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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

This is a very interesting manuscript. Limitation I see is, that it reflects the Situation in Turkey, which

cannot be transferred completely to other countries. This should be noted in Discussion.
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According to the authors the purpose of the present investigation was to evaluate social media usage
of orthopaedic patients to search for and seek solutions to their health problems in Turkey. With the
usage of face-to-face questionnaire consisted of 16 questions, a large number of patients (n=1890)
participated in the present investigation. Based on the results of the questionnaires, authors
concluded that patients in Turkey have been increasingly using the internet and social media to select
a specific physician or to seek solution to their health problems in an effective way.

It is an interesting study, however, authors have to respond in some questions and corrections in
order the manuscript to be clearer for the reader.

Comments

Abstract, Results, lines 17, 19, 21

The significant differences presented here are in relation to all other groups? For instance, the internet

(for asking questions to an orthopaedist) was significant difference compare to each one of the other
2
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means of communication? The same question stands also for the other significant differences.

Abstract, Results, line 19
Please replace p=0,021 with p=0.021

Introduction
Authors should give some information about their choice to use orthopaedic patients for their
investigation. This information have to be included and the in the Discussion section.

Results, line 113
What all these significant differences stand for? Please explain.

Results, lines 118-120
This sentence is not clear. Authors mention that there was a significant difference but they do not

mention between which groups.

Tables
In some cases tables are very confusing since the sum % of each answer is not 100%. Authors have to
check their tables or explain the different outcomes in a footnote or in the methods section.

Tables 5 and 6
Authors have to state between which groups the significant differences (p values) stand for. Again,
the sum of % of each group does not equals 100%.


mailto:bpgoffice@wjgnet.com

