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Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
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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. Arethe 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)

This is not a bad paper but it is not yet at the level required for publication. At least part of
the introduction is written in the future tense.The literature review should be rewritten: it
should be organized according to the various themes found in the literature rather than, as it
now is, simply alist of papers and a brief summary of their contents.

The literature review should also identify gaps in research knowledge that could be
addressed by the research conducted. Research conducted to find the answer to something
is just market research. This is ajournal for academic research and so it must make a
contribution to academic knowledge. Since quantitative research is used in the paper, the
research gap should be expressed in the form of research hypotheses.

The current discussion is just a summary of the findings and so can be deleted entirely. The
space saved should be used to highlight the claim to contribution to academic knowledge —
which should come from the answers to the research hypotheses identified earlier.

The recommendations provided are not really supported by the research and should be
deleted. The conclusion should include the research limitations in more explicit detail.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Yes

Optional/General comments
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