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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 
 

Contemporary references preferably from 2015 to 2018 must be sourced.  
 
The research gap must be identified and the rationale should be clearly outlined. 
 
 
 

Contemporary references from 2015 to 2018 were added. These include: 
Haughey (2015) 
Marshall (2017) 
Richardson (2016) 
Young & Nageldinger (2017) 
Young, Stokes, & Rasinski (2017) 
 
The research gap and the rationale were added (line 37). 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The limitations of the research should be indicated. 
 
 
 
 
 

The limitations of the research have been included (line 389). 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The researcher should state how the data was saturated to ensure triangulation and 
contribute to the reliability and validity of the study. 
 
 

Issues pertaining to saturation were added (line 185, 301) 
The impracticality to triangulate and how other similar studies were faced with 
the same issue was mentioned (line 340). 
The term trustworthiness, as proposed by Lincoln and Guba (1985), was 
preferred over reliability and validity for the qualitative data. 

 
PART  2:  
 

 
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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