lucid manner with useful learning outcomes for patient and public involvement and the industry. 

However some elements of the paper could be improved.  

 

1.It would be useful to follow the reporting guidelines of the consolidated criteria for reporting 

qualitative research (COREQ) checklist. Although this is not essential for a biomedical paper, the 

paper could be better guided by being theoretically underpinned/framed.  

 

With the addition of further details about the data collection and analysis processes. details of the 

methdological orientation of the work, addition of the interview topic guide and a reflective element to 

the discussion we feel that we have included the majority of items within the COREQ checklist.  

 

 

 

2.The title could more accurately reflect that the pharmaceutical companies are European based 

(unless their participants/interviewees have an international scope/remit, this is not clear from the 

article).  

 

As described earlier we have amended the title of this paper to now read  

“What do pharmaceutical industry professionals in Europe believe about involving patients and the 

public in medicines Research and Development? – A qualitative interview study”  

We hope that this more accurately reflects that the pharmaceutical companies are European based.  

 

 

3.As acknowledged by the authors, the sample is very small, even for a qualitative study particularly 

because different types of industry representatives are being interviewed. A larger sample could have 

delved deeper into examining views between groups of different types of representatives within the 

industry. With this in mind it would be useful to know which statements fell under certain themes by 

type of representative.  

 

Within the results section we have now tried to highlight which findings fell under certain themes by 

types of pharmaceutical industry representatives.  
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4.Although it is implied, the authors should be clear that the participants were providing information on 

their own views and not representing the company.  

 

We have clarified within the methods sections that the participants were providing information on their 

own views and were not being asked the represent the views of their companies.  

 

We have also discussed this at the end of the discussion section.  

 

 

5.Certain elements in the paper appear to be misplaced. For example ethics information could be 

combined with the information about informed consent (page 7). The discussion on methods, could be 

listed under study limitations while the actual methods section could be expanded to discuss issues 

such as the interview materials (e.g. were the topic guides structured, semi structured, were they in-

depth interviews, narratives? etc…). Reflective processes in the analysis do not appear to be 

adequately described.  

 

As suggested we have combined ethics information with information about informed consent. The 

discussion on methods is now listed under study limitations, and we have expanded the methods 

section to provide more details of the process of developing the topic guide and the data analysis 

process. We have also included a section on reflective elements within the discussion of this paper.  

 

 

6. Minor points include the lack of the definition of the acronyms R&D and PPI in both the abstract 

and the paper.  

 

We have now defined R&D and PPI in both the abstract and the paper.  

 

 

Reviewer: 3  

 

Reviewer Name Wendy Lipworth  

Institution and Country University of Sydney, Australia  

 

 

1.The overall scope of the issue being addressed was a little unclear as there was slippage between 

the terms "patient" and "public"--this needs to be clarified and the terms defined clearly and used 

consistently.  

 

We have amended the text to talk about patients and the public, and hopefully have now used the 

terms consistently  

 

2.The method was appropriate for the aims of the research, although I think it might be better to steer 

clear of the use of the phrase "case study" as this usually implies a more in-depth analysis of a social 

phenomenon in a specific context.  

 

We have changed the phrase ‘case study’ now to ‘country based study’.  

 

3.The results are straightforward, although I think they could be presented more concisely. I was 

unsure what was meant by "themes" as the authors seemed to be describing an organising 

framework rather than emergent themes. It was also not clear how this framework was meant to 

relate to the four "topics" in the "topic guide".  
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We have edited the results section as much as possible. We developed a thematic framework to 

enable us to code the data, which included the key themes discussed within this paper. The thematic 

framework was developed by reference to both the interview topic guide and also to the research 

findings. The key themes in relation to PPI in medicines R&D derived from the original topic guide and 

from the emergent findings are discussed within this paper.  

 

 

4.It was also not always clear whether the results being presented were meant to represent the 

interviewees' own personal views and understandings regarding PPI, or those of the interviewees' 

colleagues (as seen through interviewees' eyes). It would be helpful to distinguish these two types of 

findings in each section of the results.  

 

We have stated more clearly within the paper that participants were asked to give their own personal 

views and understandings regarding PPI.  

 

 

5. The Discussion could also be more concise--this could be achieved in part by not restating or 

adding new findings (the examples given should be included in the results rather than in the 

Discussion).  

 

We have edited the discussion further to hopefully make it more concise, and as you have suggested 

we have now moved the examples stated to the discussion section. We have also moved the 

discussion of the study methodology to the strengths and limitations section of this paper.  

 

6.On a larger scale, I think the article would be much stronger and more interesting if it included--and 

compared--results from other stakeholder groups, rather than reporting these in separate papers. 

This, however, is primarily an editorial issue  

 

Thank you for this suggestion. We had considered this but felt that as this is a seldom researched 

group that exploring their views primarily within this paper would be informative enough to warrant a 

paper purely on these findings. 
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