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Here, you can see the Reviewers, Associate Editors
and EICs' comments from the beginning to the end of the
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REFEREE: EIC 0

Dear Author,

Your paper has been evaluated by external peer reviewers. Please do your revisions
according to the reviewers’ comments. | appreciate you to do the revisions as soon as
possible by using the track changes mode in MS Word and using colored text.

After revision authors are obliged to upload reviewers’ comments word file in which they
have replied to all comments one by one.

Also please add the “Ethical Committee” approval code.

Besides, please pay attention to the word count limitation:

Word count limits are declared in this link: http://kowsarpub.com/en/index.php/services/for-
authors/895-word-count.

Thanks.



Iran J Psychiatry Behav Sci. Open Peer Review; e68152. Page 3 of 15

OPEN PEER REVIEW

Reply to Reviewers

ldeally, 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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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,

In Title:

1- Please eliminate unnecessary words. “Comparability of”

2- Please modify the title in this way, in an Iranian outpatient child and adolescents
Abstract

3- A structured abstract is required including these headings: Background, Objectives,
Methods, Results and Conclusions. Please add a Background and sampling method. 4- In
method section please write about where and when your study was done

5- Study design?

6- Method of analysis?

7- P-value?

Method section:

In method section you should also consider some points

8- What was your study design?

9- Please write the demographic characteristics of patients and their parents.

10- How selected participants?

11- How calculated sample size?

12- What controls that you applied to prevent of biased selection of participants?

13- Who was assistant of research that applied measures what was her/his expertise?

In measure section

14- Please mention the exact amount of internal consistency, cut-offs, scoring, subscales
and other psychometric properties

Results section:

16- Please mention SD is abbreviation of standard deviation for the first time

17- The tables were not well organized please modify them

18- In tables please replace “SDQ scales scores” with “SDQ subscales scores”

19- In table 1 replace “First/ Follow up appointments Groups” compare mean.

20- According to table 1 Hyperactivity / Inattention compare mean was significant but the p-
value of that write (0.11) that show not significant!

21- According to the name of “Strengths and difficulties questionnaire (SDQ) “this measure
has two section Strengths and difficulties but your study just report difficulties | haven'’t
seen this q, please edit this if my comment make sense.

Discussion section:

22- When you report the results of present study, you shouldn’t reference to cichitti! The
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agreement between the two types of administration (ICC) in all subscales were excellent
(24)

23- Please mention compare mean of Hyperactivity / Inattention subscale was significant
and discuss about this

24- Please discuss MORE about your main results: positive correlation between two
administrations of Q.

25- The results of the present study place/put in the body of knowledges in this field

26- In the end of discussion, you should discuss about generalizability of your finding or
external validity

27- Then you should discuss about how this finding would help to lay the groundwork of a
theory or expand the present knowledge.

Thanks.
®, REFEREE: Associate Editor | Revision (1)
Dear EIC,

Thanks to the authors for submitting the valuable manuscript.
Please consider the reviewer's comments.
Thanks.

®, REFEREE: EIC | Revision (1)

Dear Author,

Please accept my apologies for the inconvenience caused delayed response.

Your paper has been evaluated by external peer reviewers. Please do your revisions
according to the reviewers’ comments. | appreciate you doing the revisions as soon as
possible by using the track changes mode in MS Word and using colored text.

After revision authors are obliged to upload reviewers’ comments word file in which they
have replied to all comments one by one.

Also please add the “Ethical Committee” approval code.

Besides, please pay attention to the word count limitation: Word Count (including references
and title page) should not be more than 3500 words. Original articles’ maximum number of
references is 55, Maximum Number of illustrations/Tables is 5. Otherwise, you should pay
an extra charge to the publisher.

Word count limits are declared in this link: http://kowsarpub.com/en/index.php/services/for-
authors/895-word-count

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript. Thank you for sending your work to
the Iranian Journal of Psychiatry and Behavioral Sciences.

thanks.
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Reply to Reviewers

ldeally, 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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Response to reviewer:

Dear reviewer,

We implemented all of your corrections.

You also can find responses to items 11, 20, and 21.
Best

Reviewer 1:

In Title:

1- Please eliminate unnecessary words. “Comparability of”. Done

2- Please modify title in this way, in an Iranian outpatient child and adolescents. Done

Abstract

3- A structured abstract is required including these headings: Background, Objectives, Methods,
Results and Conclusions. Please add a Background and sampling method.

4- In method section please write about where and when your study was done. Done
5- Study design? Cross-over?? Done.

6- Method of analysis? Done.

7- P value? Done.

Method section:

In method section you should also consider some points

8- What was your study design? Done.

9- Please write the demographic characteristics of patients and their parents.

10- How selected participants? Done.

11- How calculated sample size? Done. “We considered a=0.05, power= 0.8, and ICC= 0.7 to

0.9. The minimum estimated sample size was equal to 52, but we increased it to 66.”

12- What controls that you applied to prevent of biased selection of participants? Done.

13- Who was assistant of research that applied measures what was her/his expertise? Done.

In measure section

14- Please mention the exact amount of internal consistency, cut-offs, scoring, subscales and other
psychometric properties. Done.

Results section:

16- Please mention SD is abbreviation of standard deviation for the first time. Done.

17- The tables were not well organized please modify them. Done.

18- In tables please replace “SDQ scales scores” with “SDQ subscales scores”. Done.

19- In table 1 replace “First/ Follow up appointments Groups” compare mean. Done.

20- According to table 1 Hyperactivity / Inattention compare mean was significant but p value of
that write (0.11) that show not significant! We said “except for the Hyperactivity/Inattention scale
in pen and paper administration mode (p=0.04)."”

21- According to the name of “Strengths and difficulties questionnaire (SDQ) “this measure has
two section Strengths and difficulties but your study just report difficulties | haven’t seen this q,
please edit this if my comment make sense. “The prosocial subscale is the strengths part of the
SDQ”.

Discussion section:

22- When you report the results of present study, you shouldn’t reference to cichitti! The
agreement between the two types of administration (ICC) in all subscales were excellent (24).
Done.

23- Please mention compare mean of Hyperactivity / Inattention subscale was significant and
discuss about this. Done.

24- Please discuss MORE about your main results: positive correlation between two administrations
of Q. Done

25- The results of the present study place/put in the body of knowledges in this field. Done.

26- In the end of discussion, you should discuss about generalizability of your finding or external
validity. clinical sample as a screening or outcome measure. Done.

27- Then you should discuss about how this finding would help to lay the groundwork of a theory or
expand the present knowledge. Done.
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Here, you can see the Reviewers, Associate Editors
and EICs' comments from the beginning to the end of the
revision process.

®, Soheila Shahshahani: Reviewer | Revision (2)

Dear AE,

It is the revised version of the manuscript and seems that the authors corrected it based on
the opinion of previous reviewers. Yet | have some comments:

- In the abstract: It seems that "intra-class correlation" and "reliability" aren’t good for being
keywords for this paper.

- In the measures: Please add something about the psychometric characteristic of the
original version of the questionnaire and the scoring method of test.

- In the discussion: Although many readers know what is the method of evaluating the ICC,
| think it is better to describe it.

Thanks.
@, Yazdan rajeh Naderi : Reviewer | Revision (2)
Dear AE,

1- to make your paper searchable (and findable!) please consider, SDQ in keywords is
incorrect, write the complete form of " strengths and difficulties questionnaire”

2- also to make your paper searchable (and findable!) please replace "child and adolescent"”
with intra-class correlation.

Thanks.
@, Yazdan rajeh Naderi : Associate Editor | Revision (2)
Dear EIC,

It is the revised version of the manuscript based on the opinion of the previous review. Yet
we have some comments:

- In the abstract: It seems that” intra-class correlation” and "reliability" aren’t good for being
keywords for this paper. Please replace reliability with “psychometric properties” in this
section

- In the measures: Please add something about the psychometric characteristic of the
original version of the questionnaire and the scoring method of the test.

1- to make your paper searchable (and findable!) please consider, SDQ in keywords is
incorrect, write the complete form of the " strengths and difficulties questionnaire”

2- to make your paper searchable (and findable!) please replace intra-class correlation with
"child and adolescent"
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best wishes
®, REFEREE: EIC | Revision (2)
Dear Author,

Thank you for your recent revisions.

Your paper has now been evaluated again. According to the reviewers’ and associate
editor's comments it needs some more revisions. Please do your revisions according to
these comments. | appreciate you to do the revisions as soon as possible by using the
track changes mode in MS Word and using colored text.

Thanks.
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Reply to Reviewers

ldeally, 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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Final responses to reviewers’ comments:
Reviewers' Comments:

Reviewer 1:

no comment

Reviewer 2:

dear author

1- to make your paper searchable (and findable!) please consider, SDQ in keywords is incorrect, write the
complete form of " strengths and difficulties questionnaire"

The manuscript is corrected based on this comment.

2- also to make your paper searchable (and findable!) please replace "child and adolescent" with intra-
class correlation

The manuscript is corrected based on this comment.

Reviewer 3:

It is the revised version of the manuscript and seems that the authors corrected it based on the opinion of
previous reviewers. Yet | have some comments:

In the abstract: It seems that "intra-class correlation" and "reliability" aren’t good for being keywords for
this paper.

The manuscript is corrected based on this comment.

In the measures: Please add something about the psychometric characteristic of the original version of
the questionnaire and the scoring method of test.

The manuscript is corrected based on this comment.

In the discussion: Although many readers know what is the method of evaluating the ICC, | think it is
better to describe it.

The manuscript is corrected based on this comment.

Associate Editor's Comments:

Associate Editor 1:

dear author

hi

It is the revised version of the manuscript based on the opinion of the previous reviewing. Yet we have

some comments:

In the abstract: It seems that” intra-class correlation” and "reliability” aren’t good for being keywords for
this paper. Please replace reliability with “psychometric properties” in this section

In the measures: Please add something about the psychometric characteristic of the original version of
the questionnaire and the scoring method of the test.

1- to make your paper searchable (and findable!) please consider, SDQ in keywords is incorrect, write the
complete form of " strengths and difficulties questionnaire"
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The manuscript is corrected based on this comment.
2- to make your paper searchable (and findable!) please replace intra-class correlation

with "child and adolescent"

The manuscript is corrected based on this comment.

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

®), REFEREE: Reviewer | Revision (3)

Dear AE,
| do agree with associate editors comments that have summed up the disagreement
between editors.

Thanks.
®, Soheila Shahshahani: Reviewer | Revision (3)
Dear AE,

Thank you for inviting me to review the manuscript "Telephone vs paper-and-pencil self-
administration of the strengths and difficulties questionnaire (SDQ) in an Iranian outpatient
child and adolescent sample". It is the revised version and seems that the authors
corrected it based on the opinion of reviewers.

Sincerely yours

S. Shahshahani

®, REFEREE: Reviewer | Revision (3)

Dear AE,
The study is reviewed carefully. According to comments and revisions by the author, this
manuscript is accepted.

Thanks
®, Yazdan rajeh Naderi : Associate Editor | Revision (3)
Dear EIC

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

@, REFEREE: EIC | Revision (3)

Dear Author,
We have completed our review of your manuscript and are pleased to inform you that it is
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considered for publication in the IJPBS. Note that the publication of your article will only be
finalized upon your cooperation with the editorial processing.

Thank you for your fine contribution. On behalf of the Editors of IJPBS, we look forward to
your continued contributions to the Journal.

Thanks.



