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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Jacobsson, lars 
 
Umeå university, Psychiatry 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Jun-2011 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Important research question.Results expected but nevertheless of 
interest.  
The only question I have regards the questions used to distinguish 
between experiencing positive encounter repective feeling 
resepected- how are these questions formulated because beeing 
respected will probably be included in having a positive 
encounter.Also in the discussion part feeling respected is focusng 
mainly on respecting the right to autonomous decision making.I think 
this is an error of medical ethicists - people in general will probably 
interpret "being respected" as being respected as a person - that is a 
more global concept than just respecting autonomy.  
This migt be more elaborated in the discussion. 

 

REVIEWER Jenny Head  
 
Reader in Medical and Social Statistics  
Department of Epidemiology and Public Health  
UCL  
London, UK  
 
I have no competing interests. 

REVIEW RETURNED 16-Aug-2011 

 

THE STUDY It would be helpful to include the exact question wording including 
wording of possible responses for the three main measures - 
encounters, reactions and estimated ability to return to work. 

RESULTS & CONCLUSIONS The results section of abstract would benefit from clarification of the 
groups being compared. eg comparison of ability to return to work 
for 'feeling respected' versus 'feeling wronged'. 

GENERAL COMMENTS There are some limitations to this research into the association 
between health care encounters and ability to return to work which 
relies on cross-sectional self report data. These limitations are 
acknowledged in the discussion.   
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1 (Lars Jacobsson) thinks that we have focused on respecting patients’ autonomy when 

respect might have been understood as a more global phenomenon such as ‘respected as a person’.  

Answer: We agree and are aware of the difference. In order to avoid misinterpretations we have 

added a sentence about this in the discussion section (page 6).  

 

Reviewer 2 (Jenny Head) finds that it would be helpful to include the exact wording of the three main 

response options regarding encounters, reactions and estimated ability to return to work.  

Answer: We agree and the requested clarifications are presented in the methods section.  

 

The reviewer also suggests that we should clarify (in the abstract) the comparison of groups regarding 

ability to return to work when feeling respected versus feeling wronged.  

Answer: We agree and the suggested changes have been made – see abstract.  

 

 

Apart from the changes suggested by the reviewers, we have also made some minor linguistic 

changes in Table 2 and 3.  

 

We have also made some changes in the summary. 
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