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VERSION 1 – REVIEW 

 

REVIEWER Hajjar, Roy 
University of Montreal, Surgery 

REVIEW RETURNED 21-Aug-2022 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a highly relevant manuscript and protocol on the relation 
between patient-healthcare personnel empathy and outcomes in 
patients with colorectal cancer. 
 
The protocol is comprehensive and includes many groups of 
patients (surgery with and without neoadjuvant and/or adjuvant 
chemotherapy) which makes the potential conclusions more 
generalizable. 
 
The questionnaires and follow-up are clear and very well 
explained. The number of questionnaires is reasonable in this 
population where medical appointments and treatment could be 
already very demanding. The statistical analysis is sound and well 
explained. 
 
If I may suggest to add additional scales to assess empathy, as 
the CARE questionnaire may have some limitations, as explained 
by the authors. If no other scales (that are not too long to 
complete) are available, then the CARE form is sufficient. 
 
Congratulations on this project, as we definitely need more 
research on empathy in patients' care, especially those with CRC, 
who have to face challenging surgeries and chemoradiotherapy 
treatments, and sometimes morbid complications. 

 

REVIEWER Fukuda, Shuichi 
Kindai University Nara Hospital, Department of 
Gastroenterological Surgery 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Sep-2022 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This manuscript is interesting. 
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

 

 

Reviewer: 1 

Dr. Roy  Hajjar, University of Montreal 

Comments to the Author: 

This is a highly relevant manuscript and protocol on the relation between patient-healthcare personnel 

empathy and outcomes in patients with colorectal cancer. 

 

The protocol is comprehensive and includes many groups of patients (surgery with and without 

neoadjuvant and/or adjuvant chemotherapy) which makes the potential conclusions more 

generalizable. 

 

The questionnaires and follow-up are clear and very well explained. The number of questionnaires is 

reasonable in this population where medical appointments and treatment could be already very 

demanding. The statistical analysis is sound and well explained.  

 

If I may suggest to add additional scales to assess empathy, as the CARE questionnaire may have 

some limitations, as explained by the authors. If no other scales (that are not too long to complete) 

are available, then the CARE form is sufficient. 

 

Congratulations on this project, as we definitely need more research on empathy in patients' care, 

especially those with CRC, who have to face challenging surgeries and chemoradiotherapy 

treatments, and sometimes morbid complications. 

  

Rep: 

Dear rewiver, thank you for your feedback. 

We have chosen to use only the Empathy-Consultation and Relational Empathy (CARE) 

questionnaire. Patients' perception of medical empathy is assessed using the 10-item CARE scale 

(Mercer et al., 2005; Wirtz et al.,2011). The French version has excellent psychometric properties with 

a Cronbach's α coefficient equal to 0.96 (Gehenne etal., 2020). This scale provides an overall score 

and three subscores: establishing rapport, emotional and cognitive empathy complications [REF 1 to 

4]. 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

 

REVIEWER Hajjar, Roy 
University of Montreal, Surgery 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Nov-2022 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The manuscript was improved and is suitable for publication. 

 


