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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Annette Schröder 
 
University of Koblenz-Landau  
Clinical Psychology and Psychotherapy  
 
Germany 

REVIEW RETURNED 25-May-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authors argue that a translational of SRI appears to be 
worthwhile. However, the paper in its current status has several 
major and minor drawbacks. I advice to revise it with regard to clarity 
and transparence.  
My major points are:  
Some of the phrasing is hard to read. British and American spelling 
is mixed. The whole paper should be thoroughly revised by a native 
speaker.  
The arguments for the benefits of this study are critical and should 
be revised as well 
 
Please describe the theoretical and methodological background of 
the SRI (content, dimensions, validity, sample etc.), it is not clear 
whether it is worthwhile to translate the instrument. Has it been used 
in more than the study by Pence et al.?  
Is the sample of your study comparable with the sample of the 
original instrument? It appears to me as if you will have three 
different samples of pain patients: why?  
The sample size seems too small for the intended analysis. Maybe 
the G*Power calculator could be useful (Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, 
A.-G. & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power 
analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical 
sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39, 175-191).  
The English as well as the German references of the instruments 
should be cited.  
An English translation of the German references should be given.  
Some sections (i.e. measures, procedures, sample size, inclusion 
and exclusion criteria) appear several times with differing contents. 

 

REVIEWER Holger Cramer 
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University of Duisburg-Essen, gErmany 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Jun-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is the protocol for an interesting and worthwhile research 
project, the evaluation of a German version of the SRI. However, the 
manuscript would benefit from some revisions in order to improve 
readability and understandability.  
 
First of all, the structure of the manuscript is a bit confusing. I would 
recommend to clearly describe the research plan at the beginning of 
the methods section and to clearly state what sub-studies are 
planned. As given it is sometimes unclear whether an evaluation will 
be done in the same or in a new study. I would suggest to begin 
each new study with e.g. study 1, study 2 etc. as heading, then state 
the participants, procedure, instruments, analyses etc.  
 
The English language would benefit from a thorough check by a 
native speaker.  
 
The abstract is a bit hard to read. Wherever possible, references in 
an abstract should be avoided and abbreviations should be defined 
at first use (even for well known instruments). More details on what 
studies are exactly planned it which (and how many) participants 
should be given. At the end of the introduction, the aim of the study 
should be stated.  
 
Analysis and consequences of the results of the cognitive interviews 
should be described in more details.  
 
In the analysis of the psychometric properties of the German SRI, it 
reads as if the factor analysis will be one of the last analyses done. 
This is highly unusual. If I get it right, Cronbach’s Alpha will be 
calculated for the original English version scales rather than for the 
real German factors. Please justify why this approach was chosen 
rather than to start with a factor analysis and then to compute the 
properties of the empirically found factors. Moreover, more details 
on the factor analysis are needed (e.g. what model is used, rotation 
etc.) 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

First of all we would like to answer the query of revising the paper by a native speaker. Please note 

that Mr. MP Jensen, co author of the paper, is a native speaker and has approved its final version. 

Therefore we have put further effort in a better structure and shorter sentences since we are aware of 

the difficulties methodological papers cause in readers. We have tried to harmonize the spelling and 

decided for British English.We hope to have improved readibility and thank you for this important 

remark.  

 

The structure of the paper has been revised accordingly to your advice, especially abstract, 

introduction and methods have been restructered. We hope to have improved understanding and 

readability of the text. We have marked the changes and added comments to the specific parts to 

make sure we found the right points of your feedback.  

 

Abstract:  

According to Mr. Cramers feedback we have restructured the abstract, excluded references, included 

aim of the study and tried to have a smoother introduction and short cut of the study. Finally we 
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shortened the text following Mr. Bermal's (editor assistants) queries.  

 

Introduction:  

According to Mrs. Schroeder we have tried to more emphazise the methodological and theoretical 

background of the SRI. Addionally you have asked for the benefit of the study we would like to answer 

this way:  

Since we work with patients with chronic pain in a comprehensive Pain Center in Germany we would 

like to focus on marital interactions to investigate their impact on rehabilitation and therapy outcome. 

There have been developed only few instruments despite the small but ongoing interest in marital 

variables in chronicity. Only two existing instrument in German (MPI and FPS) have different 

drawbacks such as lacking of the dimension well behaviour or lacking sufficient psychometric 

properties. That is why we have tried to find a solution and found the SRI promising to our purpose. 

The study tries to fill in the gap of intercultural applicable instruments and information about 

psychometric property and will hopefully enable us to investigate the impact of spouses responses to 

pain and well behaviour on pain therapy outcome.  

Further you have asked about the amount of studies which have been using the SRI so far: according 

to pubmed there are only two studies which are both mentioned in our paper (Schwartz et al., Pence 

et al.). Since we do not have other alternatives we therefore need to do much of the methodological 

work to apply the SRI acknowledging its limitations and opportunities.That is what we address with 

our study design.  

 

Method:  

We have completely restructured this part and welcome the feedback because now we find it much 

better ourselves. Thank you very much!  

Sample size:  

Thank you for your remark on the sample size but recalculation by G*Power has been less strict than 

the recommendation by Bortz so we kept the former version. Please let us know if we have missed 

something in our considerations.  

Sample:  

You have asked if the source population will be comparable to our population. This question we 

cannot really answer since the report on the source sample was not very detailled. That is why we 

decisded to 1) have a broad consideration of different types of chronic pain to cover much of possible 

information and 2) analyse seperately the different pain groups. We expect differences between the 

groups and hope to can differentiate issues concerning interpretability and sensitivity of the SRI 

according to pain diagnoses.  

Since we have tried to put more clearance into description of analyses we hope to have answered the 

remarks by Mr. Cramer. If not please help us by specifying your request. Thank you for make us 

aware of the wrong order of scale investigations. We have tried to correct our explanation and hope 

now to suit your concern.  

 

References:  

According to the feedback of Mrs. Schroeder we have included English translation of the heading of 

German papers. We also included source citation to instruments additionally to citations of translation 

for all instruments where it was required. If we missed something please let us know.  

We also followed the remarks of Mr. Bermal and restructured the order of references.  

 

We still hope to be able to submit the paper to BMJ and thank you for your time and effort you have 

investigated to help us improve our work, 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Annette Schröder 
University of Koblenz-Landau  
Department of Psychology  
Clinical Psychology and Psychotherapy 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-Aug-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The the paper has been improved at lot. The structure and the 
methods used are much clearer now. 

 

REVIEWER Holger Cramer 
Department of Internal and Integrative Medicine, Kliniken Essen-
Mitte, Faculty of Medicine, University of Duisburg-Essen, Essen, 
Germany 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Aug-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS All of my suggestions have comprehensively been followed and the 
revisions markedly improved the clarity and comprehensibility of the 
manuscript. One really minor point that should be considered is to 
name questionnaires and other instruments in full at first mention. 
E.g. on page 4, line 49: “The SRI follows the operant behavioural 
model…” should be changed to “The Spouse Response Inventory 
(SRI) follows the operant behavioural model…”. Likewise on page 8, 
line 169 “measured by NRS” should be changed to “measured by 
numeric rating scale, NRS”. On page 12, lines 262 to 266, it would 
be nice to also have the full German questionnaire names in addition 
to the abbreviations and English instrument names.  
Elsewise this is a well and clearly written study protocol that needs 
no further revisions from my side. 
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