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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
The review paper is good and relevant because addresses a topic of global importance. 

 
In general, a review paper is considered a detailed, selective and critical study that 
integrates the essential information of a topic. It also identifies the relevant aspects known, 
the unknown and the controversial aspects of the revised topic. In addition, it identifies the 
theoretical and methodological approaches on the subject, critically discusses contradictory 
conclusions from different studies and suggests aspects or research topics. 

 
I encourage the authors to emphasize in their paper those attributes a review paper and 
mainly to identify the theoretical and methodological approaches on the subject, critically 
discuss contradictory conclusions from different studies and suggest aspects or research 
topics. 

 
Also, I have some suggestions noted in the text (see pdf). For example, the objective or 
purpose of the review and its scope should be included in the abstract and introduction.  

 
As well, it is important that the authors improve the review with other scientific articles more 
current of the topic (e.g. 2015, 2016 and 2017). 

 
Available on line:  
 
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0179535 
https://www.uky.edu/~jast239/reprints/Geography%20Compass%202016.pdf 
 
 
and they can look for others. 

 

1. The major contradictory conclusions have been discussed in brief.  
2. All the corrections asked by the reviewer in the text through sticky 

notes, have been done accordingly. Only the modification of figures 
could not be corrected as these were taken from a specified source 
mentioned by specific references and not made by me. Hence, it has 
been kept as usual in black and white format.  

3. The manuscript has also been upgraded by incorporating some 
recent scientific findings from the years 2015 to 2017.  

4. Remaining all the necessary modifications has been done 
accordingly.    
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