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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1.

This article focus on media usage among shrimp farmer.
The focal construct of this article is media usage but the
author emphasized more in term of shrimp farming.
Thus, this contribute to:

Lack of detail discussion in term of media usage
in problem statement and fail to address gap
issues in the area of issues.

Literature review need to discuss in detail
variables studied, not on shrimp farming. Detail
literature on media usage should be discussed.
Theory and theoretical framework should be
added to strengthen the paper. Probably the
author can also proposed few hypotheses.

In methodology section, provide population,
sampling method, measurement and reliability
and validity of the instruments.

Discussion should be more analytical and
critical.

Implication toward policy and contribution to
communication area should be discussed.

1. Introduction improved seeline 15-
23

2. Not addressed asreviews are
discussed in result section

3. Theoretical framework added line
53-72

4. Discussion section improved see
yellow shaded texts in discussion
section

5. Difficult to address policy
recommendation as the sampleis
very small and geographical
coverage isvery limited.

Minor REVISION comments

Good article but lack of discussion in the area of study

Optional /General comments
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