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	Yahya	Safari:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
-	Abstract:	Critical	thinking	and	personal	characteristics	are	essential	for	informed	decision-
making	and	professional	success.	Why	should	it	be	like	this	??	The	goal	is	different	from
the	title.	Report	the	values	of	r	and	p.	For	other	variables	in	the	title,	report	the	results.	
-	Introduction:	The	issue	is	not	well	articulated.	The	introduction	is	weak.	Insufficient
sources	have	been	used	to	explain	the	problem.	Not	all	variables	are	covered.	The
importance	of	the	issue	has	not	been	stated.	
-	Methods:	This	study	is	not	epidemiological.	It	is	a	descriptive	correlation.	Expressing	the
age	range	is	not	a	good	criterion	for	this.	Because	students	are	in	this	age	range	and	there
is	no	need	to	mention	this	restriction.	
-	Result:	Critical	thinking	is	not	divided	into	positive,	two-way,	and	negative.	Perhaps	a
positive	or	negative	tendency	to	critical	thinking	is	meant.	There	is	no	figure	(1).	Why
should	we	expect	living	or	not	living	in	a	dormitory	to	affect	critical	thinking?	Table	(1)	is	not
illustrative.	Heterogeneous	information	is	provided	in	this	table.	There	are	problems	with	the
content	of	Table	(2).	The	relationship	between	age	and	critical	thinking	or	gender	with	self-
esteem	is	not	appropriate.	
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-	The	table	is	not	illustrative	at	all.	Are	the	type	of	test	that	this	table	results	from	and	the
numbers	that	are	not	known	a	correlation	coefficient	or	a	significant	level?	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
The	entire	article	should	be	reviewed,	revised,	and	updated.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	authors	should	correct	the	manuscript	according	to	the	comments.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Authors,	
This	study	needs	major	revision.	Please	correct	the	manuscript	according	to	the	comments.
Thanks.

16	Jun	2021

19	Jun	2021
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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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Reviewer 1:

Abstract: Critical thinking and personal characteristics are essential for informed decision making and

professional success. Why should it be like this?? The goal is different with the title. Report the 

values of r and p. For other variables in the title, report the results

ANSWER: Thanks for your helpful tips; the corrections in the abstract of the article were corrected 

and highlighted.

Introduction: The issue is not well articulated. Introduction is weak. Insufficient sources have been 

used to explain the problem. Not all variables are covered. The importance of the issue has not been 

stated.

ANSWER: Thanks for your helpful tips; the corrections in the Introduction of the article were 

corrected and highlighted.

Methods: This study is not epidemiological. It is a descriptive correlation. Expressing age range is not 

a good criterion for this. Because students are in this age range and there is no need to mention this 

restriction.

ANSWER: Since the age of medical students in the university under study is very mutable, the 

determining age range was considered in the study. The study type was modified.

Result: Critical thinking is not divided into positive, two-way and negative. Perhaps a positive or 

negative tendency to critical thinking is meant.

ANSWER: This will definitely be considered in future studies

 There is no figure (1). Why should we expect living or not living in a dormitory to affect critical 

thinking?

ANSWER: Figure 1 is pasted at the end of the text

 Table (1) is not illustrative. Heterogeneous information is provided in this table. 

ANSWER: The information in Table 1 was modified and divided into two tables

There are problems with the content of Table (2). The relationship between age and critical thinking 

or gender with self-esteem is not appropriate.

ANSWER: The Table 3 was modified
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The table is not illustrative at all. Is the type of test that this table results from and the numbers that 

are not known a correlation coefficient or a significant level?

ANSWER: Spearman correlation test, Mann-Whitney, and multivariate regression were used to 

investigate the data. However, there was no significant association between students' Age, Gender, 

Marital Status, and Residence against critical thinking scores

Reviewer 2:

The entire article should be reviewed, revised and updated.

ANSWER: The first reviewer's corrections were made. Please mention new points for correction if 

needed.

Associate Editor's Comments:

Associate Editor 1:

Please correct the manuscript according to the comments.
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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:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

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

27	Jun	2021
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