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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 
 

 
 
Do not use first person point of view like ‘we’. Instead, use third person point of view ‘like the 
researchers’.  
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
In Introduction, in the last stanza, add the reason/s or explain why the study was conducted 
and the possible implication/impacts of the result  
 
Add additional tables needed to support the result such as the table for the socio-demographic 
profile of the respondents, table that show the difference between the SPADI score of the 
control and experimental group subjected to MET’s approach. Although the result both shows 
significant change from pre-treatment to post-treatment, it is still necessary to compute 
whether the difference between the control and experimental set-up post a significant 
difference.  
Elaborate/explain the role of getting the profile of the respondents and its 
relationship/association in the result of the study. Does it had a significant 
relationship/difference or it does not have? In short, explain why the use of the profile of each 
respondent to the study. 
Describe clearly the characteristic of the experimental and control group and establish the 
non-significant of the difference between the two groups in pre-treatment.  
Elaborate clearly the Kaltenborn techniques and Maitland method whether both or only one 
has actually been used in the said study.  
Arrange/organize the different parts of table consistent. Try to improve the format of the 
content. For instance, double spacing vs single space, justify vs. not justify 
Add more explanation and related literature and studies as support to the result that MET’s 
approach was better than the traditional approach.  
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
In the Abstract part, revised it by making or combining all the stanza/paragraph into a single 
paragraph. Stating the word objectives, methodology, result, etc is not necessary since when 
it is written into a single paragraph, the flow of the content can be understand easily.  
In the Reference, only 5 out of 18 were published 2012 onwards which means that majority of 
the reference used was obsolete (although it is still useful but try to find more references from 
the past 10 years to come up with a latest findings on the said study.  
 
Try to rephrase and improve the citation of the article derived from different sources to clear 
the plagiarism issue.  
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 

 

Kindly see the following link:  

 

http://sciencedomain.org/archives/20  
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