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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

There is no discussion on the results to tie them up with
some comments. There are some serious differences
between the 3 altitudes that should be presented in the
Abstract and Conclusions sections.

Where are Figs 1 and 2?

The Introduction section needs to be shortened or the
literature data presented should be tied up better. Ask
yourself: why do | put all these references?
Methodology section must contain details/clarifications
needed to understand the parameters measured (media
exposure, innovative proneness, etc what are these, how
were they measured?)

There are some mistakes or clarifications needed in all
tables. Commonly the tables must be able to stand alone!
So clarify whatever is needed, mainly what are the
parameters measured if not clear (i.e. family education:
what do you mean, how you separate it in levels?).
Similarly, you must clarify in the text!

Done

Minor REVISION comments

In the literature section, please write in accordance to journal
requirements.

Optional/General comments

| am not sure that both tables and figures (showing the same
results) are required.

English language could be improved substantially.

The per cent should be as 35.4%.

The local units should be changed to universal units so all
nationals can understand it.
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