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 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) 
 

 
 
Yes 
 
 
Motivational Factors and Participation of Senior High School Students in Attending Online 
Masses in Bacolod, Philippines.  (I kindly suggest that the location where the study was carried out 
should be captured in the title) 
 
Yes 
 
Check options/general comments 
 
Yes 
 
Check options/general comments 
 

 

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

communications? 
 

 
Yes, very appropriate. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

1. The study was a quantitative study which had about three different designs. The researcher 
only explain descriptive research design leaving the other two. I kindly suggest that 
comparative and correlational research designs should be explained or simply defined. 

2. The research instrument used for data collection was a “modified research questionnaire”. 
It will be appropriate if the researcher provide a simply explanation of  the process of 
validity of the instrument as well as reliability tasking into consideration the type of statistics 
used to obtained the reliability index (r value). 

3. Subsection 3.0 reads “Results and Discussion”. The researcher however did the discussion 
before the results were presented in the table. I therefore suggest that subsection 3.0 
should be captioned “Results” then subsection 4.0 should be captioned “Discussion of 
Findings” accordingly. 

4. If comment 3 above is followed, the researcher is therefore expect to adequately discuss 
the findings utilizing relevant literatures. This implies that the references will not be 
adequate. 

5. The following references were not captured in the body of the work; (i) Glenn, P. J. (1965). 
(ii) Hernandez, R. (1995). (iii) Lally, P., van Jaarsveld, C. H. M., Potts, H. W. W., & Wardle, 
J. (2009). 

6. One citation (Magielse, 2020) paragraph 2, line 8 was captured in the body of the work but 
not in the references. 

7. The recommendation should properly itemized, i.e (i),  (ii),   (iii) and so on. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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