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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. The reviewer suggested that the nature of structure 

of university is different from general firm by its 

goal setting. A university is not a profit-driven 

organization, while general firms aims to making 

profit. So I suggest that taking general firm as 

examples is better that taking universities as an 

example. 

 

1. The author is quite agree that the 

commercial nature of the university is 

quite different, but in the present paper 

the focus is on the role of the 

“informational” resource in production, 

and this aspect is very important for 

universities. Thus, the example of the 

university seems to be an important 

part of the paper. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

2. The structure of section of introduction should be 

well-structured to be clear to present the research 

questions. 

3. The reviewer suggested that key concepts, such as 

resources, social technology, operatives, minimizer, 

compatibility, institutional change, should be 

arranged logically in this article.  

 

2. The Introduction is rewritten. 

 

 

3. The paper is restructured and now 

seems to be more transparent. 

Optional/General comments 

 

1. The reviewer suggested that others resources should 

be also considered, such as non-physical resources 

(brand resources, cultural resources, et al.) 

1. To make the theoretical model more 

clear the author uses the term “physical 

resources”, however any kind of 

resources may be used in the production 

function under consideration. 

 


