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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

This study was conducted to determine opinions of pregnant women on their gender
preferences related to accoucheur-midwife profession. The sampling group included 384
pregnant women, and 98.4% of these women preferred assistance from a female midwife.

The manuscript is solid. The number of participants is quite low, but it is really uncertain
how much the increase in study population will have changed the results. The introduction
is too long and should be shortened. Further the Introduction includes some “midwifery
liturgy”, which seems unnecessary. The Results are what they are, and the Discussion is
quite balanced. The References includes too many articles from the home country
(Turkey).

Some spelling errors should be corrected, i.e. midwifes to midwives.

The authors write at the end of the Discussion that “obtained study results could be
considered as expected results”. This is certainly true. However, it is obvious that the
results represent more the political (conservative) and educational (low) challenges in
Turkey than anything else. The authors should discuss this more.

Minor REVISION comments

Read above.

Optional/General comments
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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