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SUMMARY: 

 

Congratulations! Your paper is accepted, there are no major weaknesses that would generate 
declining the paper. A few suggestions for small revisions are made below. 

 

STRENGTHES: 

 

The method used to analyze the data (SEM). 

 

MINOR WEAKNESSES AND SUGGESTIONS: 

 

The measurement instrument is not described in detail. 

The sample size is only 100 and it might be too small. Even if SEM techniques can be applied to 

smaller samples in comparison with other methods, the number of research parameters might imply 

a bigger sample. Hair et al. (2010) suggest a number of 15 responses for each parameter estimated in 

the model for data with normality issues. Since authors do not address the topic of normality of data, 

I cannot say exactly if the sample is too small or not. 

I do not think that the paper needs professional editing, but there are some mistakes throughout the 

text that need to be corrected. 
Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J., Anderson, R.E. & Tatham, R.L., 2010. Multivariate data 

analysis (7th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall. 

 

Suggestions:  

 Authors should, at least, mention the content of all items in the methodology section. An 

appendix in which the items are described, accompanied by the coding and relevant citations, 
might be a solution. 

 In addition, a small section discussing the normality of the data would add value to the paper. 

 The thresholds used in the paper should be accompanied by a relevant citation (e.g. for factor 
loadings, AVE etc.). 
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