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Reviewer’'s comment
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Compulsory REVISION comments

1.

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

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

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)

6.

This article would be of massive value to the scientific community, offering
substantial insight into how effective different physiotherapy interventions can be
and, more importantly, into areas needing further research; hence, it can be
recommended for physiotherapists and other health professionals to manage
musculoskeletal conditions.

The title is appropriate. It properly reflects what the manuscript is all about. So, no revision
is needed.

The abstract is comprehensive but could benefit from minor revisions for clarity. For
instance, it should clearly state the main findings and implications of the review. Including
specific results and their significance can make the abstract more informative.

The structure of the manuscript is appropriate. However, the theoretical framework section
is somewhat repetitive. The introduction and theoretical framework could be merged to
avoid redundancy. This would streamline the manuscript and improve readability.

The manuscript is scientifically sound, but there are areas where the discussion could be
more critical. For example, while the review includes various studies, it often does not
critically evaluate the quality of the included studies or discuss the potential biases and
limitations.

The references are adequate. However, a more detailed discussion of the methodologies
and findings of the referenced studies would strengthen the conclusions of the review.

[1 Additional recommendations

1.

2.

Ensure a smooth transition between sections to maintain a cohesive flow of information.
Abrupt changes in topics can disrupt the readability.

Provide a deeper critical analysis of the included studies, discussing their strengths,
weaknesses, and potential biases.

Minor REVISION comments

1.

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

The language is generally clear, but there are instances where grammatical errors and awkward
phrasing affect readability. A thorough proofreading is recommended to enhance the overall quality
of the manuscript.

Optional/General comments
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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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