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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 
 

 

I have gone through the manuscript and noted some critical areas where modifications 

should be done before being published in your reputed journal. The major corrections are 

mentioned below. 

1. The author has not mentioned the research objectives or questions. 

2. It seems like the researcher has confusion between the research objectives and 

research problems. He /she embedded some areas that should be addressed in 

research questions than a research problem. 

3. The statement of the problem is too narrow. It fails to emphasize the gravity of the 

research. 

4. No literature review. 

5. In the result and discussion section, the author has used the hypothesis. However, 

he/she has failed to mention it in the methodology. 

e.g:- “Since the computed f=10.01 is greater than 1.83 the null hypothesis can be 

rejected”. 

6. The researcher has used both inferential statistics and Anova. But in the study 

design, he/she has only mentioned the descriptive statistics. 

7. The flow of the result and discussion need to be adjusted with subheadings to grab 

the reader's attention. 

8. No references were given to the previous research in the findings. 

9. The author should avoid the excessive use of words. 

e.g:-in the conclusion section, he/she has repetitively used the word "This 

implies/implies”. 

10. Several English language errors are observed across the paragraphs and should 

be corrected before publication. 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 

The work here proposed is an interesting topic. The title is suitable and attractive and the 

abstract is sufficient. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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