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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 
 

The article is written on an important topic, explaining truancy and related aspects, 
both personally and physically, also in the process. The topic has been discussed 
quite a lot before, but this article gives a good overview of the research of authors 
related to the topic that has been published for nearly 30 years. The structure of the 
theoretical study is relevant, appropriate. 
Subchapters are meaningful and provide important information to the reader. The 
sources used are correctly cited and listed. 
The conclusion is appropriately prepared, well worded. Suggestions increase the 
value of the article. 
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Optional/General comments 
 

 
a large-scale theoretical study that left a good impression 
important topic 
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