Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Complementary and Alternative Medical Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOCAMR_150001

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Exploration of Dance as an Intervention for long term Low Back Pain amongst an older population - “Groove to Improve”

	Type of the Article
	Short Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 important and timely issue, namely the management of long-term low back pain (LBP) in older adults, a population that is rapidly increasing globally and is disproportionately affected by chronic musculoskeletal pain and disability. By exploring dance as a less medicalised, community-based intervention, the study contributes to the growing body of literature advocating for biopsychosocial and multimodal approaches to chronic pain management. The manuscript is particularly valuable in highlighting the potential role of socially engaging and enjoyable physical activities in improving pain, function, and quality of life, which may enhance adherence compared to conventional exercise programmes. Although exploratory in nature, the findings provide a meaningful foundation for future controlled trials and comparative effectiveness research in this field
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Exploration of Dance as an Intervention for Long Term Low Back Pain amongst an Older Population – ‘Groove to Improve’”, is generally appropriate and reflects the exploratory nature of the study. However, for a scientific journal, the phrase “Groove to Improve” may be perceived as informal and may reduce clarity for an international academic readership.
	

	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 abstract is generally clear and well structured, covering background, methods, outcomes, and conclusions. However, several improvements are recommended:

Suggestions for improvement:

1. Explicitly state the study design (e.g., single-arm exploratory study).

2. Clarify the sample size discrepancy, as the abstract mentions 46 participants, while later sections discuss an intended sample of 60.

3. Include basic statistical descriptors (e.g., mean change, not only clinical relevance thresholds).

4. Briefly acknowledge the key limitation, particularly the absence of a control group.

These additions would improve transparency, methodological clarity, and alignment with international reporting standards such as STROBE for observational studies.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and grounded in an appropriate theoretical and empirical framework. The rationale for using dance as a multimodal intervention aligns well with contemporary biopsychosocial models of chronic pain. Outcome measures (VAS, Quebec Back Pain Disability Questionnaire, and SF-36) are valid, reliable, and appropriate for the research objectives.

However, some methodological issues should be addressed:

1. The sample size rationale is inconsistent (60 vs. 100 vs. achieved sample of 45–46).

2. The absence of a control or comparison group limits causal inference.

3. No formal statistical testing (e.g., paired t-tests or non-parametric equivalents) is reported, which weakens the strength of the conclusions.
Recommendation: The authors should clearly frame the findings as preliminary and exploratory and consider adding basic statistical analyses or explicitly justify their absence.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, relevant, and includes several high-quality and recent sources (up to 2024). The inclusion of WHO commissioned reviews and recent systematic reviews strengthens the manuscript’s credibility.

Minor suggestions:

1. Consider adding more LBP-specific dance or movement-based trials, if available.

2. Ensure consistency in citation formatting and avoid duplicate references (e.g., Hickman et al., 2022 appears more than once).

Overall, the references are sufficient and appropriate for an exploratory study.


	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, and the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communication. However, several grammatical issues, minor typographical errors, and occasional informal phrasing are present.

Recommendation: A professional English language edit is advised to improve sentence structure, verb tense consistency, and academic tone, particularly in the Introduction and Discussion sections.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a creative and clinically relevant approach to chronic LBP management in older adults. The integration of social, emotional, and physical dimensions is a notable strength. Future studies would benefit from:

1. A randomized controlled or comparative design

2. Inclusion of qualitative data to capture participant experience

3. Longer follow-up to assess sustainability of effects

With these enhancements, the work has strong potential to make a meaningful contribution to the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Ethical approval from a university ethics committee is clearly stated, and informed consent procedures appear appropriate. No ethical concerns are identified.
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