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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 
 

The research objectives need to be revised to keep the consistency with the results 
of the research, namely: 

a. To analyse relationship of the selected variables with the adoption of 
recommended dosages of fertilizers and innovations 

b. Reviewing the terms “farmer’s attitude” is it appropriate for grouping farmers as 
adopters?  (should it “ classification of farmers as adopters of innovation”) 

 
Recommended fertilizer dosages and cultivated plants should be presented in Introduction. 
 
Rogers’s theory (1961) mentions the categories of adopters are innovators, early 
adopters,early majority, late majority, and laggards, considering the time of adoption. Is the 
formula for measuring the ther members. What is the formula for measuring the extent of 
adoption only considers the land area of the use of recommended dosages of fertilizers? 
The time when farmers adopt it should also be considered 
 
The discussion of why the results of the study in subchapter 3.2, 3.3., and 3.4. were 
obtained need to be added. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Line 21, is written (966.7%), is it right? 
Re-check typo, for example typo the name of the author referenced in the bibliography 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Line 112 and 113 are added units. (Why in decimal, better explain clearly) 
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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) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Tinjung Mary Prihtanti  
Department, University & Country Universitas Kristen Satya Wacana, Indonesia 

 
 


