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* It would have been better if the manuscript did a 

meta-analytic review of studies proposing, 

criticizing, using or are basing on Technology 

Acceptance Model. You may do so by providing a 

matrix of the contentions of the authors uncovered in 

your meta-analytic review.  

* While meta-analysis might be an additional burden 

for this paper, it is merely a suggestion. The more 

important thing here is to provide a logical sequence 

of the review of literature that you provided in this 

paper. I cannot see any short description of method 

that you use in your documentary analysis.  
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* Provide authors of studies contending your point in 

Lines 27-29. 
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seen in Lines 118-121. 

* Check spelling in Lines 23, 64, 73, 95.  
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