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Social responsibility, disciplinary moral identity, and not-so-value-free biomedical research(ers)

The topics of this paper are interesting. The structure and content can be improved, and results have to be better

explained by the authors before being reconsidered for publication.

The title has to be clear and shorter.

The abstract has to clarify the goal and suggest implications of science and communication policy to support social

responsibility in the medical sciences.

I suggest to authors that they structure the paper as follows.

-Introduction 

-Study design

-Results and discussion 

-Conclusion

Avoiding in the just-mentioned sections, subheadings that create fragmentation of the paper.

The introduction has to better clarify the research questions of this study and provide more theoretical background about

these topics, analyzing in a critical manner the previous literature. After that, they can focus on the topics of this study to

provide a correct analysis for fruitful discussion of Responsible Research and Innovation (see suggested readings that

must all be read and used in the text).

I suggest inserting a section about the methods of this study. Authors have to clarify if this study is:

--A narrative review that explains the existing knowledge on a topic based on all the published research available on the

topic.

--A systematic review that searches for the answer to a particular question in the existing scientific literature on a topic.

--A meta-analysis that compares and combines the findings of previously published studies, usually to assess the

effectiveness of an intervention or mode of treatment.

Results of this study are not clear, but scattered in many sections. I suggest creating a specific section about results.

Some logical figures about relationships among the variables under study and related implications can be fruitful to clarify
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content for readers.

Discussion. First, authors have to synthesize the main results in a simple table to be clear for readers and then show what

this study adds compared to other studies. I suggest inserting a SWOT matrix to show pros and cons of current activities

for biomedical researchers, also considering problems of generative AI. These aspects should be discussed. 

I suggest bullet points to suggest best practices and guidelines to be implemented in health organizations to foster social

responsibility, also with incentives, so the study may have a higher impact.

Conclusions are too short….Conclusions do not have to be a summary, but authors have to focus on manifold limitations

of this study, future development, and, in particular, authors should provide implications for science policy based on

intrinsic and extrinsic incentives, and self-determination of scholars driven by research and academic organizations to

support interdisciplinarity directed toward responsible biomedical research and related aspects.

Overall, then, the paper is interesting, but the structure can be improved. The theoretical framework, study design,

discussion, and presentation of results could be clarified using the suggested comments.
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