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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 

 

An interesting study on the potentials of implementing technology to enhance 

educational outcomes. However, the paper can be improved in term of 

structure (headings) for clarity. I refer to the inclusion of headings such as 

Introduction (included), Literature Review, Setting and Context, Methodology, 

Results and Discussion (included) and Conclusion (included). The References 

section should ideally begin on a separate page.  

The manuscript has been revised to 

conform to your most valuable 

comments and suggestions.   

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. After the INTRODUCTION, insert the LITERATURE REVIEW sentences 

178-238. 

2. The current METHODS (78-132) section should be re-named SETTING 

and CONTEXT and placed after LITERATURE REVIEW. 

3. The METHODOLOGY (METHODS) section should begin at # 133 with 

the sentences 145-148. 

4.  (RESULTS &) DISCUSSION should begin at sentence 239. 

5. The word “and” between parentheses becomes “&” e.g. #231 and # 

234. 

6. Some years of publication are missing e.g. Forest; Hannon # 63, Ridel 

#194, Nagel #221. 

7. Check spelling e.g. “complimenting” instead of “complementing” #173. 

These guides were very helpful in 

improving the revised version of the 

manuscript. 

 

This is most appreciated. 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

Given the nature of the study on the successful diffusion and implementation 

of emails (through utilization and satisfaction) as an innovation, it might be 

useful to refer to the theory of Diffusion of Innovation in the Literature Review 

section particularly it relates to the Relative Advantage of the 

innovation/technology (emails) which is borne out in the study.   

 

No ethical issues are evident as the study is approved and supported by a 

grant from the university 

 

This is a great comment and worthy 

considering. Everett Rogers Theory of 

Diffusion of Innovation was mentioned 

in the introduction section of the 

revised manuscript. 

 

Thank you very much for this 

suggestion. 

 


