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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript addresses an underexplored area by examining burnout among Turkish dentists using the validated Maslach Burnout Inventory. The baseline data from 106 dentists in Kayseri could be valuable for informing future research and interventions. However, the study has significant methodological limitations—most critically, the lack of multivariate analysis to control for confounding factors—and contains multiple instances where conclusions exceed what the cross-sectional design can support. Addressing these issues would substantially strengthen the manuscript's scientific contribution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is acceptable, but adding the geographical setting and study design would enhance its specificity. I recommend revising it to: "Burnout Syndrome Among Dentists in Turkey: A Cross-Sectional Study Using the Maslach Burnout Inventory."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The conclusion section of the abstract contains SPIN (Specific Polished Interpretation) and overstatements that are not supported by the study design and analytical methods. You report only descriptive statistics and univariate comparisons—no multivariate analysis was conducted to control for confounding factors. This means you cannot establish associations between work environment improvements or psychosocial support and burnout outcomes. Moreover, your cross-sectional design cannot determine causality. Given these limitations, the statement "We strongly recommend immediate interventions focused on improving work environments and strengthening psychosocial support mechanisms to mitigate occupational burnout in this profession." is inappropriate and represents severe SPIN. Please revise the abstract to avoid SPIN and ensure all statements align with what your study design and analysis can support.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This study started objective 2) is "to examine the association between these burnout dimensions and key demographic and professional variables." However, the manuscript presents only descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations) and univariate comparisons (t-tests and ANOVA are implied but results are not reported). There is no multivariate analysis to control for confounding factors or identify independent predictors.

This creates a substantial confounding problem. For example, in the Discussion you state that "married individuals may benefit more from social support mechanisms." However, age is a major confounder here—older individuals are more likely to be married and show different burnout patterns, as noted earlier in your Discussion. Without controlling for age, you cannot isolate the effect of marital status.

I recommend either adding multivariate regression models for each MBI dimension with all relevant covariates entered simultaneously or explicitly acknowledging this as a study limitation and revising your conclusions accordingly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The Discussion section makes numerous claims about burnout patterns and mechanisms but does not cite a single reference from your reference list. This is a significant weakness. Your reference list includes high-quality systematic reviews that would strengthen your arguments considerably. I strongly recommend revising the Discussion to incorporate these and other relevant references, which would make your interpretation more evidence-based and persuasive.
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	I have no major concerns regarding language or readability.
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