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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  
• The problem as a basis of the study is weak. 
• The purpose of the study is weak to marginal. 
• The authors’ rationale for conducting the investigation is weak. 
• The hypothesis development of the study is missing. 
• The importance and contributions of the study are weak to marginal. 
• The future research recommendations for the study are weak. 
• There is lack of a literature review to build the foundation of the study. 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments  
 

• The author does not identify the important gaps in the literature that the current study will address. 
• The results of the study support do not the hypothesis (which is missing as a basis for the study). 

 

Optional/General comments  
This is an interesting article however, it is a tough sell because its results are not significant nor make a notable 
contribution to the body of knowledge or research. 
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 The results are reasonable and logical. 

 The tables appropriately follow the 
narrative of the results in the text 

 The problem as a basis of the study is weak. 

 The purpose of the study (exploratory, 
descriptive, or causal is weak or marginal. 

 The authors’ rationale for conducting the 
investigation is weak. 

 The author does not identify the important 
gaps in the literature that the current study will 
address. 

 The hypothesis development of the study is 

missing. 

 The importance and contributions of the 
study are weak. 

 The results of the study support do not the 
hypothesis (which is missing as a basis for the 
study). 

 The future research recommendations for 
the study are weak. 

 There is lack of a literature review to 
build the foundation of the study. 

    
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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