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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The study investigates key issues affecting Malaysia’s perceived competitiveness in attracting international students. A pragmatic model focused on international student satisfaction, cultural diversity, perceived quality, safety + security, and affordability. A quantitative research approach employed a questionnaire that was distributed to 150 international students who study at private universities in Malaysia. Stratified sampling ensured representation across nationalities, academic courses and study levels. SEM analyses proved reliability and validity.  This was useful data to plan a recruitment drive. 
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4   Yes, it clearly outlines the report’s intentions.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 4 The abstract was logical and comprehensive to detail the study aim, methods to collect data and the results obtained.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Key words indicated the study and the model used to collect data.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 The background was comprehensive regarding literature that sought to examine the topic. The issue of satisfaction may need discussion as the World Bank Studies indicate the dislocation of education and workplace needs.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Yes,  and shows a business model orientation.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 The literature review quotes from a range of literature which relates to the pragmatic model employed. It does not widen to consider issues in higher education regarding suitability for employment. It would have been interesting to discover whether courses prepared students adequately for life bearing in mind the literature that questions this (e.g. World Bank Studies). The debate about traditional versus practitioner research degrees is an example.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Yes, although there are considerable limitations regarding online surveys and Likert Scale measurement which could be presented. General limitations were discussed. It would be useful to have some examples from the questionnaire to judge the suitability of questions in relation to answers. No detailed information on how the data was collected was made available. 
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 No - not discussed and should be addressed.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	    3 The results are clear, but discussion limited. It would be interesting to know the range of international students. Some case examples could enliven the data.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Tables were clear.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	  3 The discussion was brief and indicated findings were in line with other studies on the subject. There were no detailed considerations of how results could be employed. 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Conclusions were supported by data but there was no expansion of recommendations that might be made from the study other than to better inform the marketing strategy.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Yes, limitations are discussed but in general and not specific to the questionnaire and Likert measurement which is reported to have bias.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3 References are relevant, but it could be useful to broaden the scope of these.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5 The manuscript is clear and easy to read.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, and indicated the rationale for the study to aid the marketing strategy of universities.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract detailed the study, methods for data collection and overall result. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 


If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	        Yes, the manuscript was appropriate for the content presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	       The references were relevant to support the study evidence but did not consider the broader issues about higher education which would be worth a mention – such as the dislocation of education goals with workplace needs. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	    No real ethical issues evident but they were not discussed.
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