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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

The definition of fatherless in the article can be misleading. Is this a cultural definition or from the 
dictionary? The abstract objectives seem to make claims that need to be substantiated. In today‟s 
world, mothers also work outside the home and therefore the sweeping statement that “fathers 
focus more on their roles outside the home” is not accurate. Is this for families where mothers do 
not work outside the home? 
 
More descriptions of participants and their backgrounds is important. Out of the 7 dyads, how many 
had mothers working outside the home? Were all fathers in managerial positions?  
 
What were the ethical consideration given that minors were interviewed? How was consent given 
by the participants? How were study sites chosen, and why just one pair in each city? What was the 
main focus of the interview, were sone interviewed separately or together with their dads? 
 
Under findings and discussion, it is difficult for readers to understand whether the claims are based 
on evidence from interviews or opinions of the authors or information from literature. As a result, the 
conclusions do not seem to come from the data presented.   
 
The data presented does not seem to support claims made in this article… also the communication 
gap is not very explicit.  
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

Language is suitable  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Not clear how the data was analysed to support claims made in the article 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.journaljesbs.com/index.php/JESBS/editorial-policy


 

Review Form 1.7 

Created by: DR               Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM     Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)  

 

 
 

 

PART  2:  
 

 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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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