Campina Grande – PB, August, 18th


Dear Doctor Fernando Andres Polanco
Associate editor of the Interamerican Journal of Psychology

Thank you for the opportunity for review and resubmit our paper for consideration into the Interamerican Journal of Psychology. We read and appreciate the major and minor comments of reviewers on our manuscript. We believe that the revised manuscript has improved in overall presentation and clarity. We took all the Reviewers’ suggestions into consideration in revising the manuscript. Key changes to the text are highlighted in red. Below, we indicate in more detail how we have responded to the Reviewers’ comments:

· We reviewed and structured the entire introduction and summarized information on conditions and context of the COVID-19 pandemic.
· We fully agree with the consideration that the videos used have not been reviewed by third-party judges. But we remember that the first video was produced by the Brazilian health authority and aims to provide information about COVID-19 (explain what COVID-19 is, its characteristics, symptoms, consequences, forms of transmission, and health actions needed to fight the disease). The second video (empathetic) was chosen by the authors for meeting the following criteria presented by Shen (2015) for a stimuli being considered empathic: presents someone in mourning, the narrative involves interpersonal relationships, and is a realistic and affectionate account.
· Concerning the experimental design, a three-group pre-post design was used. A third neutral video was not used for the control group because we opted using a methodological control group that aims to investigate the difference between having a stimulus and not having stimulus on participants’ motivation to adhere to measures of preventing the COVID-19. Although, to attend at this reviewer’s observation, we inserted an excerpt of that as a limitation of the research.

· Regarding the comment of the interactions of the control group not being considered, and, therefore, there is no information about the effects of the group in the other results presented, in fact there was no significant difference. Table 1 presents the means of the dependent variables as a function of the condition of the experiment and the time of the test. In addition, the previous paragraph presented before this table describes the results of the Wilcoxon test that was used to compare the scores of the four dependent variables in the pre- and post-test. As can be read, none of the four dependent variables varied significantly between the two test times in the control condition. “Since no significant variation was found in relation to the control group and the four dependent variables, in neither of the two test moments, the following tables present the comparisons and their differences only in relation to the condition of the informative versus empathic videos, with the objective of to emphasize these differences”. That phrase in quotation marks was inserted in the text in order to clarify the reader.

· We recognize that the data do not compare the effect size in the relationships between conditions (informative, empathy and control), and that we cannot affirm a difference in the effectiveness of one stimulus compared to the other, so we modified the text of the first paragraph in page 11.

· Regarding the Experiment II discussion being the general discussion addresses sample differences between both experiments, this is due to the fact that Experiment II was intended to be a retest of Experiment I, since pre-post-test experiments tend to amplify the magnitude of the dependent variables in the post-test. Regarding the methodological limitations of the experimental design and the instrument, as previously mentioned, they will be presented as limitations of the research in the concluding remarks section.

· The hypotheses that we had in each experiment were presented at the final of introduction.

· Regarding the method used in the experiments, what tools were used to watch and listen to the video (computers, telephones, headphones, speakers, etc.). Participants responded at their convenience using the device they had available. The researchers pre-tested the video and form and confirmed its compatibility with tablets, smartphones and computers.

· Considering the norms and limitations of the journal's character limit and the characteristics of two studies, we chose to gather the results of the two experiments in common tables, as well as the analysis and comparison of the experiments in a single section (results of experiment II). As already informed, experiment II had the same hypothesis as experiment I and only took care to eliminate the possible effects of repeating measurements present in the design of experiment I.

· Regarding all recommendations about the limitations of the research, we put it on conclusion: “Other limitations of the research refer to its experimental design: a neutral video was not used for the control group, the videos were not analyzed by independent judges and there was no control over the type of device (computer, tablet, cell phone, etc.) used by participants”.

Minor comments:
· We corrected the future tense of first line of second paragraph, as it can be seen:
· “Participants accessed the survey link, read and filled out the Free and Informed Consent Form, and only then responded to the form”.
· Regarding the assertions that require citation and other comments on the authors' opinion, with the restructuring of the introduction, these assertions were mostly eliminated and those that remained were duly referenced
· We made all APA corrections.
· We also introduce the term auditory in the title and text, along with visual stimulus.
· We provide all necessary statistical information in the data analysis procedure.
· We create a new section to present conclusions.


Once again, we thank you for the opportunity to revise the manuscript.

With our best regards,

