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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. The manuscript is relevant for the scientific community given that it would contribute 

to the ongoing debate on e-learning, motivation and the digital world in general. 
 

2. Yes, the title suits the article as it relates with the research objectives.  Although, I 
would suggest that the authors reconstruct the second objective of the research to 
align with the topic.  Hence, I suggest: “To explore motivational factors that support 
or hinder e-learning”. 
 

3. The abstract is very comprehensive, but I’ll suggest that full meaning of “ESP” 
mentioned should be given because ESP could mean different things to different 
people if not explained in this context. 
 

4. The subsections and the structure of the manuscript is alright. The summary of the 
results from other related journal articles presented on a literature table is perfect. 
 

5. The manuscript is scientifically correct as it reviews several related articles from 
which conclusions were drawn. However, I would suggest that the authors include 
the gap the paper intends to cover which will further show how this research differs 
from all the other related papers reviewed. I have attached one related journal article 
by Regmi and Jones (2020).  
 

6. Most of the references are current, though it depends on the relevance of the paper.  
No concern observed. 
 
 

The authors can add these key words to the already outlined: Meta Analysis, Meta-
synthesis, e-content. 
 
Other comments would be outlined under the general comment. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

 
 
The language is easy to understand. 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Overall, the article is worth publishing as it would contribute to the ongoing debate on the subject. 
However, the main part I would suggest the authors to revisit is the methodology. 
The authors should write in details, how the meta-analysis was applied. For instance, the search 
strategy, journal selection criteria, inclusion and exclusion criteria, how many journal articles were 
reviewed in general, how many were selected and why, etc. should be discussed in detail under the 
methodology. 
 
 
Regmi, K., & Jones, L. (2020). A systematic review of the factors - enablers and barriers - affecting 
e-learning in health sciences education. BMC Medical Education, 20(1), Article 91. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-020- 02007-6 
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PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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