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This paper has no data provided. Is this paper a 

review paper or theory paper? It is impossible to 

review this paper if this is a primary research paper. 

If this is a review paper, it lacks the literature 

supporting the conclusion. If this is a theory paper, it 

lacks logics supporting the conclusion. 

 

 

 

 The consternation of the reviewer is 

understandable. The  article type , on insistence  by 

the submission editor was chosen from the list of 

14 supplied  as “ commentaries and opinions”, 

which should have been communicated to the 

reviewer by the submission editor.  It is seen that 

the column ment above is left blank.                                       

“A stich in time saves nine” 

It is surprising that the reviewer could not see the 

purpose of the author as proposing a new theory/ 

hypothesis even after going (?)through the paper. 

Data looked for  in such papers is but natural to be 

absent. Sorry for the inconvenience, the paper has 

put you in, sir. 
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