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Compulsory REVISION comments

REPORT

1. The title of the article is very broad and does not give a clear idea on the content of
the paper.

2. The paper contains lots of syntactical and grammatical errors. The grammatical
mistakes through the texts should also be improved with proofreading.

3. “According to a survey conducted in 2009 on labour turnover....” Do you have
current or up to date statistics on that?

4. Reference section and references should be reviewed. There are some references
within the text, on the other hand, they are not included in references section
(Ivancevich, 2004). At the same time, please list the resources in alphabetical
order.

5. “..A survey conducted in insttution revealed that, twenty three (23) staff members
have left the university between 2008 and 2011...” Is this a big problem when
compered to other countries and/or other universities?

6. “...88 percent of the respondents were males and 22 percent were females”. When
you add them, it makes 110%.

7. The paper is not comprehensive in terms of explaining the methodology. Details
on the full process should be explained in detail. | haven't seen the questionnaire.
How did you develop the questionnaire?

8. “....The research hypotheses are tested by assessing..... Where are your
hypotheses?
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