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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

Need to follow the journal style on references 

Readers must be able to understand this 

presentation. 

 

I agree with the reviewer and the error has been 

corrected. The format approved by the Journal 

has been followed. Please see lines 367-398. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

Line 89 requires references 

Re-frame lines 50-52 and avoid direct copying 

of cited authorities. 
 

 

References have been provided for the 

statements made in line 89. See line 74 

(Reference Numbers 9,10 and 11). 

Lines 50-52 have been reframed as suggested. 

See lines 35 – 37. 
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The discussion is not clear 

 

 

I do not agree with the Reviewer on this 

comment. It is vague. The area of the discussion 

that is not clear is not stated. However,  we have 

explained the grey area for a better 

understanding. See the section on Empirical 

Results and Conclusion. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


