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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
Comment	for	the	authors:	
Where	have	you	used	"correlation	coefficients	were	used	to	analyze	the	data	and	correlation
coefficients	were	used	to	analyze	the	data"?	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
Comments	for	the	authors:	
1-	It	is	impossible	to	diagnose	a	disorder	only	by	using	a	5	item	questionnaire,	without	an
interview	and	clinical	assessment.	dissatisfaction	and	symptom	are	not	equivalent	to
disorder;	thus	changing	the	title	of	the	manuscript	to	"	prevalence	of	Body	dysmorphic
symptoms	and	..............."	suggested.	
2-	The	abstract	and	the	text	of	the	article	need	to	be	edited.	
3-	The	results	must	be	organized	and	discussed	due	to	research	objectives.	

2	Aug	2019

11	Sep	2019
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4-	Please	include	the	main	variables,	in	the	background	and	discussion	sections	of	the
manuscript.	
Thanks.

	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.	

11	Sep	2019
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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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Reviewers’ comments

Reviewer 2:

It was amended. Indeed, we did not used the correlation coefficients. Page 2, methods, 

highlighted section.

Associate Editor’s comments 1

Associate editor 1

1. As the reviewer suggested body dysmorphic disorder was changed to body dysmorphic 

symptoms in title, abstract, and the manuscript.

2. Abstract and the text of article were edited.

3. Results was organized and discussed in terms of research objectives-page 4

4.The main variables were included in background, and discussion-page 1 and 5

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Answers to reviewer commented on the manuscript file

Abstract

The statistical population, sample and sampling were mentioned in abstract

Method was described in more details

Statistical methods were added

Conclusion section was included in abstract

Background

Background was revised in terms of specification as the reviewer suggested

The importance of study was added-page 2-the end of background

Results

The findings were completed

Reference was revised based on the Journal format
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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,	
The	subject	of	the	article	is	interesting	generally.	But	it	needs	to	be	strengthened	in	two
ways:	
1.	To	strengthen	the	research	background,	it	is	recommended	to	use	several	new	and	valid
articles	in	2018	and	2019.	This	helps	to	improve	the	conclusion.	
2.	The	statistical	part	of	the	research	could	have	been	reported	stronger.	The	statistical	part
is	considered	as	the	main	part	of	the	research	of	the	present	study.	Therefore,	it	is	not
appropriate	in	this	article	to	stop	this	amount	of	analysis.	
This	article	is	also	expected	to	have	one	or	two	highlights.	
Thanks.	

	Nour	mohammad	Bakhshani:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
Considering	reviewers	comments	and	the	content	of	the	manuscript:	
-	Background	and	the	topic	need	to	be	strengthened	by	providing	more	information	and
recent	research	results.	
Thanks.	

	Alireza	Bakhshipour:	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.	

11	Dec	2019

1	Jan	2020

4	Jan	2020
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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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Replies to Reviewers’ comments

Reviewers 1

The SPSS software was removed from the text as the reviewer suggested.

Reviewer 2

1-Several recent articles were added as the reviewer suggested. Introduction and discussion, highlighted 

section

2. The statistical part of the research was reported stronger as the reviewers suggested.

3. The important findings of this research has been highlighted.

Associate editor 

More recent articles were added into this manuscript to strengthen the background and the topic as the 

associate editor suggested. – Page 1, introduction, the Highlighted section-yellow color
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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.

	

	Hasan	sadeghi:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	AE,	
Comments	are	being	considered.	
With	the	opinion	of	the	editor,	is	acceptable	for	publication.	
All	bests.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(2)

Dear	EIC,	
Based	on	reviewers	comments	the	manuscript	after	corrections	is	suggested	for
publishment.	
Thanks.

	Alireza	Bakhshipour:	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.	

29	Mar	2020

9	May	2020

11	May	2020
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