Effects of core stability exercises on balance in
Chinese children and youth with intellectual
disabilities

Introduction

Old references and some aspects that are not necessary. I recommend the authors to resume
the analysis of the specialized literature, especially those studies on subjects with intellectual
disabilities.

Part of the information presented in the Discussion should be brought here, and other
information closely related to the results and the central idea of the manuscript should be
maintained or added there

Materials and methods

L86 "aged 6-18 years;”??!!! I don’t understand!!!! Where does 18 years come from, as long as
the values in table 1 do not indicate any subject close to 18 years old? The means in table 1
(11.83 +1.25 or 12.18 + 1.19) do not indicate that such an age existed, even if it had been just
a selection criterion. I do not understand why the authors insisted on this selection criterion
(why they presented it here) as long as the values, even for young people with disabilities,
would have been extremely varied between 6 years and 18 years old anyway

L137-144 I think the authors need to detail more clearly what the balance testing procedures
consisted of, in order to achieve the reproducibility requirement. After how many seconds
from the start of the test is the test considered unsuccessful. Ok, it was supposed to hold for
60 seconds, but this duration is not specified, for what testing would it be: eyes open or eyes
closed, on firm ground or on a foam surface? The description of the tests should be
mentioned in full, not by referring to the specialized literature.

L146-165: nothing is specified about the time in which the subjects had to do the test, to
complete it? How long did the testing last?

In the "Statistical analyses" section you used t test. Did you check the veracity of the values
generated by the t test with the Levene F test? Especially since the number of subjects may
suggest limited values.?

Results

L184-190 is not the subject of discussion in the Results section, but presents details about
Participants, so it should be removed from here and inserted in the Study design and
participants section.

Discussion

L215-217 are not discussions. These lines are not related to this section. The authors have already
specified the purpose in both the abstract (L21-22) and the introduction (L75-79). I don’t see why
this purpose would be repeated here?

”The results indicated no statistically significant difference in demographic characteristics between
the control and intervention group.” — is not a discussion. This phrase could be inserted in the
Results section, but not here.



And after L215-217 there is no way to appear a conclusion, like in L.218-220 !!! For conclusions, there
is a separate section called “Conclusions”!!!

L.221-222 ”Core stability exercises considerably improved static balance in children and youth with
intellectual disability during OLS on a firm ground while their eyes were open.” — reference is
missing here, and this idea is already in the Introduction,

L.223-233 — pure theory, which can be in the Introduction. But what are the discussions and the
relationship of this information from L223-233 with the results of this study. The authors should
discuss the data from their research and report it with similar or different data from other studies
L234-235 ”"Dynamic balance refers to the ability to react efficiently to the base of support
displacement (Paillard, 2019).” — this sentence is just theory, not discussion. It has no place in this
section unless it is developed and interpreted in direct relation to some data. It is just a theoretical
delimitation of a concept, not a discussion

L251-273: Ditto the previous observations. Purely theoretical lines, which have no connection with
the data in the Results section. I can’t find the discussions!

I can’t find the study limits. I recommend that authors present the limitations of the study.

I recommend that authors present the practical applications of their study

Conclusion

The conclusions presented by the authors are far too general and not directly related to the statistical
results and measurements. I recommend the authors to clarify this aspect and to focus on their data,
to present one or two clear conclusions, directly related to the results of their tests and study.
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