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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

g wN

Abstract of the paper needs to be redrafted covering objectives,
methods and findings.

The same sentence used several times (line 79).

Objective needs to be briefed either deleting/ shifting lines 77 to 88
Are the Lines 100 to 103 necessary?

In line 87, “the objectives of the customer satiitm survey are base
on the assessment ttfe critical satisfaction characteristics for b
male and female customérsnd in line 109 “The same questionnai
and the customer satisfaction model proposed tahlbr et al, (2013a
have been used for collecting the primary data” ---—resulted
confusion. Hence the sentences need to redraftlcleentioning the
same scale of customer satisfaction model as dgeélby Ibrahim ef
al, (2013a).

Table 1 needs to be corrected wherein occupatich edfucation
variables are merged which needs to be fragmented.

Result of the Post Hoc [drevene’s Testnd multiple compariso
i.e. Multiple Comparisons: Tukey HSD] table needsbe given for
better understanding of the inference as incorpdrat the paper (ling
206)

nth

h

Minor REVISION
comments

Optional /General
comments

Change in the title either by using the words ‘gender differences’

and ‘perceptions’ which support the objective of the paper.

Clear demarcation is not made on introduction, objectives,
methodology and findings.

It is requested to develop proper hypothesis and thereafter the
statistical test to prove the hypothesis.

Figures 1 to 4, showing graphical anterential analyses lack reader’s
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common understanding. | think it is better to tegmular form of
calculation as was given in table 2.

5. Since the researcher uses a model which is developed by Ibrahim et
al, hence reliability and validity of the scalenist required to be
furnished. However, without testing the normalifytiee data and
thereby using parametric test like ANOVA etc mag\pde wrong
result and consequent wrong interpretation.

6. Generalisation of the research findings may imprieestandard and
quality of the research paper.
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