
PEER REVIEW HISTORY 

BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) DOES EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION IN WORKPLACE HEALTH 
PROMOTION DEPEND ON THE WORKING ENVIRONMENT? A 
CROSS-SECTIONAL STUDY OF DANISH WORKERS 

AUTHORS Jorgensen, Marie; Villadsen, Ebbe; Hermann, Burr; Punnett, Laura; 
Holtermann, Andreas 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Rosanne Freak-Poli 
Erasmus MC, The Netherlands & Monash University, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 16-Dec-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Associations with participation in WHPs were tested in 10,605 
nationally representative Danish Workers in 2010. Lower 
participation in WHP was associated with programs during leisure 
time (strongly associated), low social support, (very) fatiguing work 
and high physical or emotional demands in combination with low job 
control. No association with participation in WHPs were observed for 
physical work or quantitative demands, work pace or job strain.  
 
Very clear and well written. Results and discussion are in a logical 
order. Very nice summary at start of discussion. Higher demands 
mixed with low job control is a very interesting finding for the field. 
Limitations well considered overall (one more suggested below)  
 
References could be updated. Newest one is from 2013.  
Abstract: Please state more clearly that “No association with 
participation in WHPs were observed for physical work or 
quantitative demands, work pace or job strain.”  
 
Major  
(none)  
 
Minor  
Abstract: It would be great to have a short list of items tested that 
were not significant. high work pace, high quantitative and physical 
work demands were not associated with WHP participation  
 
Abstract: Please state more clearly that “No association with 
participation in WHPs were observed for physical work or 
quantitative demands, work pace or job strain.”  
 
This sentence needs clarification. Perhaps put availability first, then 
participation? And state both “availability” and “participation” RE: 
“The most prevalent WHP was contact to health professional (33%) 
and the least prevalent WHP available in the population was 
smoking cessation (16%) and among those with WHP available, the 
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WHP with highest participation was healthy diet (53%) and the 
lowest participation was smoking cessation (10%).”  
 
Given the two stat sign associations for moderate fatiguing work: 
very fatiguing work in the abstract / discussion could be expanded to 
“fatiguing” ?  
 
Limitation: 30% job classification “unknown”, potentially further 
categories could be useful, or an open text box which could be 
categorised by research staff.  
 
References could be updated. Newest one is from 2013.  
 
Optional  
Abstract. Please consider replacing this sentence with something 
more interesting. “Worker participation in WHP was associated with 
WHP availability during paid work time, as well as characteristics in 
the working environment.” Eg. “Lower participation in WHP was 
associated with programs during leisure, low social support, very 
fatiguing work and high physical or emotional demands with low job 
control.” OR “Availability during leisure time, low social support, very 
fatiguing work and high demands with low job control affect 
participation in WHPs.”  
“Physical work demands and lifting and carrying were highly 
correlated” were they also collapsed?  
 
Typos  
Table 2 and 4 space needed -> physical workdemands  
Table 4 format issues. Hard to read  
previously suggested by[19, 20]. Author missing  
On explanation is 

 

REVIEWER Kristy Sanderson, Principal Research Fellow 
Menzies Institute for Medical Research  
University of Tasmania  
Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 03-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Low participation in WHP is a seemingly intractable problem, and 
this paper helps to understand what some of the barriers might be. 
The sample is impressively large and representative. An appropriate 
range of correlates is assessed, albeit with brief measures but this is 
not unusual for population surveillance. I have a couple of minor 
queries.  
 
Research questions: was the association of availability of WHP with 
work environment investigated, or just participation? These are 
separate but related questions and both are of interest. There could 
be a bi-directional effect here, as higher quality work environments 
could be more likely to offer WHP, while workplaces that offer WHP 
could be perceived more favourably in terms of psychosocial 
elements of work environment.  
 
Analysis: given the potential implications for program targeting, and 
the fact that this study has a large sample size, did the authors 
investigate whether findings should be stratified by sex (and possibly 
age). I would also be interested in whether any interactions were 
tested, as this is implied in the Introduction and the hypotheses. For 
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example, were any structural or interpersonal factors of the working 
environment more/less important for participation when WHP is 
offered within working hours?  
 
Table 4 - something has gone amiss with the table presentation.   

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

Reviewer Name: Rosanne Freak-Poli  

Institution and Country: Erasmus MC, The Netherlands & Monash University, Australia Competing 

Interests: None declared  

 

Associations with participation in WHPs were tested in 10,605 nationally representative Danish 

Workers in 2010. Lower participation in WHP was associated with programs during leisure time 

(strongly associated), low social support, (very) fatiguing work and high physical or emotional 

demands in combination with low job control. No association with participation in WHPs were 

observed for physical work or quantitative demands, work pace or job strain.  

 

Very clear and well written. Results and discussion are in a logical order. Very nice summary at start 

of discussion. Higher demands mixed with low job control is a very interesting finding for the field. 

Limitations well considered overall (one more suggested below)  

 

AUTHORS’ REPLY: Thank you for your review – we have read your suggestions and agree with 

them. The manuscript has been revised accordingly.  

 

References could be updated. Newest one is from 2013.  

 

Abstract: Please state more clearly that “No association with participation in WHPs were observed for 

physical work or quantitative demands, work pace or job strain.”  

 

Authors’ reply: We revised the abstract in accordance with your suggestion.  

 

Major  

(none)  

 

Minor  

Abstract: It would be great to have a short list of items tested that were not significant. high work 

pace, high quantitative and physical work demands were not associated with WHP participation  

 

Authors’ reply: We revised the abstract in accordance with your suggestion.  

 

Abstract: Please state more clearly that “No association with participation in WHPs were observed for 

physical work or quantitative demands, work pace or job strain.”  

 

Authors’ reply: We revised the abstract in accordance with your suggestion.  

 

This sentence needs clarification. Perhaps put availability first, then participation? And state both 

“availability” and “participation” RE: “The most prevalent WHP was contact to health professional 

(33%) and the least prevalent WHP available in the population was smoking cessation (16%) and 

among those with WHP available, the WHP with highest participation was healthy diet (53%) and the 

lowest participation was smoking cessation (10%).”  
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Authors’ reply: We revised the sentence, so that availability is mentioned first in one sentence and 

then in a separate sentence we mention participation.  

 

Given the two stat sign associations for moderate fatiguing work: very fatiguing work in the abstract / 

discussion could be expanded to “fatiguing” ?  

 

Authors’ reply: We revised the abstract and discussion in accordance with your suggestion.  

 

Limitation: 30% job classification “unknown”, potentially further categories could be useful, or an open 

text box which could be categorised by research staff.  

 

Authors’ reply: We have not explicitly mentioned this in the results section, to make sure that readers 

are aware of this limitation.  

 

References could be updated. Newest one is from 2013.  

 

Authors’ reply: We have updated the references with the most relevant references.  

 

Optional  

Abstract. Please consider replacing this sentence with something more interesting. “Worker 

participation in WHP was associated with WHP availability during paid work time, as well as 

characteristics in the working environment.” Eg. “Lower participation in WHP was associated with 

programs during leisure, low social support, very fatiguing work and high physical or emotional 

demands with low job control.” OR “Availability during leisure time, low social support, very fatiguing 

work and high demands with low job control affect participation in WHPs.”  

“Physical work demands and lifting and carrying were highly correlated” were they also collapsed?  

 

Authors’ reply: They were correlated, so we moved on with the most generic measure “physical work 

demands” only. We clarified that in the manuscript now.  

 

Typos  

Table 2 and 4 space needed -> physical workdemands Table 4 format issues. Hard to read previously 

suggested by[19, 20]. Author missing On explanation is  

 

Authors’ reply: Thank you – typos corrected, and the table has now been correctly formatted.  

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name: Kristy Sanderson, Principal Research Fellow Institution and Country: Menzies 

Institute for Medical Research, University of Tasmania, Australia Competing Interests: None declared.  

 

Low participation in WHP is a seemingly intractable problem, and this paper helps to understand what 

some of the barriers might be. The sample is impressively large and representative. An appropriate 

range of correlates is assessed, albeit with brief measures but this is not unusual for population 

surveillance. I have a couple of minor queries.  

 

Research questions: was the association of availability of WHP with work environment investigated, 

or just participation? These are separate but related questions and both are of interest. There could 

be a bi-directional effect here, as higher quality work environments could be more likely to offer WHP, 

while workplaces that offer WHP could be perceived more favourably in terms of psychosocial 

elements of work environment.  

 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-2015-010516 on 8 June 2016. D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


 

Authors’ reply: We agree with the consideration. We believe however, that the question regarding 

availability is different from the question of participation and therefore it is not within the scope of the 

current manuscript. However, we do agree that availability deserves further investigations in future 

analyses.  

 

Analysis: given the potential implications for program targeting, and the fact that this study has a large 

sample size, did the authors investigate whether findings should be stratified by sex (and possibly 

age). I would also be interested in whether any interactions were tested, as this is implied in the 

Introduction and the hypotheses. For example, were any structural or interpersonal factors of the 

working environment more/less important for participation when WHP is offered within working hours?  

 

Authours’ reply: We have adjusted the analyses for gender and age. However, a previous study 

investigated the contribution of individual factors. Furthermore, we believe that interaction effects 

could be interesting however we believe that these analyses deserves specific attention in a separate 

paper as both the background, analyses, results and discussion of such a study would require more 

space to present properly.  

 

Table 4 - something has gone amiss with the table presentation.  

 

Authors’ reply: The table has now been correctly formatted. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Rosanne Freak-Poli 
Monash University, Australia & Erasmus MC The Netherlands 

REVIEW RETURNED 18-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Authors have replied to my previous comments / changed 
manuscript accordingly.  
Good luck with the publication process. 

 

REVIEWER Kristy Sanderson 
Menzies Institute for Medical Research, University of Tasmania 

REVIEW RETURNED 07-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I am satisfied with the resubmission.  
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