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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

Dear author(s),

This is an interesting research article. However, s  everal
questions were arise and suggestions were provided in order
to enhance the quality of the paper as follows:

1. The problem statement is less clear and could be more
useful if the author(s) come up with more sources t o]
justify.

2. Why mentioned methods are more useful comparedt o
conventional methods? Despite efficiency?

3. What is Digital Ethnography? Please explain more details
about the background and its functions? (Line 32 & 33).1
knew few sources have mentioned in the paper to cla  rify
this method however it is not sufficient.

4. Line 34, the line “the protocol was tested....” (p  lease
provide the source).

5. Line 40-44 the sentences are not smooth and migh  t be
confused the readers please rewrite or make simples
sentences.

6. Highlight the contributions to the existing body of
knowledge and methodological contribution.

7. Future research suggestions?

8. Fontis not consistent throughout the paper.

9. Style of references is not consistent.

Best wishes.
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1. Correction done with additional

reference and additional arguments.

. Details are provided in § 4.1 and 5.

. Comments and Refs are added in §1.

. Refs added.

. Paragraph revised.

. Additional details are given in §2.3.

. Additional comments are provided in
§ “Conclusions”.

. Correction done.

. Correction done.

Thanks a lot.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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