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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
In	order	to	the	duration	of	stroke,	acute	stands	for	less	than	1	month,	subacute	means	1	to
3-6	months	&	chronic	means	more	than	this.	
In	the	4th	line	of	the	method	section,	the	author	mentions:	in	chronic	stroke	more	than	1
month,	in	my	opinion,	this	should	correct.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
I	read	the	paper	with	great	interest	and	found	it	a	valuable	one	that	needs	some	revisions
before	publication.	
-	The	title,	and	objectives	are	not	matched	with	each	other,	so	I	highly	recommend	you	to
revise	both	and	make	it	more	understandable	for	the	audience.	
-	The	inclusion	and	exclusion	criteria	need	to	be	revised	as	below:	

3	Jul	2019

6	Jul	2019
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Patients	with	a	history	of	a	stroke	that	lasts	at	least	one	month	after	it,	if	having	the	ability
to	express	oneself	and	willing	to	participate	were	eligible.	Those	with	cognitive	status
survey	score	<	21,	functional	independence	measure	(FIM)	score	<	22	were	excluded.
Those	with	hemiparesis	or	hemiplegia,	who	could	walk	to	the	bathroom	with	a	cane	or
walker	and	
live	at	home	independently,	were	also	eligible.	
-	The	authors	have	mentioned	that	"individuals	with	hemiparesis	or	hemiplegia,	who	could
walk	to	the	bathroom	with	a	cane	or	walker	and	lived	at	home	independently,	were	included
in	this	study."	Is	this	statement	compatible	with	the	other	mentioned	criteria	about	FIM	and
CSS	scores?	
-	Sampling	method	is	not	clear.	How	exactly	you	find	the	participants?	From	the	patients
discharged	from	a	specific	department	or	from	the	patients	of	a	clinic	for	example?	Please
explain	in	detail.	
-	It	is	better	not	to	mention	the	number	of	participants	in	methods.	
-	The	authors	have	to	present	the	baseline	characteristics	of	the	participants	at	the
beginning	of	the	Results.	
Kind	Regards

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	is	studied,	and	there	are	some	comments	which	should	be	addressed	by
the	author.	According	to	the	comments,	the	document	needs	minor	revision.	
Kind	regards,	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
Your	article	is	reviewed	by	the	reviewers	carefully.	According	to	their	comments,	this
document	needs	minor	revision.	Please	follow	their	comments	as	requested.	
Thanks.	

17	Jul	2019

17	Jul	2019
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OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

Revision	(1)

Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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Dear Reviewer 1:

Reviewer 1:

1.  The title, and objectives are not matched with each other, so I highly recommend you to 

revise both and make it more understandable for the audience

      Title: Determining the Consequences of perceived self-care ability in stroke patients living at     

home: A qualitative study in Iran

2. The inclusion and exclusion criteria need to be revised as below: Patients with a history of a 

stroke that lasts at least one month after it, if having the ability to express oneself and willing

to participate were eligible. Those with cognitive status survey score < 21, functional 

independence measure (FIM) score < 22 were excluded. Those with hemiparesis or 

hemiplegia, who could walk to the bathroom with a cane or walker and lived at home 

independently, were also eligible.

Page 3 and 4- Line 22…..:

Patients with a history of a chronic phase of stroke (more than 1 month after it), if having the 

ability to express oneself and willing to participate were eligible. Those with cognitive status 

survey score < 21, functional independence measure (FIM) score < 22 were excluded. Those with 

hemiparesis or hemiplegia, who could walk to the bathroom with a cane or walker and

lived at home independently, were also eligible.

3.  You have mentioned that "individuals with hemiparesis or hemiplegia, who could walk to 

the bathroom with a cane or walker and lived at home independently, were included in this 

study." Is this statement compatible with the other mentioned criteria about FIM and CSS 

scores?

Page 3 and 4- Line 22…..:

Patients with a history of a chronic phase of stroke (more than 1 month after it), if having

the ability to express oneself and willing to participate were eligible. Those with cognitive

status  survey  score  <  21,  functional  independence  measure  (FIM)  score  <  22  were

excluded. Those with hemiparesis or hemiplegia, who could walk to the bathroom with a

cane or walker and lived at home independently, were also eligible.

4. Sampling method is not clear. How exactly you find the participants? From the patients 

discharged from a specific department or from the patients of a clinic for example? Please 

explain in details.
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Page 4-First Paragraph
In this research, the unit of analysis was considered at the individual level and Samples 
were selected using purposive sampling.  The setting for interviewing patients was their 
homes. But, apart from one of the interviews, the rest were reluctant to conduct 
interviews at home. Therefore, by referring to reputable rehab centers in the city of 
Tehran, according to the criteria for entering the study, patients diagnosed with stroke, 
and when referring to patients with stroke to visit or conduct rehab programs in due 
time designated by the center , He coordinated the interviews with the patients. Samples 
were selected and interviews were conducted.

5. It is better to do not mention the number of participants in methods.
(Male, married, 63 years old):

6. 6- You have to present the baseline characteristics of the participants at the beginning of the 

Results.

Table 1: Demographic characteristics of samples

RowSexAg

e

JobEducation 

Degree

SettingMarriageduration

after 

stroke

Numbe

r of 

Stroke 

attacks

1Femal

e

73HousewifeElementar

y

BesatHusband 

died

One 

Month

First

2Femal

e

87HousewifeElementar

y

BesatHusband 

died

3 yearsSecond

3Femal

e

72HousewifeHigh 

school

Khanevade

h

Abandone

d

1 yearsFirst 

4Femal

e

50Servant of

the house

DiplomaRofeidehLiving with 

Husband

3 MonthFfirst

5Femal

e

49HousewifeDiplomaRofeidehLiving with 

Husband

7 MonthFfirst

6Femal

e

48HousewifeDiplomaRofeidehLiving with 

Husband

3 yearsThird

7Femal

e

55HousewifeIlliterateBesatLiving with 

Husband

20 DaysFfirst

8Femal

e

76Emeritus 

teacher 

DiplomaHomeHusband 

died

7 MonthFfirst

9Male63EmeritusDiplomaRofeidehLiving with 

wife

7 yearsSecond

10Male60DentistDoctorRofeidehLiving with 

wife

7 MonthFfirst

Dear Reviewer 2:
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Reviewer 2:

1. In order to the duration of stroke, acute stands for less than 1 month, subacute means 1 to 3-

6 month & chronic means more than this.

In the 4th line of method section the author mentions: in chronic stroke more than 1 month, 

in my opinion this should correct.

Page 3- Line 4. Result .The chronic phase of stroke is more than 1 month.
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Revision	(1)

Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	AE,	
As	I	mentioned	in	the	previous	review,	The	author	should	mention	that	they	entered	the
study	the	patients	in	the	sub	acute	&	chronic	phase	of	stroke,	instead	of	only	the	chronic
phase.	
Thanks	indeed.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	AE,	
I	received	the	revised	paper	for	the	second	round	of	peer	review.	In	my	opinion,	the
revisions	are	acceptable.	
Kind	Regards

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	is	studied,	and	there	are	some	comments	which	should	be	addressed	by
the	author.	According	to	the	comments,	the	document	needs	minor	revision.	
Kind	regards,	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
Your	article	is	reviewed	by	the	reviewers	carefully.	According	to	their	comments,	this
document	needs	minor	revision.	Please	follow	their	comments	as	requested.	
Thanks.	

24	Jul	2019

3	Aug	2019

7	Aug	2019

7	Aug	2019
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Revision	(2)

Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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Dear Reviewer 2:

1. As I mentioned in the previous review, the author should mention that they entered the
study the patients in the sub-acute & chronic phase of stroke, instead of only chronic
phase.

Page 3. Methods. Line 2, 4, 5 revised
This qualitative study was conducted using the content analysis approach in Iran

in  2018.  Ten independent  home-dwelling  patients  in  the  sub-acute  & chronic

phase of stroke were included in this study. One patient was interviewed at home,

while nine patients were interviewed in the rehabilitation centers of Tehran, Iran.

The sub-acute & chronic phase of stroke is more than 1 month. 
Patients with a history of  a sub-acute & chronic phase of stroke  (more than 1

month after it), if
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Revision	(2)

Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	AE,	
All	comments	added	to	the	article.	It	is	now	ready	for	publishing.	
Thanks	indeed,

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	AE,	
The	revisions	are	acceptable.	The	manuscript	is	now	ready	for	publication.	
Kind	Regards.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	EIC	
Based	on	the	authors'	answers	to	the	reviewers'	comments,	the	reviewer(s)	have
recommended	publication.	
Kind	regards.	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	Author,	
The	document	is	reviewed	carefully	by	the	reviewers.	According	to	their	comments	and	your
revisions	as	requested,	this	manuscript	is	accepted.	
Thanks.	

18	Aug	2019

20	Aug	2019

21	Aug	2019

21	Aug	2019
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