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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

No major revision comment 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. The sentence in line 107-108 is grammatically incorrect or something is missing, particularly 
in statement “was relatively was”.  
2. “Table 5” in lines 174, 195, 205 and 222 should be “Table 4”.   
3. Recheck the Spearman’s correlation coefficient of 1.36 (Education) in Table 5 since the 
coefficient is just between -1 and 1. In addition, the coefficient is usually written without “0” 
before the decimal point (i.e., -.048, .052, .241, .399, and .358). There is also a need for further 
explanation on the use of Spearman’s correlation for the relationship between satisfaction and 
sex, which is a nominal or categorical variable.  
4. Reference No. 19 (line 348) was not cited in the text and therefore should be removed from 
the reference list. (Or check if the citation in line 272 is really “[18]” or should be “[19]”.)  
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