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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. Yes. This manuscript explores the influence of competitive and information-sharing

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? behavior on the collaborative behavior of community pharmacists in two southwestern
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) states in Nigeria; moreover, it uncovers potential differences in information-sharing and
competitive practice behaviors between two southwestern states.
2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable? 2. Yes
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
3. Yes
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Yes
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate? 5. Yes
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 6. Yes
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)
Minor REVISION comments Yes

1.

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

Optional/General comments

- | don’t know the necessity to mention H1 (the authors also did not test this hypothesis)

- Please differentiate H4 to be H4a and H4b in the hypothesis development section

- Table 3 shows “refined” model, meaning you have removed indicators which have low
FL. | suggest to also provide the unrefined model, showing all indicators and their FL.
Then, you can say that indicators X are removed due to low FL; then you can show the
refined model.

- Lastly, you should elaborate why H4 is not supported.
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