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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? 1. The manuscript is not well-written and inundated with grammatical, mechanical, and stylistic errors
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) that prevent readers from understanding the study.
2. The title of the article is suitable.
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable? 3. The abstract is comprehensive.
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 4. The subsections and structure of the manuscript are appropriate; however, important information

is missing. For example, the recruitment and sampling procedures were missing. See my

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? comments on the manuscript.
5. The manuscript is scientifically correct.
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 6. Most of the references were not cited in the body of the manuscript.

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?
Additional questions and recommendations for the author:
6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of e How was your sample size determined? Please describe.
additional references, please mention in the review form. e How were the informants recruited?
What was the response rate?
Did an institutional review board approve your study?
How many questions were in the survey instrument?
Did you use an existing instrument?
Or did you create the instrument yourself?
If you created your own instrument, did you pilot it for content validity?

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

e A Pearson correlation is used when assessing the relationship between two continuous variables.
The non-parametric equivalent to the Pearson correlation is the Spearman correlation (p), and is
more appropriate when at least one of the variables is measured on an ordinal scale.

e At least you should test the normality of your data before using parametric statistics.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Unfortunately, the English quality of the article is not suitable for scholarly communication. it was

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly not well-written and inundated with grammatical, mechanical, and stylistic errors that prevent
communications? readers from understanding the study.

Optional/General comments

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)

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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