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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)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

Although the topic under consideration is one thahas the potential to shed light
on some of the factors that influence health seelgrbehaviour among the study
population, the study was poorly done. The authorailed to apply the basics
rules of scientific research and did not present twork in a scientific way. Some
examples are highlighted below

ABSTRACT

1.

2.

The abstract should start with background information in two or three
sentences.

The study setting is not department of social sciees federal polytechnic
Nekede. The study setting is the various communiteof Imo state.

There is no need to state place and duration of dly as a separate
paragraph. Mention it in your methodology.

There is no need to explain whether your data wereategorical or not.
Mention the research design used and how your dataere analysed.

We need some specific figures in your results.

Your conclusion is not scientific, what are the 3reatment options
referred to? How can you conclude that such treatn@ options should be
adopted by healthcare workers?

The authors seem not to understand what keywords na@s in scientific
research. Word such as Factor, Multinomial LogisticRegression,
Predictor Variable and Dependent Variable cannot bé&eywords. Please
rewrite the keywords.
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INTRODUCTION

This section is supposed to be the literature rewie There is no evidence of this in
the manuscript. The authors need to describe worka@he in the area that relates
to the topic being researched. Most of the statemtsnmade are not referenced
appropriately; the problem statement is riddled with assertions not backed up
with reference.

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES
This section is poorly written; the Aim of a reseach work is the broad objective.

METHODOLOGY

How was the questionnaire designed? Mention the sy design, sampling
technique, power of the study, piloting, scientificgigours, data cleaning etc. Did
you obtain ethical clearance for this study? Did yo get permission to conduct the
study from necessary authorities? How did your ense privacy and anonymity
among your participants?

DATA ANALYSIS
This section is riddled with data that are not wellexplained in the manuscript.

DISCUSSION

The conclusion is poorly written. You need to discss your findings in the context
of the literature; unfortunately there isn’t a lite rature review in your manuscript.
Do a proper review of relevant literature first andthen you will be able to discuss
your findings.

CONCLUSION
Not scientific. You cannot make this kind of conclsion with this study.

REFERENCES
What referencing style are you using? Please consuéferencing resources.
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Minor REVISION ethical issues-:

comments

The authors failed to mention who gave them ethical clearance and how the
issue of confidentiality and anonymity were addressed.

Optional /General

comments The authors need to consult experienced researcheis assist them in writing
scientific article that could be published.

Reviewer Details:

Name:

Anonymous

Department, University & Country

South Africa

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




