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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) Attitudes and factors affecting acceptability of self-administered 
cervico-vaginal sampling for human papillomavirus (HPV) 
genotyping as an alternative to Pap testing among multi-ethnic 
Malaysian women 

AUTHORS Ma'som, Mahirah; Bhoo-Pathy, Nirmala; Nasir, Nazrila; Bellinson, 
Jerome; Subramaniam, Shridevi; Ma, Yuntong; Yap, Siew Hwei; 
Goh, Pik Pin; Gravitt, Patti; Woo, Yin Ling 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Vesna Kesic 
Department of Obstetrics and Gynecology  
Clinical Center of Serbia  
Belgrade, Serbia 

REVIEW RETURNED 24-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The article Attitudes and factors affecting acceptability of self-
administered cervico-vaginal sampling as an alternative to Pap 
testing among multi-ethnic Malaysian women is an excellent cross-
sectional study on the perceprions and practices of the multi-ethnic 
population of Malaysian women towars self-administeres cervico-
vaginal sampling.  
 
Scuh a study is very important in the context of implementation of 
organized screening, particularly in remote areas, where the access 
to health care services is limited and among women in the gruops 
where socio-cultural and religiuos influences on the practice of 
gynecological examination and screening are high.  
The methodology is well posted, the group of women large enough 
to allow conclusions and taking into consideration all limitations of 
the study, which are fairly listed by the authors, this study should 
without doubt be accepted for publication in BMJ Open.  
There is only minor comment related to the self-testing itself. It is not 
precised if this will be cytological testing or HPV testing, or 
something else, because the type of testing may further influence 
attitudes of women. It is is obvious that the study refers to self-
administered cytology sampling, but I think it should be clearly stated 
in the begining of the article.  
One of the findings is that education was inversely associated with 
the confidence of self-testing. The explanation is given in the 
discussion, but still – it would add to the value of the article if it is 
possible to get out from the collected data do women with higher 
education have less confidence to their own ability to perform test 
properly or they have higher confidence in test performed by doctor. 
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REVIEWER Dr chamaraja thippeveeranna 
Gynecologist and obstetrician  
RDT hospital  
Kalyandurg  
Andhra pradesh  
India 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Jan-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS In 0 page in complete list of authors don't put , bitween same name 
and write to which department author belongs.  
In 1st page 10th line Shridevi d small letter  
In all pages replace attitudes word with attitude and write papilloma 
virus instead of papillomavirus  
All reference number should be superscript  
In 4th page 40th line delete word having and in 46th line write kept 
instead of treated as  
In 5th page 5th line write as one leg on a chair and the brush is 
turned a few times left and right .In 25th line write questionnaire 
instead of questions  
In 8th page 3rd line write sampling in instead of sampling for.in 25th 
line remove the word reduction  
In 10th page 53d line delete only word  
In 11th page 31st line write proper names  
In 14th page table 1 check whether the word very is needed behind 
convenient and confident  

 

REVIEWER Eileen Dareng 
University of Cambridge, United Kingdom 

REVIEW RETURNED 26-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The article is well written, but requires major revisions in the 
description of the statistical analysis and models used to arrive at 
results. 
 
Manuscript Title: Attitudes and factors affecting acceptability of 

self-administered cervico-vaginal sampling as an alternative to Pap 

testing among multi-ethnic Malaysian women 

Overall Impression: This study aims to explore the acceptability of 

self sampling for cervical cancer screening and identify attitudes 

towards self-sampling in a multi-ethnic population in Malaysia. 

Overall the article is clearly written and the authors present their 

results with sufficient clarity. However, the statistical models and 

methods that they have employed to reach their conclusions are not 

adequately described. The paper needs to be revised to provide 

more details to enable readers better understand the results 

presented. 

Major Revisions 

1) What was the yield from this brushes and was it compared 

to physician compared samples? 

2) Acceptability indices: Authors need to provide more details 

about the indices used to measure acceptability – how were 

these indices worded? What was the rationale for selecting 

4 and 5 as positive and was this criterion similarly applied to 
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each index? 

3) Statistical analysis 

a. Page 5, line 42 – 44, What comparisons were made 

using the Chi squared test? 

b. Page 5, line 48 – 51, Why were medians used for 

continuous variables?  

c. Page 5, line 53: How was the outcome, self-

sampling modelled?  On page 7, authors state the 

68.2% of participants reported a preference for self-

sampling compared to 13.5% who preferred Pap 

smear tests and 14.1% stated no preference.  Was 

the category of women who preferred Pap smear 

test merged with those who had no preference? 

How were the variables in the multivariable logistic 

regression model selected? 

d. Table 1: How were the attitudes that are dependent 

on the experience of self sampling (Good 

experience, very convenient, no discomfort) 

evaluated in the pre-questionnaire. Since these 

items are based on the premise of actually having 

the self-sampling experience, it does not make 

intuitive sense that they can be evaluated prior to 

the sampling procedure.   

4) Results 

a. Authors should provide information of the number of 

participants who were excluded from the analysis 

and reasons for exclusions. How many women only 

provided responses to only the pre-sampling 

questionnaires? 

b. Participant characteristics – Authors should 

separate the participants characteristics from 

evaluations of associations between demographics 

and Pap testing (page 6, lines 22 – 31) Consider 

having a separate paragraph for the associations. It 

would be helpful to have the participants 

characteristics presented in a table. What model 

was used to evaluate the associations between Pap 

testing and demographic characteristics. Authors 

should consider including the absolute numbers as 

well as the percentages.  

c. Self-administered cervico-vaginal sampling is 

acceptable:  

i. Page 6, line 37 – it is not clear what the 

statement “Both sections…” refers to.  

ii. Table 1 and Figure 2 provide similar 

information and authors should select one 

or the other and include all relevant data in 

the selected option. Absolute numbers 

should be provided in Table 1.  

iii. What models were used to evaluate the 

association with confidence (page 6, lines 

52 -56) 

iv. Authors should consider the use of a data 

reduction technique (factor analysis or 

principal component analysis) to measure 

the latent construct – attitude and use the 
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derived variable to investigate the 

association between attitude and the 

sociodemographic characteristics rather 

than investigate each of the six acceptability 

attitude indices separately. 

d. Self sampling versus conventional Pap test 

i. It is not clear what sensitivity analysis the 

authors performed. From the multivariable 

logistic regression model, it was clear that a 

prior pap testing experience was associated 

with preference for self sampling.  

ii. Authors compare self sampling to physician 

sampling among women with no prior Pap 

experience, however, It is my opinion that 

they cannot make this comparison, as they 

did not evaluate physician sampling using 

the same brush.  

iii. Table 2 

1. Include absolute numbers in the 

column for preferred self sampling 

2. Include column for people who did 

not prefer self sampling  

3. Is the p value for the multivariable 

logistic regression model? To 

improve readability, consider having 

that column after the 95% CI 

column. 

Minor Revisions 

1) References - There are some inconsistencies in the way 

that references have been cited and references are needed 

for some statements. For example page 4, lines 24  - 25; 

page 5 lines28 – 29, require references; page 4, lines 37 – 

42 and lines 57, the references should be at the end of the 

sentence;  

2) Typographical errors – Page 4 line 27, is ‘9’ a typo? Page 4, 

line 52 – 54.  

3) The authors need to provide some description of the 

information in the tables and figures when readers are first 

referred to them in the text. For example, Page 4, line 55. It 

is not immediately clear why the authors tell readers to “See 

Figure 1.” 

4) There are no supplementary files available – Page 5, line 

18.  

 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

RESPONSE to Reviewer 1:  

The aim of the paper was to test the acceptability of the self-sampling devise itself. Therefore, we did 

not highlight what the samples were used for. In this case, it was for HPV genotyping. The intention 

was to evaluate the modality rather than focus on the outcome of the test. However, we have taken 

into account the comments made and have included a short description of what self-samplers can be 

used for.  

As for the inverse relationship with level of education, we have made a note how level of education 
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correlated with uptake of pap smear but inversely related to confidence in self-sampling. The main 

bulk of the discussions pertaining to the level of education and confidence of self-sampling is in the 

third paragraph of the discussion section.  

 

RESPONSES to REVIEWER 2.  

These were mainly grammatical. Please find out responses  

 

In 0 page in complete list of authors don't put , bitween same name and write to which department 

author belongs.  

In 1st page 10th line Shridevi d small letter  

Response: Noted and Corrected  

 

In all pages replace attitudes word with attitude and write papilloma virus instead of papillomavirus  

Response: We kept attitudes as we examined different attitudes, hence the plural. Papillomavirus is 

an accepted and standard spelling.  

 

All reference number should be superscript  

Response: Referencing was as per required by the journal  

 

In 4th page 40th line delete word having and in 46th line write kept instead of treated as  

Response: Noted and corrected  

 

In 5th page 5th line write as one leg on a chair and the brush is turned a few times left and right .In 

25th line write questionnaire instead of questions  

Response: Noted and corrected for the later sentence  

 

In 8th page 3rd line write sampling in instead of sampling for.in 25th line remove the word reduction  

In 10th page 53d line delete only word  

In 11th page 31st line write proper names  

Response: All noted and corrected  

 

In 14th page table 1 check whether the word very is needed behind convenient and confident  

Response: Yes as this was abstracted from the original questionnaire. To ensure accuracy of 

meaning, we’ve kept the word ‘very’  

 

Reponses to Reviewer 3:  

The points raised by reviewer 3 were the most helpful and we incorporated many of the changes 

suggested. This has resulted quite a significant change to the manuscript. However, the outcomes are 

the same and the discussion along with it’s conclusion holds.  

 

Major Revisions  

1). What was the yield from this brushes and was it compared to physician compared samples?  

Response from authors: This was an acceptability study on the methods for screening. It was not 

meant to compare yield. The self-sampler was for HPV DNA testing whilst we did not undertake any 

physician acquired samples  

 

2) Acceptability indices: Authors need to provide more details about the indices used to  

measure acceptability – how were these indices worded? What was the rationale for  

selecting 4 and 5 as positive and was this criterion similarly applied to each index?  

Response from authors: We employed a Likert-scale to quantify the empirical responses into an 

interval level of measurement. The same criterion of ‘positive’ were applied to each index and 

standardized throughout the questionnaire. (pre and post).  
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3). Statistical analysis  

Response from authors: Due to the (major) concerns raised by Reviewer 3 on the statistical 

approaches that we have employed, we decided to obtain assistance to review and revise our 

statistical techniques. Following the above exercise, all results remain unchanged, except that the 

multivariable logistic regression analysis assessing predictors of preference for self-sampling have 

now been adjusted for all sociodemographic factors, instead of including only selected variables. In 

addition, we have also rephrased the methods and results section in order to be clear.  

 

a. Page 5, line 42 – 44, What comparisons were made using the Chi squared test?  

Response: The caterogical variables  

b. Page 5, line 48 – 51, Why were medians used for continuous variables?  

c. Page 5, line 53: How was the outcome, self-sampling modelled? On page 7, authors  

state the 68.2% of participants reported a preference for self-sampling compared to  

13.5% who preferred Pap smear tests and 14.1% stated no preference. Was the  

category of women who preferred Pap smear test merged with those who had no  

preference? How were the variables in the multivariable logistic regression model  

selected?  

Response: Factors that were thought to impact the preference for self-sampling was included into the 

multivariate analysis.  

 

d. Table 1: How were the attitudes that are dependent on the experience of self  

sampling (Good experience, very convenient, no discomfort) evaluated in the prequestionnaire.  

Since these items are based on the premise of actually having the  

self-sampling experience, it does not make intuitive sense that they can be  

evaluated prior to the sampling procedure.  

 

Response from authors: This is a good point. The subjects were showed the device and asked what 

their attitudes were towards it or how they perceived it was going to be using it. This was then 

compared to their actual experience in the post-sampling questionnaire. However, we wanted to get a 

‘feel’ of the acceptability of self- sampling among those who have never used it before.  

 

4) Results  

a. Authors should provide information of the number of participants who were  

excluded from the analysis and reasons for exclusions. How many women only  

provided responses to only the pre-sampling questionnaires?  

 

Response from author: No participants were excluded from this exercise. Patients were recruited via 

convenience sampling and this has been included in the methodology. All the women who provided 

responses for the pre-sampling questionnaire also responses to the post-sampling questionnaire.  

 

b. Participant characteristics – Authors should separate the participants characteristics  

from evaluations of associations between demographics and Pap testing (page 6,  

lines 22 – 31) Consider having a separate paragraph for the associations. It would be  

helpful to have the participants characteristics presented in a table. What model  

was used to evaluate the associations between Pap testing and demographic  

characteristics. Authors should consider including the absolute numbers as well as  

the percentages.  

 

Response from author: Noted and changed.  

 

c. Self-administered cervico-vaginal sampling is acceptable:  
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i. Page 6, line 37 – it is not clear what the statement “Both sections…” refers  

to.  

ii. Table 1 and Figure 2 provide similar information and authors should select  

one or the other and include all relevant data in the selected option.  

Absolute numbers should be provided in Table 1.  

iii. What models were used to evaluate the association with confidence (page  

6, lines 52 -56)  

 

Response from author: We adopted a multivariable logistic regression analysis  

 

iv. Authors should consider the use of a data reduction technique (factor  

analysis or principal component analysis) to measure the latent construct –  

attitude and use the derived variable to investigate the association between  

attitude and the sociodemographic characteristics rather than investigate  

each of the six acceptability attitude indices separately.  

d. Self sampling versus conventional Pap test  

i. It is not clear what sensitivity analysis the authors performed. From the  

multivariable logistic regression model, it was clear that a prior pap testing  

experience was associated with preference for self sampling.  

ii. Authors compare self sampling to physician sampling among women with no  

prior Pap experience, however, It is my opinion that they cannot make this  

comparison, as they did not evaluate physician sampling using the same  

brush.  

iii. Table 2  

1. Include absolute numbers in the column for preferred self sampling  

2. Include column for people who did not prefer self sampling  

3. Is the p value for the multivariable logistic regression model? To  

improve readability, consider having that column after the 95% CI  

column.  

Minor Revisions  

1) References - There are some inconsistencies in the way that references have been cited and  

references are needed for some statements. For example page 4, lines 24 - 25; page 5  

lines28 – 29, require references; page 4, lines 37 – 42 and lines 57, the references should be  

at the end of the sentence;  

2) Typographical errors – Page 4 line 27, is ‘9’ a typo? Page 4, line 52 – 54.  

Reponse: Changed  

3) The authors need to provide some description of the information in the tables and figures  

when readers are first referred to them in the text. For example, Page 4, line 55. It is not  

immediately clear why the authors tell readers to “See Figure 1.”  

Response: Changed  

4) There are no supplementary files available – Page 5, line 18.  

Response from the authors: Noted and corrected 
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