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1. It is very well understood from reviewing the manuscript that the 
author/s were not meticulous while putting the paper together. The 
paper is far below the standards. The paper needs a careful proof-
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2. In the text and in Table 2 the authors give 2 different Cronbach’s 
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3. The paper is not comprehensive in terms of explaining the 
methodology.  Details on the sampling frame, the method of applying 
the questionnaires, etc. should be explained in detail. 

4. The author/s employed an interview process. What did you do to 
establish reliability and validity? No details on the interview process. 

5. In discussion and conclusion part, you discuss your findings with other 
researchers, and then explain the limitations. Here, give some 
significant findings and comment on them. Examine your findings. 
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