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Compulsory REVISION comments

The analysis in Tables 5-7 mimics Tables 2-4 but doesn't make any sense. For
example, if one’s look at the first question in Table 2: It takes intelligence and
hardwork to be a nurse. The mean score is 3.53 and standard deviation is 0.61
with N of 192. So, in table 5 the authors are just calculating the t-statistic which is
calculated as [3.53/(0.61/sqrt(192) ~= 79.79] which is just answering the question:
How likely is it that the score is close to zero? The higher the number, the higher
the likelihood that it is not zero. The mean difference column is the same as the
mean column in table 2 and 95% Confidence interval is just plus-minus margin of
error from the mean. The score they are comparing is from zero but the score is
based on likert score type of rating and the score will never be zero so of course
one would reject the null hypothesis. There is no need for table 5-7 as this is based
on survey and not truly hypothesis driven.

In addition the authors should comment on the limitations of the survey studies
which is what exactly the authors have done.

Minor REVISION comments

Correct the spelling of hearedd to heard in the text and tables

Optional/General comments
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