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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
The English needs improvements. I provided some suggestions in the text. 
In addition I urge the authors to be consistent with the use of terms. The order of the 
introduction was scattered. Further please distinguish  
-the pathogen (dengue virus) ,  
-the infection with the pathogen (infection with dengue virus or dengue virus infection.  
- the disease (dengue or dengue fever or severe dengue) 
 
 

 
The English language, grammar, terminology and punctuations were re-
looked and corrected where ever deemed necessary. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
I would have liked it if the “ direction” of the right answer of the questions would be 
randomized. Meaning that there were various versions of the questionnaires with the 
similar topics questioned but that the correct answer to the question could be either yes in 
the one and in the other with no. In this way the bias to the right answer could be 
eliminated or at least randomized. 
 
 

 
There were a couple of negative questions placed randomly which are 
mentioned in table 2 with * and foot notes 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
  Corrections made and high lighted in the manuscript. 
 
 

 


