Review Form 1.7

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Medicine and Medical Research 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JAMMR_115728

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	The Development of Theory of Spirituality and Nurses’ self –identity in Caring the Patient

	Type of the Article
	


	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
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	1. No it is not. It is apparent that English is not the author’s first language but it is literally unintelligible in its current state. The most cohesive sentences were those that were referenced and, I suspect, may have been verbatim but were not punctuated as direct quotes. Additionally there is very little substance, a lot of repetition, and no science at all. The scientific/research manuscripts I have written and reviewed include specific details of the study objective, design, subjects, AND data. This has none and the proposed “framework – figure 1.” is not described or referenced in the article and is 50% blank and therefore useless.
2. Title needs minor grammatical correction but I liked what I thought it promised. 
3. It is apparent that that this is a proposal for a study only but the abstract should contain the specific details described above in 1.
4. They sounded good but the content lacked specificity.
5. I saw no science.

6. The reference section is a mess. Several citations in the text are not in the list of references (especially the Nightingale reference)! And several listed references are not cited in the text. Some references were not complete.

	

	Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	No

	

	Optional/General comments


	I am surprised that this manuscript was even considered to be worthy of review – I was disappointed as I was anticipating some inspiration and education about an aspect of nursing and patient-centered care that doesn’t get a lot of attention in western health care.
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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)
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