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PART  1: Review Comments  
 
 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (We have provided more 

support for the hypothesis, however, the 
reviewer provided no evidence to prove that 
the model is inconsistent with the hypotheses 
(it is wrong for a reviewer to just make such a 
statement without explaining how, such 
conclusion could appear to be prejudicial.) 
Merely saying that something is not correct is 
hanging. However, we have decided it is better 
to take away the model specification. 
Correlation analysis was not the only thing 
done to arrive at the conclusion as can be seen 
in the study, however, we have corrected that 
impression on the abstract.) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Hypotheses are formulated without any support of 
existing literature. This is not scientific and acceptable 
in social science research. The expression of equation 
(model of the study) is totally inconsistent with the 
stated hypotheses. Hypotheses, model, and analysis of 
the study is not correct. Correlation analysis of 
independent variables is not sufficient to conclude the 
study. Regression analysis is not consistent with 
hypotheses. 

The corrections as highlighted. 

Minor  REVISION comments   
Optional /General  comments   
 


