
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) A Principal Components Analysis to Identify Influences on Research 
Communication and Engagement During an Environmental Disaster 

AUTHORS Winters, Charlene; Moore, Colleen; Kuntz, Sandra; Weinert, 
Clarann; Hernandez, Tanis; Black, Brad 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Julie Postma 
Washington State University College of Nursing 

REVIEW RETURNED 14-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper presents a topic of public health importance, and was 
overall clearly written and compelling. It is a nice addition to the 
literature on community engagement in research, a topic of renewed 
emphasis given funding agencies such as PCORI. I recommend the 
following revisions, primarily to enhance clarity:  
 
ABSTRACT  
Measures: Restate in the form of a sentence: Two surveys were 
developed in consultation with a Community Advisory Panel.  
 
Results: Principal components of Survey 1 showed four dimensions 
of [insert community members’] attitudes toward research [insert 
engagement].  
 
Conclusion: The different dimensions are related to [insert 
community members’] desire to be invited to participate in research, 
awareness of past research in the community, and having been 
screened or diagnosed with a health condition related to the 
Superfund contaminant.  
 
STRENGTHS & LIMITATIONS  
Identify which are strengths and which are limitations. Use full 
sentences.  
 
INTRODUCTION  
Be consistent in use of “.” In abbreviations (U.S.; E.P.A. or US; EPA)  
 
Revise ‘has also shows’: Recent research has also shows immune 
system effects of amphibole asbestos (p.4, line 15)  
 
Neither “rural” or “Superfund” are Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) 
used to index articles in PubMed. (Perhaps use “rural population” 
and “disaster” and then report results of search)  
 
You say your search yielded 13 papers in Web of Science and 6 
papers in PubMed, but there is no synthesis of what those papers 
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reported about community engagement in rural Superfund sites. 
Although research may be “minimal” it would be helpful to 
understand how this paper fits into the limited research that is 
available.  
 
If the statement in the parentheses is your synthesis (Research that 
has been conducted in Libby and elsewhere following technological 
disasters, catastrophic natural disaster, or terrorist attack has most 
often focused on the health of the individual and the community[19-
29] while little research has addressed individuals’ engagement in 
research and research communication within the context of an 
ongoing disaster[30].) state that up front. For example, “Based on 
our review, research that has been conducted …”  
 
Does the NIH still recognize the importance of engaging individuals 
and communities in research or is that program over? Perhaps 
include dates of the program. Otherwise the shift tense to past is a 
bit confusing.  
 
Overall compelling introduction. Clear purpose statement.  
 
METHODS  
You write that “The questionnaire items in Survey 1 were 
constructed in order to measure research communication resources 
in the community.” Although you clarify what is meant by “research 
communication resources” soon thereafter, the term is awkward. 
Could you rephrase to say “sources of communication about 
research?”  
 
Statistical analysis  
p.9 line 10-11: Should that say: Following principal components 
[analysis or analysis procedures] … ?  
These statements are not clear: 1 Indicates item loaded on Factor 1 
of Survey 2. 2 Indicates that item loaded on Factor 2 of Survey 2.  
 
Could they be revised to say (or am I confused?): 1 Indicates items 
from Survey 2 loaded on Factor 1. 2 Indicates that items from 
Survey 2 loaded on Factor 2. (Later in the text you say that items 
from the survey 2 load on factors 1 and 4 versus factors 1 and 2. 
Please clarify.  
 
RESULTS  
Sample descriptive statistics  
Revise the following statement: The two samples were highly 
similar, with the exception of length of residence, which was 
approximately a decade longer [for the sample surveyed in] Survey 
2 than in Survey 1.  
 
Revise to ensure parallel construction in the sentence: We call the 
second factor “Who and What” because it contained items pertaining 
to what group the researchers represent, being requested to 
participate by the researchers or one’s health.  
 
I would recommend: We call the second factor “Who and What” 
because it contained items pertaining to who conducts the study, 
who requests participation in the study (researcher or health care 
provider) and study length.  
 
Remove the quotes around the factor “who and what” to be 
consistent with the lack of quotes around the other factor names.  
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Clarify the 3rd factor which you call Personal Barriers (and note 
spacing issue in table of that title). The fact that a study is “not 
invasive or painful” does not seem like a barrier, nor does 
information legally protected from release. Likewise, research that 
“positively affects my health care.” Those seem like facilitating 
factors for participation in research.  
 
Discuss later (in discussion) why you think the item “Their research 
makes a significant contribution to me” and “Positively affects my 
health care” did not load onto Factor 4: Research benefits.  
 
DISCUSSION  
P.18 lines 3-4 Add missing word “to” in the sentence: We discuss 
these aspects of research participant attitudes with respect [to] the 
factors from our surveys.  
 
P. 18 lines 8-9: In our study, participating [in research or research 
participation] to help the community and to help oneself or one’s 
family loaded together on the same factor in both Survey 1 (Factor 4 
– Benefits) and Survey 2.  
 
P. 18 lines 41-42 and pp 20-21: I think it is important to briefly 
address the tension associated with having one’s health care 
provider recruit a potential subject and the possibility of coercion 
from a research ethics perspective. Perhaps address how this is 
handled in Libby.  
 
P. 19 line 51: I think “relations” should be “relationships”  
 
p. 20 line 3: Awkward phrasing. Revise wording: “more willingness 
for research participation on that illness…”  
 
p. 20 lines 6-15: Awkward phrasing. Revise wording: The factors 
from Survey 1 that showed a significant difference according to 
ARD-diagnosis were related to [the] specifics of who is asking 
[maybe who is inviting participation] and what the research is, and 
whether the research will benefit the community and one’s family or 
self.  
 
Revise to include missing words: Factor 1 of Survey 1, general 
attitude toward researchers, was not related [to having an] ARD-
diagnosis, and neither was Factor 3 of Survey 1.  
 
p. 20 lines 48-49: Clarify or delete the parenthetical in this 
statement: Our results also point to the importance of community 
perceptions that the research makes a contribution to the 
community, how the researchers are connected to the community 
(who asked for research participation), and what the research is 
about. 

 

REVIEWER Caroline D. Bergeron, DrPH, MSc 
University of South Carolina, United States 

REVIEW RETURNED 01-May-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors examined attitudes toward research participation in a 
rural community declared as a public health emergency. They 
justified the importance of conducting this study and they effectively 
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described the principal components analyses used with their survey 
data in time 1 and 2. A few minor revisions are needed before this 
paper can be accepted for publication.  
 
1. Provide more general background information in the introductory 
paragraph. How many superfunds communities are there in the US? 
Why was Libby, Montana the only one declared as a public health 
emergency? Also add a source/reference at the end of the first 
paragraph of the introduction where it states that Libby, Montana is 
the only site declared as a public health emergency. Even if the 
authors describe this in more detail at the beginning of page 4, a 
reference should be added to this statement.  
 
2. Page 7, line 13: Provide a brief description of the rural nursing 
theory. (Is this theory described in paper #39)? Please provide this 
before to the one line description that can be found on page 19, lines 
3-8.  
 
3. Pages 7 and 8 describe how the items fell into 3 areas. However, 
later, under statistical analyses, the authors talk about respiratory 
health issues, diagnosis of ARD, and income. More information is 
needed about these measures under Materials.  
 
4. Page 20: Under recommendations for communicating about 
research: The authors have the opportunity to develop this further. 
They can possibly discuss the results that participants did not 
remember the two newspaper articles. What can be done about 
this? (e.g., using other media sources?) Based on these results, 
what can be done to reach community members to participate in the 
research? It is not solely about the content (why is the research 
important? what are the benefits?, which is currently reported in the 
discussion), but also about how to communicate this information and 
raise awareness about the research going on in the community.   

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1:  

This paper presents a topic of public health importance, and was overall clearly written and 

compelling. It is a nice addition to the literature on community engagement in research, a topic of 

renewed emphasis given funding agencies such as PCORI.  

A: Thank you.  

 

I recommend the following revisions, primarily to enhance clarity:  

 

ABSTRACT  

Measures: Restate in the form of a sentence: Two surveys were developed in consultation with a 

Community Advisory Panel.  

A: Revision made.  

 

Results: Principal components of Survey 1 showed four dimensions of [insert community members’] 

attitudes toward research [insert engagement].  

A: Revision made.  

 

Conclusion: The different dimensions are related to [insert community members’] desire to be invited 

to participate in research, awareness of past research in the community, and having been screened 

or diagnosed with a health condition related to the Superfund contaminant.  
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A: Revision made.  

 

STRENGTHS & LIMITATIONS  

Identify which are strengths and which are limitations. Use full sentences.  

A: The instructions for authors requires the use of bullet points. We made sure that the statements are 

full sentences and identified as strengths or weaknesses.  

 

INTRODUCTION  

Be consistent in use of “.” In abbreviations (U.S.; E.P.A. or US; EPA).  

A: We did not find a difference in how the abbreviation was used but made sure that usage was 

consistent.  

 

Revise ‘has also shows’: Recent research has also shows immune system effects of amphibole 

asbestos (p.4, line 15).  

A: Revisions made.  

 

Neither “rural” or “Superfund” are Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) used to index articles in 

PubMed. (Perhaps use “rural population” and “disaster” and then report results of search)  

A: Our understanding is that MeSH terms are not the only way searches access articles in PubMed. 

The PubMed detail panel on our search shows that it included “All Fields”. Rural by itself yields 

140109 articles, Superfund by itself yields 737 articles, and ‘rural superfund’ yields now 8 papers in 

PubMed (two were added since our paper was submitted for publication). ‘Pollution disaster’ yields 

1032 articles, and ‘rural pollution disaster’ yields 33 articles. The search ‘rural pollution disaster’ 

misses the articles found using the term ‘superfund AND rural’. We have added information to the text 

on p. 5 on this point.  

 

You say your search yielded 13 papers in Web of Science and 6 papers in PubMed, but there is no 

synthesis of what those papers reported about community engagement in rural Superfund sites. 

Although research may be “minimal” it would be helpful to understand how this paper fits into the 

limited research that is available.  

A: We have added a brief summary of the 8 papers in PubMed on p. 5.  

 

If the statement in the parentheses is your synthesis (Research that has been conducted in Libby and 

elsewhere following technological disasters, catastrophic natural disaster, or terrorist attack has most 

often focused on the health of the individual and the community[19-29] while little research has 

addressed individuals’ engagement in research and research communication within the context of an 

ongoing disaster[30].) state that up front. For example, “Based on our review, research that has been 

conducted …”  

A: We have inserted a paragraph break to separate the general “disaster” literature from the “rural 

superfund” literature. We hope this, and the added brief summary of the nature of the ‘rural superfund’ 

papers helps the clarity on this point.  

 

Does the NIH still recognize the importance of engaging individuals and communities in research or is 

that program over? Perhaps include dates of the program. Otherwise the shift tense to past is a bit 

confusing.  

A: We have revised this section slightly to indicate that the Partners in Research Program was 

launched in 2007 with funding for 2-year projects. We do not find a current RFA in the NIH website.  

 

Overall compelling introduction. Clear purpose statement.  

A: Thank you.  

 

METHODS  
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You write that “The questionnaire items in Survey 1 were constructed in order to measure research 

communication resources in the community.” Although you clarify what is meant by “research 

communication resources” soon thereafter, the term is awkward. Could you rephrase to say “sources 

of communication about research?”  

A: Revisions made.  

 

Statistical analysis  

p.9 line 10-11: Should that say: Following principal components [analysis or analysis procedures] … ?  

A: Revision made.  

 

These statements are not clear: 1 Indicates item loaded on Factor 1 of Survey 2. 2 Indicates that item 

loaded on Factor 2 of Survey 2.  

A: These were intended as part of a note to Table 1. Because Table 1 is embedded in the text it is not 

clear that it is a table note. Originally we used those footnotes to designate the factor on which each 

item in Survey 2 loaded in order to avoid adding two columns to Table 1. We have now added two 

columns to Table 1 to indicate the loading for Survey 2.  

PLEASE NOTE: Columns were added to Table 1 of the factor analysis. Those columns can’t be seen 

except in “draft” mode rather than in “print” layout in MS Word. So the table needs to be re-formatted 

to landscape.  

 

Could they be revised to say (or am I confused?): 1 Indicates items from Survey 2 loaded on Factor 1. 

2 Indicates that items from Survey 2 loaded on Factor 2. (Later in the text you say that items from the 

survey 2 load on factors 1 and 4 versus factors 1 and 2. Please clarify.  

A: We hope the added columns in Table 1 now help the reader see by the corresponding cell entries 

that Factor 2 of Survey 2 is most similar to Factor 4 in Survey 1. We have named the factors of 

Survey 2 in the column headings so that they correspond to the names of Factor 1 and Factor 4 in 

Survey 1.  

 

RESULTS  

Sample descriptive statistics  

Revise the following statement: The two samples were highly similar, with the exception of length of 

residence, which was approximately a decade longer [for the sample surveyed in] Survey 2 than in 

Survey 1.  

A: Revisions made.  

 

Revise to ensure parallel construction in the sentence: We call the second factor “Who and What” 

because it contained items pertaining to what group the researchers represent, being requested to 

participate by the researchers or one’s health.  

A: Revisions made.  

 

I would recommend: We call the second factor “Who and What” because it contained items pertaining 

to who conducts the study, who requests participation in the study (researcher or health care 

provider) and study length.  

A: Thanks for the rewording.  

 

Remove the quotes around the factor “who and what” to be consistent with the lack of quotes around 

the other factor names. A: Revisions made.  

 

Clarify the 3rd factor which you call Personal Barriers (and note spacing issue in table of that title). 

The fact that a study is “not invasive or painful” does not seem like a barrier, nor does information 

legally protected from release. Likewise, research that “positively affects my health care.” Those seem 

like facilitating factors for participation in research.  

 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-2016-012106 on 9 A

ugust 2016. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


A: We have renamed Factor 3 as Potential Barriers in the Table and text. As you say, our items are 

worded positively (as lack of barriers) whereas much of the literature discusses these barriers in 

negative terms (as impediments). To connect with the literature, we have retained the word ‘Barrier’ in 

the factor name, and have explained this in the text.  

 

Discuss later (in discussion) why you think the item “Their research makes a significant contribution to 

me” and “Positively affects my health care” did not load onto Factor 4: Research benefits.  

A: The item “Positively affects my health care” did cross-load on Factor 4, and is the item in the study 

that shows the strongest cross-loading on two factors. We have noted this fact on p. 14 in the 

presentation of the meaning of the factors. The item “Their research makes a significant contribution 

to me” did not cross load strongly on other factors, and we also noted this, with a cautionary theme, 

on p. 14.  

 

DISCUSSION  

P.18 lines 3-4 Add missing word “to” in the sentence: We discuss these aspects of research 

participant attitudes with respect [to] the factors from our surveys.  

A: Revision made.  

 

P. 18 lines 8-9: In our study, participating [in research or research participation] to help the community 

and to help oneself or one’s family loaded together on the same factor in both Survey 1 (Factor 4 – 

Benefits) and Survey 2.  

A: Revision made.  

 

P. 18 lines 41-42 and pp 20-21: I think it is important to briefly address the tension associated with 

having one’s health care provider recruit a potential subject and the possibility of coercion from a 

research ethics perspective. Perhaps address how this is handled in Libby.  

A: We added some discussion of this important issue as suggested.  

 

P. 19 line 51: I think “relations” should be “relationships.”  

A: Revision made.  

 

p. 20 line 3: Awkward phrasing. Revise wording: “more willingness for research participation on that 

illness…”  

A: Revision made.  

 

p. 20 lines 6-15: Awkward phrasing. Revise wording: The factors from Survey 1 that showed a 

significant difference according to ARD-diagnosis were related to [the] specifics of who is asking 

[maybe who is inviting participation] and what the research is, and whether the research will benefit 

the community and one’s family or self.  

A: Revision made.  

 

Revise to include missing words: Factor 1 of Survey 1, general attitude toward researchers, was not 

related [to having an] ARD-diagnosis, and neither was Factor 3 of Survey 1.  

A: Revision made.  

 

p. 20 lines 48-49: Clarify or delete the parenthetical in this statement: Our results also point to the 

importance of community perceptions that the research makes a contribution to the community, how 

the researchers are connected to the community (who asked for research participation), and what the 

research is about.  

A: Revision made.  

 

Reviewer: 2  

 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-2016-012106 on 9 A

ugust 2016. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


The authors examined attitudes toward research participation in a rural community declared as a 

public health emergency. They justified the importance of conducting this study and they effectively 

described the principal components analyses used with their survey data in time 1 and 2. A few minor 

revisions are needed before this paper can be accepted for publication.  

 

Provide more general background information in the introductory paragraph. How many superfunds 

communities are there in the US?  

A: We have added the number of Superfund sites as of 2009, the date of public health emergency. 

We located this information in the EPA website.  

 

Why was Libby, Montana the only one declared as a public health emergency?  

A: The content of the emergency declaration emphasizes the ongoing public exposure to asbestos. 

Libby was the first, and to our knowledge is still the only declared Superfund public health emergency. 

As of 2009 when the declaration was made, despite cleanup efforts, there was still public exposure, 

and the materials are not even currently considered as “under control” by EPA. We have added the 

phrase “to the public” on p. 4 to emphasize that the general public is at risk in Libby.  

 

Also add a source/reference at the end of the first paragraph of the introduction where it states that 

Libby, Montana is the only site declared as a public health emergency. Even if the authors describe 

this in more detail at the beginning of page 4, a reference should be added to this statement.  

A: Added reference 13 as suggested.  

 

Page 7, line 13: Provide a brief description of the rural nursing theory. (Is this theory described in 

paper #39)? Please provide this before to the one line description that can be found on page 19, lines 

3-8.  

A: The Rural Nursing Theory is described in reference #16 and also described in paper #30. Pertinent 

information about the theory has been inserted on page 7.  

 

Pages 7 and 8 describe how the items fell into 3 areas. However, later, under statistical analyses, the 

authors talk about respiratory health issues, diagnosis of ARD, and income. More information is 

needed about these measures under Materials.  

A: We have now added description of the other variables to the methods.  

 

Page 20: Under recommendations for communicating about research: The authors have the 

opportunity to develop this further. They can possibly discuss the results that participants did not 

remember the two newspaper articles. What can be done about this? (e.g., using other media 

sources?) Based on these results, what can be done to reach community members to participate in 

the research? It is not solely about the content (why is the research important? what are the benefits?, 

which is currently reported in the discussion), but also about how to communicate this information and 

raise awareness about the research going on in the community.  

A: As suggested, we have elaborated this issue a bit on p. 22. Thank you for suggesting this. 
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