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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
This might make an interesting paper one day but it needs revisions before that can 
happen: 
 

- More should be done in the literature review to explain what is known about 
this subject and what is not known and that can, therefore, be addressed by 
the current research. It is not at all clear to me at the moment what new 
knowledge is being sought by the researcher; 

- In the methodology section, there should be a comparison between the 
demographic characteristics of the sample achieved and of the population as 
a whole. The method of questionnaire development and testing should also 
be explained in more detail. 

- A discussion section is required in which the findings are discussed in the 
light of the gaps in knowledge that should have been identified at the 
conclusion of the literature review. This is where the claim for contribution to 
academic knowledge should be made; 

- The conclusion should include the research limitations and suggestions for 
future research. Currently, the recommendations included in this section do 
not appear to be supported by the research and should be delelted if not 
justified. 
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