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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

This manuscript looks like a book chapter.  
A number of references was included in this review, but there is no way to know whether or not the authors 
picked up the references that were more aligned to what they believe concerning the subject. This can 
characterize selection bias and to make sure that every study on the subject is included.  
A lack of systematic selection of studies could lead to biased interpretation of results. The absence of 
objective and systematic selection criteria in review method substantially results in a number of 
methodological shortcomings leading to clear bias of the author's interpretation and conclusions. 
Therefore, the review must be organized in a systematic way, in order to minimize bias. 
 The authors need to provide the mandatory components of a systematic review, such as create a distinct 
Materials and Methods section with the eligibility criteria, information sources (at least 3 databases are 
recommended), present full electronic search strategy, describe the data collection process, describe 
methods used for assessing risk of bias of individual studies, state the principal summary measures, and 
describe the analyses conducted.  
Moreover, a Results section with the numbers of studies screened, assessed for eligibility, and included in 
the review, with reasons for exclusions at each stage, ideally with a flow diagram, present data on risk of bias 
and quality assessment of each study, and a table with the study characteristics. Then in the discussion, 
besides discussing the results, the limitations of the review. 
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Optional/General comments 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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