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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Major Comments: 1. Are there controversies in this field? What are the most recent and

important achievements in the field? In my opinion, answers to these questions should

be emphasized. Perhaps, in some cases, novelty of the recent achievements should be

highlighted by indicating the year of publication in the text of the manuscript. 2. The

results and discussion section is very weak and no emphasis is given on the discussion

of the results like why certain effects are coming in to existence and what could be the

possible reason behind them? 3. Conclusion: not properly written. 4. Results and

conclusion: The section devoted to the explanation of the results suffers from the same

problems revealed so far. Your storyline in the results section (and conclusion) is hard to

follow. Moreover, the conclusions reached are really far from what one can infer from the

empirical results. 5. The discussion should be rather organized around arguments

avoiding simply describing details without providing much meaning. A real discussion

should also link the findings of the study to theory and/or literature. 6. Spacing,

punctuation marks, grammar, and spelling errors should be reviewed thoroughly. I

found so many typos throughout the manuscript. 7. English is modest. Therefore, the
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authors need to improve their writing style. In addition, the whole manuscript needs to

be checked by native English speakers.
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Scientific significance of the

conclusion in this manuscript

[ ] Grade A: Excellent [ Y] Grade B: Good [ ] Grade C: Fair
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
This study reported the possible mechanism of resveratrol against gastric cancer, and

carried out the screening of resveratrol target genes, gastric cancer-related target genes,

and finally obtained the 2 core target genes, FOS and MMP9, which were verified by

molecular docking and in vitro experiments, and also illustrated the important roles of

FOS and MMP9 in gastric cancer occurrence and treatment. The study has certain

scientific significance and can provide a reference for subsequent research on gastric

cancer. It is recommended that the manuscript be revised to better justify the study and

discuss the findings in the context of the existing study as follows: Main questions: 1.

Please explain why "gastric cancer" was used as a keyword for screening in the screening

process of Network Pharmacology, but "gastric adenocarcinoma" was used as a

screening index for the validation of Differential expression of core target genes, is this

too one-sided ? 2. Please explain why only FOS and MMP9 were docked in the

molecular docking validation, and whether there is a loss of other possible results and a

lack of comparison. Other questions: Title: 1. The title of the paper does not well

summarize and reflect the content of the manuscript, and it is recommended that a new
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title selection be made. Abstract: It's all right. Introduction: 1. The introduction in the

manuscript should adequately and comprehensively describe the background of the

study and the current status and significance of the applied technology. 2. There is a

duplication of content between the introduction and the first paragraph of the discussion,

and it is recommended that it be deleted or replaced. Methods: It's all right. Results: 1.

Results section: e.g., Resveratrol suppressed proliferation, colony formation, migration

and invasion of AGS cells, Resveratrol arrested cell cycle and induced apoptosis,

Resveratrol inhibited AGS cells through regulating FOS and MMP9, are suggested to be

subdivided and described. 2. Some of the figures in the manuscript are blurred: e.g.,

Figures 1, 4 and 7. 3. In the figures, the concentration of drug administered should not

be written as "μm", but "μM". Discussion: 1. In the Discussion section, it is

recommended that the discussion of the results follow the order of the results in the

manuscript, and the discussion should be more in-depth, with attention paid to the

correlation between results. 2. The spaces before paragraphs in the manuscript should

be standardized.
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The discussion should be rather organized around arguments avoiding simply

describing details without providing much meaning. A real discussion should also link

the findings of the study to theory and/or literature.
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