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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Kent W. Nilsson 
Professor, Uppsala University, Centre for clinical research, Sweden. 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Oct-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Another way to analyse, could have been not to do separate 
analyses for boys and girl, just add sex to the model, and sex*SOC 
to investigate if there was a significant difference according to both 
sex and SOC. This would probable also give a higher power to the 
findings. 
 
Association between sense of coherence in adolescence and social 
benefits later in life. A 12-year follow-up study.  
The presents study investigates the relation of sense of coherence 
(SOC) and different aspects of social benefits among Danish 
adolescents. The manuscript is clearly written, easy to follow, and 
add some interesting findings of long term “associations” of SOC 
into young adulthood. Therefore, I recommend this manuscript for 
publication.  
There are just some minor comments from my point of view.  
Please consider the term gender since most of the adolescents in 
the present study probable answered the self-report according to 
their sex. In line with that, was the difference between boys and girls 
significant? For example, “girls had more often received any kind of 
social benefits” … or “The girls excess risk of receiving social 
benefits was even further increased in the long term”… was these 
statements made by the differences in table III and IV, or were there 
any significance tests of these differences. Another way to analyse, 
could have been not to do separate analyses for boys and girl, just 
add sex to the model, and sex*SOC to investigate if there was a 
significant difference according to both sex and SOC. This would 
probable also give a higher power to the findings. If both the main 
effects of sex and SOC, as well as the interaction term were 
significant, one could postulate that girls received more social 
benefits, that the lower the SOC, the higher the risk for social 
benefits, and finally (perhaps), especially low SOC girls had an 
excess risk of social benefits.  
Furthermore, the discussion sums up the findings, and both the 
weaknesses and strengths of the study. It also shows additional 
support for the findings by putting the present findings in the light of 
previous findings of adolescent use of medicine, depressive 
symptoms, generalized anxiety and subjective health complains, 
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which should be associated with social benefits. Indeed, we have 
found that SOC had an interesting effect in combination with alcohol 
consumption among adolescents, in relation to alcohol-related 
problems (2006). I many countries, social benefits are clearly related 
to problematic alcohol consumption. Therefore, the present study 
adds valuable information about the long term effects of different 
levels of SOC among adolescents. 

 

REVIEWER Bengt Lindstrom 
MD PhD DrPH Professor of Salutogenesis  
NTNU Norway 

REVIEW RETURNED 13-Nov-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The authort uses the term low SOC. The accurqate term is scoring 
low on the SOC scale or RATHER use WEAK or STRONG SOC 
through the article. It is a pity they have modified SOC 13 for 
comparative reasons.Also it seems it is not validatet fully. Further 
the authors are confusing two concepts SOC and General 
Resistance Resources where SOC is the ability to use the GRRs. 
Further clarification is needed. Reference 25 in the text should read 
Eriksson and Lindstrom 
 
The study results are in line with previous studies. Too bad SOC 7 
was used and a modified version. How was the validation 
undertaken? Pleas top using low and high SOC. The real terms are 
strong and weak SOC. Also there is some conceptual confusion you 
have mixed two concepts SOC and GRR please clarify this. The 
DREAM database seems to be a dream for research :)  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Comments to reviewer 1:  

Thank you for the valuable comments to our paper. Below we have listed the answers to the 

questions.  

• Sex has now been changed to gender (in table II)  

• We agree we could have analyzed the data by including an interaction term. However since gender 

differences in SOC earlier has been described and since we were not interesting in the impact of 

gender on social benefit we chose to report the estimates for gender separately. We think reporting 

the estimates separately for boys and girls demonstrate the message more clearly.  

 

Comments to reviewer 2:  

Thank you for the valuable comments to our paper. Below we have listed the answers to the 

questions.  

• We have changed low and high soc scores to weak and strong throughout the paper.  

• We have deleted part of the sentence in the background that led to the confusion about the two 

concepts SOC and General Resistance Resources. The focus in this paper is on SOC.  

• We agree that for comparative reasons it would have been better to use the full SOC-13. However, 

due to the age of the study population only the questions that the pupils were thought capable of 

answering were included (as mentioned in the method section) and no further validation was done.  

• We have now included Eriksson and Lindstrom when referring to ref 25 
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VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Bengt Lindstrom 
ISH NTNU NORWAY 

REVIEW RETURNED 01-Dec-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is ok now My comment about the references means the authors 
are not completely updated regarding what we know today about 
salutogenesis and the properties of the SOC after Antonovsky but it 
is adequate regading the study.   
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