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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 
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ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) A UK survey of driving behaviour, fatigue, risk taking and road traffic 
accidents 

AUTHORS Smith, Andrew 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Anna Anund 
Swedish National Road and Transport Research Institute, Sweden 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The topic of this article is interesting and provide useful information.  
However, there are some issues that needs to be clarified.  
From a general point of view there is no clear description of traffic 
accidents and what is the difference between requiring or not 
requiring medical attention. This needs to be clarified.  
In addition, there is no description of the type of insurance company 
that was involved. This needs to be added.  
In addition there is more or less no discussion about the results 
available.  
 
Below you find some comments about details:  
Abstract:  
In the abstract under the design chapter, “driving behavior” are 
mentioned to be measured. In the paragraph about results the word 
poor driving behavior are used. My question is if driving behavior 
and poor driving behavior is the same? But also how poor driving 
behavior is defined? Please clarify.  
 
Introduction:  
The introduction is nice, but the references that are used are old. 
There are new studies for example about human errors contribution 
to crashes and the reason for sleepiness / fatigued crashes that 
needs to be included.  
In addition, I do not agree that most research is done on 
professional drivers. Here there has been a shift during the latest 
years. From my perspective most studies the last 10 years are done 
on passenger car drivers.  
Method:  
Add registration number of the ethical approval.  
Please describe the insurance company and the profile of the clients 
that were invited. Did they have slight injuries, did they had to visit 
hospital, did they drove passenger cars etc.  
What statistical analysis tool did you use? Please clarify.  
 
Results:  
There is no definition of medical attention. Please clarify.  
I would prefer a table with the results instead of the written text.  

 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-2016-011461 on 18 A

ugust 2016. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


I also would like to see the results from the Factor analysis (the 
factor scores).  
In the chapter about result, a description is included about quartiles. 
A description like this, but with more details might be better to 
include in the chapter about method and statistical analysis.  
 
Discussion:  
There are so many details from the results that would have been of 
interest to discuss. At this point there is no such discussion at all. 
The results should be discussed in relation to what is know and what 
is new. This needs to be added. 

 

REVIEWER Christopher Watling 
Queensland University of Technology, Australia 

REVIEW RETURNED 10-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The manuscript is an interesting read with a large sample size. 
However, there are some issues with the manuscript. My major 
concern with the manuscript is the driving behaviour, driver fatigue, 
and risk taking survey. The author makes the point that this survey 
or even a shorter version has some potential as a tool to assess 
these behaviours; however, the psychometric properties of the 
scales are not described anywhere in the manuscript apart from the 
extremely brief section describing the results of the factor analysis. 
This was a major omission in my opinion – indeed, not even 
Cronbach’s alpha values are reported for the scales. While the 
results from the logistic regressions appear promising for the use of 
the scales, there are so many steps involved with survey 
development and evaluation that need to be reported and carefully 
dissected before the utility of this measure is assured. For example, 
what were the cross loadings of the items with the other scales? 
What proportion of variance was accounted by the factor analysis? I 
am also concerned about the items chosen for each scale, 
particularly the choice of driving behaviours (i.e., lapses of 
concentration, driver aggression, and speeding) as other risky 
driving behaviours are not represented in the list (e.g., drink driving, 
distracted driving). Importantly, there is little justification for the 
separation of driver fatigue as a separate scale. Is the author saying 
that driver fatigue is a unique risky driving behaviour? If yes, then a 
justification is required. There also appears to be some missing 
details regarding the logistic regression models (e.g., variance 
accounted for, classification accuracy, model summary statistics) 
these are need to properly evaluate the models that are generated. 
Regarding the discussion section, it is far too short and importantly, 
the obtained results are not grounded within the extant literature – 
this was an opportunity lost. The author certainty seems to have a 
measure of driving behaviour that could have some utility, which is 
demonstrated with the logistic regression results; however, there is 
just far too little information provided in this manuscript to properly 
evaluate the scales nor is there any reference to earlier work that 
might have evaluated the measure. I strongly encourage the author 
to continue their research in this much needed area but to consider 
reporting a more detailed evaluation of the psychometric properties 
of the scales.   
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REVIEWER George Yannis 
National Technical University of Athens, Greece 

REVIEW RETURNED 16-Mar-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Suggestion: minor revision required  
 
The aim of this paper was to examine associations between driving 
behaviour, fatigue, risk taking and road traffic accidents (RTAs) 
through a cross-sectional online survey of clients of an insurance 
company. The paper is well written and the methodology as well as 
the hypotheses were sufficiently explained. The study was designed 
carefully and the results and conclusions extracted from this study 
are interesting. The following improvements, though, are proposed:  
 
- Aims: This paragraph is quite short. You could add some more 
detail or merge it with the next one and rephrase the sub-section title 
as follows: Aims and Methods  
 
- Participants: A table (or a graph) would be more appropriate for 
presenting the final sample and its characteristics.  
 
- Statistical analysis plan: You could explain the reason why you 
have chosen to use this specific statistical approach.  
 
- Results: The second paragraph should be replaced with a table 
with the results of the factor analysis. It would be more appropriate 
and easy to follow.  
 
- Discussion: The sample was selected from clients of an insurance 
company rather than being representative of the general population. 
This is a limitation which you should comment, especially at the 
suggestions for a stronger future work.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 1  

 

Reviewer Name  

Anna Anund  

 

However, there are some issues that needs to be clarified.  

From a general point of view there is no clear description of traffic accidents and what is the 

difference between requiring or not requiring medical attention. This needs to be clarified.  

The questions about road traffic accidents were taken from a previous study and do not provide 

information on the details of the accidents. This is now discussed as a limitation of the study.  

In addition, there is no description of the type of insurance company that was involved. This needs to 

be added.  

A link to the insurance company website is now provided.  

In addition there is more or less no discussion about the results available.  

Further discussion has now been added.  

Below you find some comments about details:  

Abstract:  

In the abstract under the design chapter, “driving behavior” are mentioned to be measured. In the 

paragraph about results the word poor driving behavior are used. My question is if driving behavior 

and poor driving behavior is the same? But also how poor driving behavior is defined? Please clarify.  
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In the design “driving behaviour” has been changed to “poor driving behaviour”.  

Introduction:  

The introduction is nice, but the references that are used are old. There are new studies for example 

about human errors contribution to crashes and the reason for sleepiness / fatigued crashes that 

needs to be included.  

The literature has been updated.  

In addition, I do not agree that most research is done on professional drivers. Here there has been a 

shift during the latest years. From my perspective most studies the last 10 years are done on 

passenger car drivers.  

The statement has been changed.  

Method:  

Add registration number of the ethical approval.  

Added.  

Please describe the insurance company and the profile of the clients that were invited. Did they have 

slight injuries, did they had to visit hospital, did they drove passenger cars etc.  

More details are now provided.  

What statistical analysis tool did you use? Please clarify.  

Added.  

Results:  

There is no definition of medical attention. Please clarify.  

This just refers to the question.  

I would prefer a table with the results instead of the written text.  

An appropriate table has now been added.  

I also would like to see the results from the Factor analysis (the factor scores).  

This table has now been added.  

In the chapter about result, a description is included about quartiles. A description like this, but with 

more details might be better to include in the chapter about method and statistical analysis.  

This has been moved to the method section.  

Discussion:  

There are so many details from the results that would have been of interest to discuss. At this point 

there is no such discussion at all. The results should be discussed in relation to what is know and 

what is new. This needs to be added.  

The discussion has been expanded to relate the present findings to prior research and to emphasise 

what is new. Limitations of the study are also discussed as are directions for further research.  

 

 

 

 

Reviewer: 2  

 

Reviewer Name  

Christopher Watling  

 

Institution and Country  

Queensland University of Technology, Australia  

Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’:  

None declared.  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below  

The manuscript is an interesting read with a large sample size. However, there are some issues with 

the manuscript. My major concern with the manuscript is the driving behaviour, driver fatigue, and risk 

taking survey. The author makes the point that this survey or even a shorter version has some 
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potential as a tool to assess these behaviours; however, the psychometric properties of the scales are 

not described anywhere in the manuscript apart from the extremely brief section describing the results 

of the factor analysis. This was a major omission in my opinion – indeed, not even Cronbach’s alpha 

values are reported for the scales. While the results from the logistic regressions appear promising for 

the use of the scales, there are so many steps involved with survey development and evaluation that 

need to be reported and carefully dissected before the utility of this measure is assured. For example, 

what were the cross loadings of the items with the other scales? What proportion of variance was 

accounted by the factor analysis?  

A more detailed background to the questions is provided, the factor analysis presented in detail and 

Cronbach alpha values reported (although they are not really appropriate for scales with few items).  

I am also concerned about the items chosen for each scale, particularly the choice of driving 

behaviours (i.e., lapses of concentration, driver aggression, and speeding) as other risky driving 

behaviours are not represented in the list (e.g., drink driving, distracted driving).  

The rationale behind the choice of items, and links to previous research, are now given.  

Importantly, there is little justification for the separation of driver fatigue as a separate scale. Is the 

author saying that driver fatigue is a unique risky driving behaviour? If yes, then a justification is 

required.  

The rationale behind the use of fatigue as a separate factor is now given.  

There also appears to be some missing details regarding the logistic regression models (e.g., 

variance accounted for, classification accuracy, model summary statistics) these are need to properly 

evaluate the models that are generated.  

I’m not sure what the reviewer would like shown. Cox & Snell R Square and Nagelkerke R Square are 

given in the LR output. These are pseudo R-squares. Logistic regression does not have an equivalent 

to the R-squared that is found in OLS regression; Because this statistic does not mean what R-

squared means in OLS regression (the proportion of variance explained by the predictors), one needs 

to interpret this statistic with great caution.  

When using the ENTER method the classification accuracy is only relevant to the null model.  

Probably the most appropriate statistics to show are the omnibus tests of model coefficients. These 

have now been added to the logistic regression tables.  

Regarding the discussion section, it is far too short and importantly, the obtained results are not 

grounded within the extant literature – this was an opportunity lost. The author certainty seems to 

have a measure of driving behaviour that could have some utility, which is demonstrated with the 

logistic regression results; however, there is just far too little information provided in this manuscript to 

properly evaluate the scales nor is there any reference to earlier work that might have evaluated the 

measure. I strongly encourage the author to continue their research in this much needed area but to 

consider reporting a more detailed evaluation of the psychometric properties of the scales.  

A more detailed discussion is now provided. This links the present research with the prior literature, 

emphasises what’s new and discuss the limitations of the present study.  

 

Reviewer: 3  

 

Reviewer Name  

George Yannis  

 

Institution and Country  

National Technical University of Athens, Greece  

 

Please state any competing interests or state ‘None declared’:  

None declared  

 

Please leave your comments for the authors below  

Suggestion: minor revision required  
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The aim of this paper was to examine associations between driving behaviour, fatigue, risk taking and 

road traffic accidents (RTAs) through a cross-sectional online survey of clients of an insurance 

company. The paper is well written and the methodology as well as the hypotheses were sufficiently 

explained. The study was designed carefully and the results and conclusions extracted from this study 

are interesting. The following improvements, though, are proposed:  

 

- Aims: This paragraph is quite short. You could add some more detail or merge it with the next one 

and rephrase the sub-section title as follows: Aims and Methods  

These two sections have now been combined.  

- Participants: A table (or a graph) would be more appropriate for presenting the final sample and its 

characteristics.  

This information has now been put in a table.  

- Statistical analysis plan: You could explain the reason why you have chosen to use this specific 

statistical approach.  

This information has now been included.  

- Results: The second paragraph should be replaced with a table with the results of the factor 

analysis. It would be more appropriate and easy to follow.  

A table has now been included.  

- Discussion: The sample was selected from clients of an insurance company rather than being 

representative of the general population. This is a limitation which you should comment, especially at 

the suggestions for a stronger future work.  

The discussion has been re-written to include this. 

 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER George Yannis 
National Technical University of Athens, Greece 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS All the remarks proposed were taken into account and sufficiently 
explained by the authors in the revised version of the manuscript. 
Thus, the paper can be accepted for publishing.  
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