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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 article describes a survey completed by 302 physicians in India during a six-month period in 
2022 concerning treatment of multi-drug resistant bacterial infections in hospital settings. This is an 
important issue that needs to be addressed by the medical community and is within the scope of 
the Asian Journal of Research in Infectious Diseases.  
 
However, as written the article is mainly a fallacious appeal to authority. The results clearly and 
convincingly present data showing that the surveyed doctors tend to prescribe carbapenem 
antibiotics, but reasons for this are not given until the fourth paragraph of the discussion. This 
raised concerns that the authors were stating that since most doctors surveyed give these drugs all 
doctors should. This would not be sound since the surveyed doctors could be wrong despite their 
expertise. Upon reaching the end of the discussion though one realizes the authors’ survey is 
indeed a valuable contribution to the field because citations supporting the use of the antibiotics are 
provided. 
 
A table presenting data from the literature to demonstrate the effectiveness of carbapenems should 
be provided at the end of the results with proper citations. More recent references than ref 16 or 17 
are needed though since the problem addressed is a contemporary and arises from rapidly evolving 
bacteria.  References published over decade ago are therefore are not appropriate. 
 
Highlighting the effeteness of treatment through inclusion of literature data in the results will make 
the article a valuable contribution worthy of publication.  
 
The authors should also change the title from “Expert Opinion” to “Evidence Based 
Recommendation” or something similar to avoid an erroneous impression that the work is an invalid 
appeal to authority. 
 
All of these suggestions are major revisions though easy to address through a reorganization of the 
manuscript. My recommendation is to publish this important work. 
 
Yes, though some reorganization is required as noted above. 
 
Once it became clear that it was not merely an argument from authority yes, it is correct. 
 
 
Yes. 
 
Yes. 
 
Yes. 
 
Yes. Reorganization is needed as noted above to highlight this point. 
 
They are but require updating to those published within the last decade preferably the last five 
years. 
 
 
If allowed inclsion of all questions and responses would be useful as supplemental information. The 
methods mention the survey had 25 questions yet only two Figures and four Tables are presenting 
leaving one to wonder if important data is being overlooked. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
Typo in methods: FActs… 
 
Yes. The article is very well written and easy to follow. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
none 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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