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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 
 

 
  (1)There is no recommendation in abstract, aside this abstract is commended. 
  (2) The paper would have been of international standard if its empirical. 21st century 
academics often write an empirical paper. 
   (3) Introduction: Under introduction identify the objectives of the study, the 
research questions, the hypotheses, scope etc. But in this paper hypothesis comes 
under literature review. 
   (4) The review of related literature should comprise of the overview of Concept of 
the variables under study, Theoretical framework and empirical study. Empirical 
review should come under review of related literature not under introduction. 
  (5) Referencing should follow APA 6TH or 7th edition method. Again, the referencing 
of www.internetworldstats.com is not acceptable; you cannot reference internet-
world because it is not authority. 
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3. Done. I put Hypotheses in the last paragraph of Introduction 
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5. Done 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
I am not discuss about ethical issues. I will consider your advice for next research
 

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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