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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Adrian Bangerter  
Professor of Work Psychology  
University of Neuchâtel  
Switzerland  
 
I know the authors. I am currently a partner of a national PhD 
program in which Peter Schulz is the main coordinator. I will let the 
editors judge whether this constitutes a conflict of interest. 

REVIEW RETURNED 11-Oct-2012 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Given the potential limitations of the study (e.g., high vaccination 
coverage, risk of low response rate and biased participation), I would 
recommend that the authors take systematic preventive measures to 
increase the potential response rate, e.g., reminders or more 
engaging forms of communication like telephone contact. This will 
be more expensive, but it is worth investing the effort.  
 
Even though a sample size of 166 may be sufficient for statistical 
purposes, it will be much too small to guarantee any kind of 
representative sample.  
 
Please avoid sexist language (i.e., generic masculine). For example, 
writing individuals removes the need to refer to an individual as "he" 
(sexist) or "he or she" (cumbersome).  

 

REVIEWER Hirono Ishikawa  
Associate Professor  
Department of Health Communication, School of Public Health, The 
University of Tokyo  
Japan  
I have no competing interests. 

REVIEW RETURNED 11-Oct-2012 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript.  
This manuscript outlines a study protocol to investigate the influence 
of health literacy, psychological empowerment and information 
search behaviors on the decisions of parents to get their children 
vaccinated.  
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The protocol is well-described overall. Based on a theoretical model 
and concepts that have been developed in health behavior research, 
it is designed to provide a comprehensive model that explains the 
factors that may affect parents‟ decision regarding the vaccination of 
their children. The theoretical background, hypotheses, methodology 
is well written in general, but I have a few minor comments and 
clarifying questions:  
1) As to the measure of information search behavior, is the period 
specified? (such as “during the past X months or X years”)  
2) Related to the above question, I wonder the direction of influence 
between information search behavior and perceived knowledge (H7) 
could be the opposite way, because in the description of their 
measurements, it seems like the information search behavior is 
asked as the past behavior and perceived knowledge is asked as 
the present confidence.  
3) More detailed description of the measure of objective knowledge 
may be helpful. Does it include the items that reflect each of 
declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge, and judgment skills? 
How these items were developed?  
4) I wonder why the direct association between HL/knowledge and 
psychological empowerment are not hypothesized.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1 (Prof. Bangerter)  

We fully agree with the reviewer‟s recommendation to take systematic preventive measures to 

increase the potential response rate. Indeed, even if it was not explicitly mentioned in the previous 

version of the manuscript, we already planned to systematically try to increase the response rate by 

contacting all participants up to three times with their preferred form of contact (e-mail, phone, post). 

This is now explicitly stated in the „Strengths and limitations‟ section (p. 16).  

 

Acknowledging the reviewer‟s second comment, we now explicitly mention in the „Strengths and 

limitations‟ section (p. 16), the fact that a sample size of 166 is not sufficient to guarantee a 

representative sample and that an active effort has to be undertaken in order to try to increase the 

response rate. Some possible ways of increasing the response rate have been suggested (see 

above).  

 

As suggested, all sexist wording has been modified. We now always refers to „individuals‟ throughout 

the manuscript.  

 

Reviewer 2 (Prof. Ishikawa)  

As regards the reviewer first question about whether the measure of information search behaviour 

specifies a period, we acknowledge the fact that such a specification could help better defining the 

time frame and thus getting more reliable answers. However, we are interested in understanding 

whether parents have ever searched for information about childhood vaccination. Since their children 

are adolescents, information search could well have happened when their child was born. For this 

reason we decided not to specify any time period in the question.  

 

We agree with the reviewer‟s second comment, i.e. the fact that information search behaviour could 

influence parents‟ perceived knowledge, even if we still think that parents‟ perceived knowledge will 

influence their search behaviour. We decided to add an hypothesis addressing this aspect (H8) (pag. 

10) and to modify the model in Figure 1 to show the reciprocal relationship between the two concepts 

(p. 8).  
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In accordance with the reviewer‟s third suggestion, we added an example question for both 

declarative and procedural knowledge (pag. 12-13). The items have been developed building on 

previous literature assessing parents‟ knowledge about childhood vaccination. We did not include a 

measure of judgment skills since to date no valid tool to measure individuals‟ decision making ability 

in the context of childhood vaccination exists. We have addressed this limitation of the measuring 

instrument in the „Strengths and limitations‟ section (p. 15)  

 

In her last comment, the reviewer wonders why a direct relationship between health literacy and 

empowerment was not hypothesized. In Schulz and Nakamoto‟s (2012) view, contrary to the 

assumption that health literacy empowers people to engage in health-related behaviour, higher levels 

of health literacy are not necessarily associated with empowerment. Instead, the authors separate 

both concepts and consider literacy and psychological empowerment as independent yet equally 

important determinants of health-related behaviour and outcomes. This has now been explicitly 

mentioned in the „Theoretical background‟ section (pag. 7). 
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