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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Carolina Marques Borges 
Institute of Education and Culture of Minas Gerais - UNIBH S/A  
Belo Horizonte, Brazil 

REVIEW RETURNED 17-Apr-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Title:  
Since the population of this study is very specific, I’d encourage the 
authors adding the information of Latin America context in their title:  
 
“Organizational participation and health among smallholder farmers: 
one experience from Latin America context”  
 
 
Page 4  
Line 27: When saying (…) “which healthy practices can be 
promoted” (…). What types of practices? One or two examples 
would be desirable to give consistency to the information.  
Line 34: Several authors have noted the role of social capital…. [12-
14].  
Well, two references don not mean “several”, right? “Some authors” 
can replace the “several”. How these authors have pointed out the 
linkage between macroeconomic policies and health practices? 
Examples are welcome.  
Page 5  
Line 46: In my option, we cannot consider “Organizational 
participation “as one term” of social capital. Actually, it is not social 
capital per se but it is considered a proxy instead. Social capital is 
more related to resources that emerge from connections among 
people within a given society in different scenarios (e.g. workplaces, 
neighborhoods, communities, organizations). Organization 
participation can contribute with social capital creation/maintenance 
but is not a term of it.  
Line 34. Although authors refer community selection criteria, I would 
like to know about the total number of communities in the beginning 
of the study. How was the percentage of dropouts? Intervention was 
carried out in all 24 communities?  
It is important to discuss the limitation concerning to one of the 
individual inclusion criteria “be interested in participating in 
interventions”. It is a selection bias in social capital studies since the 
joiners are key actors in social capital construction/or maintenance. 
Saying that they were selected based on their involvement in 
interventions is quite vague. Could the author clear this to me?  
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Line 53: between 19 and 21 farm families were interviewed. This 
information is not clear. Additionally, I miss some information about 
the pilot study, pretests, etc.  
Page 7  
Line 51: We researchers have been repeating the information of 
name/type of software for several years. But maybe this information 
could add value to paper when the usage of statistical software 
package was rare. Not our case nowadays.  
Page 9  
Line 10: Regarding to key effect modifier as Organizational 
participation, did the authors considered the duration of this 
participation (e.g. 1 year, 2 months, etc.)? I am asking this because 
this fact could affect your measure/proxy of social capital.  
Page 15-17  
I suggest that authors rewrite the paragraph of limitations, including 
the selection bias, the use of one proxy to measure social capital 
(Using single question instead of an index for measurement of social 
capital can not catch some important aspects of it), and other points 
highlighted above in this document.  
Page 16  
Line 39: (…) In fact, organizational affiliation could inadvertently 
promote greater health impairment among these farmers as the 
result of the dynamics within which their work process develops, 
including greater pesticide use.”  
In this study, organizations were categorized into: 1 = agricultural 
organizations dedicated to potato production; 2 = conflict-resolution 
organizations (water committees and fraternal organizations); and 3 
= others (credit, women’s organizations, milk production, and 
sporting). The statement could be true if the majority of respondents 
belonged to agricultural organizations focused on production. 
Fraternal and other types of org. can impact farmers’ lives in other 
ways right? Was it the case?  
  

 

 

REVIEWER David Hurtado 
Harvard School of Public Health, United States 

REVIEW RETURNED 09-Mar-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I find your paper interesting, but the its current state prevents me to 
accept it for publication. Please see the attache pdf for specific 
comments. My concerns are related to the abstract, the results and 
the conclusion sections. Regarding the abstract, it is very efficient 
and it is not clear why you are studying those exposure and 
outcome. The results section needs to be rewritten to make it clearer 
and easier to follow. Finally, I don't believe you have enough 
evidence for the conclusions you have reached. I do believe the 
longitudinal design is the main strength of your study. I recommend 
a major revision and I look forward to revise your paper again. I 
hope my comments are useful. 

 

- The reviewer also provided a marked copy of the manuscript with further comments. Please contact 

the BMJ Open Editorial office for further information. 
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VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer 1:  

 

I find your paper interesting, but its current state prevents me to accept it for publication. Please see 

the attached pdf for specific comments. My concerns are related to the abstract, the results and the 

conclusion sections. Regarding the abstract, it is very efficient and it is not clear why you are studying 

those exposure and outcome. The results section needs to be rewritten to make it clearer and easier 

to follow. Finally, I don't believe you have enough evidence for the conclusions you have reached. I do 

believe the longitudinal design is the main strength of your study. I recommend a major revision and I 

look forward to revise your paper again. I hope my comments are useful.  

 

 

Based on the above comments, the following changes have been made:  

 

Overall, the sections of this paper considered most critical by Reviewer 1 have been revised. Our 

conceptual approach limited the article’s results and scope. As suggested by the reviewer, the scope 

of this article falls within the challenges to social capital as a determinant of health in the context of 

social inequality. We have clarified the pathways through which organizational participation can have 

health impacts on smallholder farmers. We referenced a previous publication (Orozco et al 2014) that 

analyzes the relationship between organizational participation and information.  

 

Specifically, and following the .pdf attached by Reviewer 1, our changes include the following:  

 

-The abstract was substantially revised. It is now more explanatory and contextualizes the study 

design, methods, and findings in relation to the livelihoods of the population studied. The abstract now 

clearly defines the relationship between exposure, outcome and mediating factor, along with the 

scope of the investigation.  

 

-The study’s strengths and limitations are now presented, identifying the type of study design as the 

primary strength.  

 

- The introduction section was restructured according to the comments. For example, the pathways 

through which participation in organizations may have health impacts are explained. The connection 

between participation in organizations and information on crop management practices is emphasized 

in reference to a previous study (Orozco et al., 2014). The conceptual development framework of the 

study has been clarified. Important references, such as Muntaner et al., 2002, are now included. The 

definition of the practices associated with integrated pest management (IPM) and their impacts on 

health are included earlier in the manuscript, together with references to previous studies. We added 

comments on gaps in the literature that this article intends to address, along with the hypothesis of the 

study.  

 

-Methods section: In “community selection,” we have better explained the identity of the institutional 

partners.  

 

-Results section: In Table 1, the p-values for the variables “years of schooling” and “age in years” 

have been removed in light of the type of study design. For the purpose of clarification, there is a 

slight difference between years of schooling for T1 and T2, as some of the participants took literacy 

courses, adding an additional year of school.  

 

The potential selection bias of the population that did not form part of the study in T2, which included 

a higher percentage of people who did not belong to organizations, is discussed in the loss-to-follow-

up analysis.  
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-Multivariate analysis section: This section was reworked and the results are now presented 

according to the findings, not according to the modeling, as in the previous draft.  

 

-The variable “Use of IPM” is categorized according to the tertiles observed, as noted in the methods 

section. Therefore, the analysis includes the dose-response to the use of those neurocognitive 

performance practices.  

 

-Modeling method used, Table 2: We added the methodological references: Kleinbaum, et al; 1982; & 

Szkclo, 2004; justifying the choice of methods according to the hypothesis and the objectives of the 

study.  

 

In Table 2, the value of the constant was recalculated with the continuous variables (age and years of 

schooling) centered at their mean, as suggested.  

 

In Table 3, we replaced the “n” in the variable “Use of IPM,” as suggested. The value obtained for the 

association between “good/very good use of IPM and participation in organizations” is referenced in 

the discussion section. References to this finding are provided to show that this result is not biased.  

 

Overall, the findings were revised based on a review of the article as a whole.  

 

-Discussion: This section reworked based on the comments. We now include a broader discussion of 

the study’s limitations.  

   

Reviewer 2:  

 

Title:  

Since the population of this study is very specific, I’d encourage the authors adding the information of 

Latin America context in their title: “Organizational participation and health among smallholder 

farmers: one experience from Latin America context”  

 

We have included that information. Thank you.  

 

Page 4  

Line 27: When saying (…) “which healthy practices can be promoted” (…). What types of practices? 

One or two examples would be desirable to give consistency to the information.  

 

-The conceptual framework of the article has been restructured based on the comments provided by 

Reviewer 1. For this reason, we have removed this paragraph in the current version. The literature 

contains no examples of practices that can be compared with those described in the study, especially 

in the context of social inequality analysis.  

 

Line 34: Several authors have noted the role of social capital…. [12-14].  

Well, two references don not mean “several”, right? “Some authors” can replace the “several”. How 

these authors have pointed out the linkage between macroeconomic policies and health practices? 

Examples are welcome.  

 

We have included a greater number of references. Furthermore, the link between macroeconomic 

policies and health practices is now the most comprehensive conceptual framework of the article. 

Therefore, the introduction section has been restructured.  

 

Page 5 : Line 46: In my opinion, we cannot consider “Organizational participation “as one term” of 
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social capital. Actually, it is not social capital per se but it is considered a proxy instead. Social capital 

is more related to resources that emerge from connections among people within a given society in 

different scenarios (e.g. workplaces, neighborhoods, communities, organizations). Organization 

participation can contribute with social capital creation/maintenance but is not a term of it.  

 

The introduction section has been restructured to clarify and better contextualize organizations as 

social structures through which social capital, such as information or practices, can be promoted and 

transmitted. We have added references to authors such as Coleman and Bourdieu for the conceptual 

aspects of the role of organizations in the construct of social capital. We believe that this section has 

been clarified.  

 

Line 34. Although authors refer community selection criteria, I would like to know about the total 

number of communities in the beginning of the study. How was the percentage of dropouts? 

Intervention was carried out in all 24 communities?  

 

We have clarified this section in accordance with the comments.  

 

It is important to discuss the limitation concerning to one of the individual inclusion criteria “be 

interested in participating in interventions”. It is a selection bias in social capital studies since the 

joiners are key actors in social capital construction/or maintenance. Saying that they were selected 

based on their involvement in interventions is quite vague. Could the author clear this to me?  

 

We have included a discussion of the limitations of this study to clarify these issues.  

 

Line 53: between 19 and 21 farm families were interviewed. This information is not clear. Additionally, 

I miss some information about the pilot study, pretests, etc.  

 

We have clarified and included additional information, as well as referenced an earlier paper.  

 

Page 7 Line 51: We researchers have been repeating the information of name/type of software for 

several years. But maybe this information could add value to paper when the usage of statistical 

software package was rare. Not our case nowadays.  

 

We agree; however, we do believe that this information must be included given its general use in 

published studies.  

 

Page 9 Line 10: Regarding to key effect modifier as Organizational participation, did the authors 

considered the duration of this participation (e.g. 1 year, 2 months, etc.)? I am asking this because 

this fact could affect your measure/proxy of social capital.  

 

Unfortunately not available; we have added to the limitations of this study.  

 

Page 15-17 : I suggest that authors rewrite the paragraph of limitations, including the selection bias, 

the use of one proxy to measure social capital (Using single question instead of an index for 

measurement of social capital cannot catch some important aspects of it), and other points 

highlighted above in this document.  

 

We have done so.  

 

Page 16 : Line 39: (…) In fact, organizational affiliation could inadvertently promote greater health 

impairment among these farmers as the result of the dynamics within which their work process 

develops, including greater pesticide use.”  
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In this study, organizations were categorized into: 1 = agricultural organizations dedicated to potato 

production; 2 = conflict-resolution organizations (water committees and fraternal organizations); and 3 

= others (credit, women’s organizations, milk production, and sporting). The statement could be true if 

the majority of respondents belonged to agricultural organizations focused on production.  

 

The numbers and proportion of people holding organizational membership at each time are included 

in the first paragraph of the results. Approximately one-third of farmers participated in commercial 

potato production organizations.  

 

Fraternal and other types of org. can impact farmers’ lives in other ways right? Was it the case?  

 

We discuss these issues in detail in the conceptual section, in the discussion, and in the study-

limitations section. We could not detect different effects associated with different types of 

organizational memberships. 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER David A. Hurtado 
Harvard School of Public Health, USA 

REVIEW RETURNED 31-Aug-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This first revision addressed my comments in a satisfactory manner 
and I recommend your manuscript for publication after minor 
revisions and clarifications. In particular, you need to show changes 
or different levels of IPM practices among farmers who participate in 
associations vs. those who do not. This would help to support the 
claim that access to information is the resource/mechanism that 
moderates the effect of IPM on neurocognitive performance among 
members of associations. In addition, in your abstract you state that 
resources transmitted through social capital translate into human 
capital, but this is not elaborated in your discussion section. Please 
show evidence to support this claim. Showing differential uptake of 
IPM information by years of schooling could support such a claim. 
Overall, your study makes a scientific contribution to understand the 
pathway between social capital and health outcomes. 

 

REVIEWER Carolina Marques Borges 
University Center of Belo Horizonte  
UNIBH  
Brazil 

REVIEW RETURNED 15-Sep-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I'd like to thank BMJ and to the authors for the opportunity to review 
this manuscript. All my questions regarding this study were 
answered and I recommend it for publication.  
Best, 

 

 

 

 

 

 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-2013-004641 on 24 O

ctober 2014. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


VERSION 2 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

 

This first revision addressed my comments in a satisfactory manner and I recommend your 

manuscript for publication after minor revisions and clarifications. In particular, you need to show 

changes or different levels of IPM practices among farmers who participate in associations vs. those 

who do not. This would help to support the claim that access to information is the 

resource/mechanism that moderates the effect of IPM on neurocognitive performance among 

members of associations.  

 

We added a descriptive table, now table 3, with the suggested information.  

 

In addition, in your abstract you state that resources transmitted through social capital translate into 

human capital, but this is not elaborated in your discussion section. Please show evidence to support 

this claim. Showing differential uptake of IPM information by years of schooling could support such a 

claim.  

 

We agree with the reviewer and so have removed this part from the conclusion in the abstract. We 

added some information about human capital in the discussion section, based on a previous study.  

 

Overall, your study makes a scientific contribution to understand the pathway between social capital 

and health outcomes.  

 

We appreciate very much your comments; we think these have contributed to improvement of the 

quality of the paper. 
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