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Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is thetitle 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)

1. Yes
2.Yes

3. The manuscript title is ok. The abstract is also ok. Please add a short conclusion. |
suggest language editing to the abstract and the whole of the manuscript. Please more clear
interpretations.

4. The introduction needs minor modifications. Please present a through summary of mental
health policies of other countries to situate your study context. Authors are encouraged to
add citations to support their claims. The author(s) should sharpen the study arguments.
The arguments behind the study should be made explicit. Thus, the introduction needs
minor improvements.

The method section is ok.

The results are also appropriately presented.

Discussion should generally begin with the statement of study objectives and subsequent
key findings. The study results are then interpreted in the light of existing theoretical and
empirical findings. The interpretation of the results needs to be improved.

5. Yes

6. Yes

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Language editing is suggested.
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An overall technical fit may be assessed.
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