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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 If there was no standard questionnaire regionally orinternationally, why did the author not adopt thequestionnaire used by the Kamphaeng Phet Study, withas it would possibly enable to resolve the conflictingconclusions within the same country?
Civil servants does not denote any particular occupation,it ranges from a guard to a professional e.g. scientist/doctor.

Similarly the classification of occupationhousewife/husband doses not make sense. Husband isnot an occupation.Line 15: Severe dengue includes DHF and Dengue ShockSyndrome or alternatively the new WHO classification isDF, dengue with warning signs and severe dengue.

We developed our questionnaire by consultingdifferent sources including the Kamphaeng Phetstudy. The target population for the KamphaengPhet study was the general population; which isdifferent from ours.
We agree with the reviewer. However, since thenumbers were too few (n=40), we decided toclassify all as civil servants. We have added thisfootnote under the tables to clarify this “thisincludes different occupations categories allamalgamated due to small numbers”We agree with the reviewer and we havereplaced this with unemployed in the text andtables.We agree. We have modified this stamen to read“Its clinical presentations vary fromasymptomatic infection to classical dengue fever(DF) and to more severe forms of denguehaemorrhagic fever (DHF) and dengue shocksyndrome (DSS)”. Additionally we have movedthis sentence ahead of the one which was right infront of it.
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Line 26: Dengue prevention includes clearing thebreeding grounds around the homes, emptyingcans/containers of water lying around the homes andsurrounding community besides just applying insectrepellent.

Would per capita income be a better reflection of incomedisparity then household income? In a large family,household income would be meaningless compared to asmall nuclear family with modest income.

Line 117 does not make sense- the odds of having moreknowledge did not differ across the other occupationswhen compared to being a farm labourer.

We agree with the reviewer that there are otherinterventions for dengue control. In this paper,we looked at whether there were open watercontainers outside the house and if yes, whetherthere was fish in the water container.  We alsofocused on applying insect repellent and usedthis as an outcome variable in the analysis ofdeterminants of dengue related practice. Wehave inserted the following statement in thediscussion to highlight this weakness. “Althoughthere are a number of dengue preventionpractices, we only assessed two: use of larvicidesor fish to control the breeding of mosquitoes inwater containers lying in the compound and theapplication of repellents. It is possible thatparticipants were involved in other dengueprevention practices that the study did notcapture”
We agree with the reviewer that per capitaincome is a better reflection of income disparitythan household income. However we did notcollect data on the household size and hence wecan’t estimate this variable. We however thinkthat this has not weakened our findings giventhe dose response relationship between incomeand knowledge and hence both approaches arelikely to lead us to the same conclusion.We have revised this sentence to read “However,there were no significant differences in the oddsof having high knowledge across otheroccupations with reference to being a farmlabourer”.
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Minor REVISION comments Line 99-101 does not make sense. Please delete it.
Line 108-grammatical error-it should be knowledge of
geography

Agreed. The statement has been deletedAgreed. We have revised this sentence to read“Knowledge of geographic and seasonalvariations of dengue was reported………”
Optional/General comments What are the specific methods do the author suggest totarget the population at risk. What is the current mediamessage and how can the content of the message bemore widely understand to the at risk population. E.g.use of narratives of victims and the pitfalls and lessonsthat could be learned from it.


