– Applied Science
Tasks
shaiq
⟵ Back to Submissions
91 / Shaiq et al. / Community Participation in Forest Conservation: A Rural Behavioral Study in Dara-e-Pech, Kunar Province, Afghanistan
Upload File
Library
WorkflowPublication
Submission
 
Review
 
Copyediting
 
Production
Round 1
Round 1 Status
Revisions have been requested.
Notifications
Your submission has been reviewed and we encourage you to submit revisions2026-09-09 07:29 PM
Reviewer's Attachments Search
Name	Date	Component
No Files
Revisions Search Upload File
Name	Date	Component
No Files
Review DiscussionsAdd discussion
Name	From	Last Reply	Replies	Closed
No Items
Notifications
×undefined
Your submission has been reviewed and we encourage you to submit revisions
2026-09-09 07:29 PM
Dear Muhammad Asef Shaiq,

Your submission Community Participation in Forest Conservation: A Rural Behavioral Study in Dara-e-Pech, Kunar Province, Afghanistan has been reviewed and we would like to encourage you to submit revisions that address the reviewers' comments. An editor will review these revisions and if they address the concerns adequately, your submission may be accepted for publication.

The reviewers' comments are included at the bottom of this email. Please respond to each point in the reviewers' comments and identify what changes you have made. If you find any of the reviewer's comments to be unjustified or inappropriate, please explain your perspective.

When you have completed your revisions, you can upload revised documents along with your response to the reviewers' comments at your submission dashboard. If you have been logged out, you can login again with the username shaiq.

If you have any questions, please contact me from your submission dashboard.

We look forward to receiving your revised submission.

Kind regards,

DYSONA – Applied Science

The following comments were received from reviewers.

Fig. 1 should be enhanced. Add a reference or source 

There are details in the abstract that are not in the text such as sample size. Highlighting the poor writing of methodology.

Research methodology is vague and suffers from over generalization. This section should be divided into subsections. such as: Sample selection, questionnaire design, data collection, .... statistical analysis.

Sampling related issues:
1. The authors state the sample was determined using "Morgan's table" but do not specify the total population size or provide the justification for the sample size calculation. all calculations related to sample selection as well as sample descriptions should be detailed.
2. The statement that "simple random sampling" was applied is questionable given the logistical challenges of accessing villages in Dara-e-Pech District. How was the sampling frame constructed? How were households randomly selected?
3. The sample size (n=256) is mentioned, but the response rate is not reported.

Questionnaire Development
1. The authors state the questionnaire was "researcher-developed" based on previous studies, but the process of item generation and selection is not described.
2. No information is provided on pilot testing of the questionnaire.
3. The specific items for each variable are not presented, making it impossible for readers to assess content validity.
4. The number of items per construct is not reported, which is essential for evaluating reliability.

Variable Measurement
1. The variables (sustainable economic income, participation, education/awareness, technology use, conservation behaviors) are vaguely defined. How were these operationalized?
2. The use of a five-point Likert scale with anchors from "very low importance" to "very high importance" seems inappropriate for measuring behaviors. Behavioral measures should use frequency or agreement scales. How do you justify your choice here?
3. The dependent variable "Conservation Ecological Behaviors" is not clearly defined. What specific behaviors were measured?


Analysis
1. The one-sample t-test comparing means to the theoretical midpoint of 3 is conceptually problematic. A mean score above 3 is interpreted as "favorable," but the scale anchors are not provided. A score of 2.68 (sustainable economic income) would typically be interpreted as "moderate to low," not favorable.
2. The authors claim the data "approximately follow a normal distribution" based on skewness and kurtosis, but the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is mentioned without reporting results.
3. Spearman's correlation is used for ordinal data, which is appropriate, but the results in Table 3 show significant correlations that are inconsistent with the SmartPLS β coefficients. For example, participation in natural resource management has a Spearman correlation of 0.337 with conservation behaviors but β=0.229 in SmartPLS. This discrepancy needs explanation.
4. The use of SmartPLS for path analysis requires larger sample sizes (typically 10 times the number of indicators) and assumes the data meet specific requirements. The authors do not justify the use of PLS-SEM over other approaches.

Inconsistent Data Reporting
1. The sample size is reported as "256 rural households" in the abstract and "256" in Table 1, but the degrees of freedom (df) in Table 2 are reported as 159. This is inconsistent. With n=256, df should be 255. This suggests a major error in data reporting or that the t-test was conducted on a subset of the sample.
2. The t-values in Table 2 (ranging from 28.7 to 35.8) are implausibly high for a sample of 256, indicating the t-test may have been misapplied or incorrectly reported.
3. The standard deviations in Table 2 do not match the means in Table 1.

Discussion and Conclusion
1. The β coefficients are interpreted as effect sizes, but the authors do not discuss the practical significance of small coefficients (e.g., β=0.119 for technology).
2. The discussion extends beyond the data, making claims about policy implications that are not directly supported by the results.
3. The limitations section is absent. Key limitations include: cross-sectional design, self-report measures, single-region focus, potential social desirability bias, and the context-specific nature of the findings.
4. While the authors mention conflicts and instability, they do not adequately discuss how these factors might have influenced the data collection or the respondents' willingness to participate honestly.
5. The role of local power structures, patronage, and conflict dynamics is not addressed.

 

More references should be added, especially to the discussion. Make sure to use references only from English journals
References should be prepared according to journal recommendations:
Use Vancouver style
Use abbreviations for journal name
Add DOI after each reference as a link

The manuscript has numerous grammatical errors and awkward phrasing (e.g., "the increasing rate of deforestation and forest cover loss has become one of the major environmental challenges"). Language related issues should be addressed
