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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 manuscript has grammatical and spelling errors and authors 
need to review the manuscript for this weakness.  
2. Abstract needs to be reframed to cater to what is being done, why 
it  is being done and how it is being done.  
3. Theory building needs to go from argument to conclusion. The 
authors writing style goes from conclusion to argument and 
therefore, to rebuilding of the manuscript is weak. Furthermore, 
argumentative approach of the authors to words the paper is very 
weak.  
4. Usually manuscripts are written in third person and a reference to 
us and we are not accepted. The authors need to reframe the 
manuscript to remove all reference to we and us.  
5. line 53 to 55 ... I could not understand the role of the statement in 
the argument which is centrally stating that young people are 
majority online shoppers.  
6. The authors have not argued why they are using attitude towards 
online shopping and purchase behavior interchangeably. The two 
concepts are quite different.  
7. The manuscripts are written in past tense and therefore authors 
need to reframe the manuscript in past tense. the tense in the 
manuscript keep changing.  
8. The authors have not mentioned as to why TNB residential hall 
was selected? is it the only hall? If not then why was it selected and 
how? if it is only hall then wasn’t other means of interviewing 
explored?  Random sampling also requires details in terms of how 
randomization was ensured. The authors need to mention how 262 
students was selected out of 757.  
9. The authors are more into teaching and not discussing their 
results.  
10. why is the female population in this hall higher? is this 
representative of the national trend? or is it representative of the 
target population? else it could be a sampling error.  
11.  the results are missing interpretation. authors mention the 
allowance in line 162-165... but fail to mention what is the 
importance? what does it mean? it seems majority 60% plus 
respondents were between RM0 to RM200. makes me question are 
they right online shopping segment? authors need to argue this 
aspect?  
12. reliability should always be calculated of dimensions of a 
construct. why would you do factor analysis if it was single 
dimensions construct? Alpha of .912 is also not right because it 
means all items are showing same thing. NO use of having multi 
item construct then. why would you calculate reliability of dependent 
and independent scale together? that is methodologically wrong.  
13. the sample size is varying in the manuscript between 262 to 265.. 
what is it.  
14. Factor analysis is never applied on dependent and independent 
variables together.  
15. the choice of methodology is such that it cannot fulfill the 

 
1. Mentioned concerned has been addressed. 
2. Abstract already amended.  
 
4. The reference of ‘we’ and ‘us’ already replaced. 
 
5. This study investigating the behavior towards online shopping of 
undergraduate students, which fall in the category of young people.  
 
6. The concerned has been addressed. 
 
7. Amendment done. The usage of tense already consistent.  
 
8. The justification about TNB residential hall already included. 
 
10. Justification done. 
 
11. These lines explaining about monthly allowance from the students’ 
parents. This is one of sources of money for the students to buy their 
needs.  
 
12. In this study, firstly overall alpha was calculated. Then, after the 
factors were identified, the alpha values for each factor were 
calculated. 
 
13. The sample size corrected. 
 
15. Factor analysis (the method used in this study) is suitable to 
answer the objective. The objective of this study is to identify factors 
and this objective was achieved by using factor analysis. 
 
16. The conclusion explaining the factors identified and the impact of 
those factors. 
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objective. it is not clear what the authors are trying to achieve? 
factor analysis is a dimension reduction technique. The authors are 
not talking about cross loadings or problematic items. In my 
experience. such a clean loading factor analysis is rarely possible.  
16. The authors need to argue the use of methodology. The 
conclusion section gives certain conclusions which cannot be 
drawn from factor analysis. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
 
Conceptually and methodologically wrong. Very weak theory building, 
grammatical errors, conclusions do not flow from the analysis 

 

 
 
 
PART  2:  
 

 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) 
 
 

 
 

 


