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Review Form 1.7

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? Yes indeed. It is important for organizations to pay attention to management in this fast
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) paced evolving use of digital technologies. Organizations shouldn’t lose focus but they need
to improve their management skills to fit into 4IR.
2. Isthetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title) Critical analysis of the relevance of Fayol’s 14 management principles in the 4" Industrial
Revolution: Relevance, Emerging Practices and Consequences.
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
The abstract is detailed and provides the insides about what is covered within the research.
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
They are but | feel that there is too much repletion of information within the manuscript.
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? Information that is in the literature is repeated in the tables included.
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of Yes, | agree.
additional references, please mention in the review form.
They are.
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

| am worried about repetition of information in the manuscript. Maybe the authors can

present it in a different manner than repeating it as it is in the literature, especially in the

tables.

Minor REVISION comments
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly English is fine but | would advise the authors not to keep repeating what they said in other parts of
communications? the manuscript.
Optional/General comments Overall this is a very interesting write and the authors have done an excellent job.
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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)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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