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	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 provides critical evidence regarding the comorbid relationship between anxiety and ADHD symptoms in the primary school setting, a developmental period where academic and social demands intensify. By identifying that high anxiety levels more than double the risk of ADHD symptoms (OR = 2.539), this study offers quantitative data that reinforces the need for integrated psychiatric screenings rather than assessing these conditions in isolation. The research is particularly significant for its use of culturally specific and age-validated tools, such as the SPPHAI and RCMAS, which enhances the reliability of the findings within the Southeast Asian pedagogical context. Ultimately, these results serve as a vital call to action for educators and healthcare providers to implement early-detection mental health programs, as addressing anxiety may be a foundational step in managing the behavioral manifestations of ADHD in children.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Your current title is scientifically sound and clear, but it is quite traditional. Whether it is "suitable" depends on the specific requirements of the journal you are targeting.

In modern academic publishing, titles generally fall into three categories: Descriptive (what you studied), Declarative (what you found), or Interrogative (a question).

Here is an evaluation of your current title and some alternatives based on your study's results:

Evaluation of the Current title

Strengths: It clearly identifies the variables (Anxiety and ADHD) and the population (Primary school students).

Weaknesses: It is somewhat passive. It doesn't mention the risk factor or the strength of the association you found (the 2.5x risk), which are the most "exciting" parts of your data.
If you want to make your paper stand out, I suggest: "Assessing the Association Between Anxiety and ADHD Symptoms: A Risk Analysis Among Primary School Students in Jakarta"

This version is slightly more sophisticated than your original because it adds the term "Risk Analysis," which points directly to your use of Odds Ratios (OR) in the results.
	

	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 highly comprehensive and follows the standard IMRAD (Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion) structure very well. It includes the necessary statistics (P-values and Odds Ratios) that give the study credibility. However, there are a few areas where you can refine the language for better flow and clarity, and one or two scientific "gaps" that journals often look for.

1. Suggestions for Additions/ (Clinical Justification): In the Aims, briefly mention why this matters. For example, "Anxiety can mask or exacerbate ADHD symptoms, leading to misdiagnosis. "Sampling Method: You mention 120 students, but were they selected randomly or through "purposive sampling"? Adding one word here adds significant methodological weight.

Study Limitations: Even a half-sentence acknowledging the cross-sectional nature (e.g., "While this study establishes an association, it does not imply causation") shows academic maturity.
2. Suggestions for Deletions/ Refinements Parental Demographics: The Results section spends a lot of space on parental age (97.5% adults) and education. Unless these variables were found to be statistically significant predictors of ADHD in your chi-square test, you should shorten this to one phrase to leave more room for the core findings. Redundancy: You mention the OR is 2.539 twice (once in Results, once in Conclusion). You can be more concise in the Conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the submitted manuscript, the study is scientifically rigorous and adheres to standard epidemiological conventions. I am writing an analysis explaining why the study does not withstand scientific scrutiny, along with a few minor points to check.

Statistical Consistency: The calculations are consistent. You reported a 95% confidence interval (CI) of 1.090 to 5.916. In statistics, if the confidence interval for an odds ratio (OR) does not include 1.0, the result is considered statistically significant. Your p-value of 0.028 (p < 0.05) falls within this range. This confirms that the main finding—anxiety increases the risk of ADHD symptoms—is statistically valid.

Methodological Rigor:

Validated Tools: The use of SPPHAI (a tool adapted to the Indonesian context) and the RCMAS (an internationally recognized scale for anxiety in children). The use of instruments adapted to the cultural context and age is a mark of scientific rigor.

Study Design: A cross-sectional analytical study design is the appropriate choice for determining the prevalence and association of disorders at a specific time point. Sample Size: A sample of n = 120 for a study conducted in a single school is generally sufficient for a chi-square analysis, provided that the cell counts in your contingency table are sufficiently large (generally > 5 per cell).

 Points to Check:

Although the summary appears correct, the evaluation would raise the following questions regarding its validity: direction of causality: As this is a cross-sectional study, you cannot scientifically prove that anxiety causes ADHD symptoms. You can only prove that they are associated. The manuscript must use expressions such as "associated with" or "linked to" rather than "leads to" or "causes".
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I confirm that the references are sufficient and recent.
	

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


	The article's language and English quality are suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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