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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 

1) The study has very interesting and good ideas 

and has the potential to contribute. 

2) However, in its current form there are endless 

problems with language, expression and writing 

style. 

3) The title needs to be correctly stated. 

4) Very often, key concepts and authors’ names that 

are part of the sentence are put into brackets 

thereby making the sentence difficult to 

understand.   

5) Parts of the literature review are repeated and 

appear again in the research methodology 

section.  The methodological explanation is 

lacking. 

6) The hypotheses are incorrectly worded and are 

sometimes not measureable in its current form. 

7) The descriptive analyses must be redone.  One 

cannot report item statistics (means, standard 

deviations).  Instead, the descriptive statistics 

should have been computed per dimension 

rather than per item.  Deeper support can be 

given by looking at item analysis (only where 

extremes are noted).  Otherwise, the researcher 

engages in analysis paralysis.   

8) Clear decisions should be reflected in terms of 

either accepting or rejecting the hypotheses.   

9) Step-wise multiple regression would prove to be 

more valuable than simple regression. 
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

1) Perhaps, minor but the impact on the flow of reading 

is major – do not put things in brackets if they are 

part of the sentence. 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

The study has potential to contribute but is largely 

impacted upon by the poor language, expression and 

writing style which must be corrected.  Redoing the 

suggested statistics, although will involve more work, 

will add great value to the study. 
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