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PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Please write a few sentences regarding the
importance of this manuscript for the scientific
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

Not highly scientific as descriptive statistics alone cannot show things like relationships,
effects, total impact, collinearity, types of effects, significance, etc.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Yes

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some
points in this section? Please write your
suggestions here.

Yes

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

Yes

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

Very weak in terms of scientific nature. more sophisticated analytical tools or packages should
have been applied in the analyses of data. There are many limitations to the use of only simple
percentages for complex administrative problems

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you Yes
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

Minor REVISION comments Yes

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

Optional/General comments

The biggest weakness of the paper is that the “Problem Statement” looks like a guesswork. There are
no conceptual, empirical, theoretical or practical reviews that justifies the problem statement.
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