20 RESPONSE TO REVIEWERS

1. The summary had been rewritten to answer the research question and title of the research.

2. All comments of the reviewers, especially with regards to technical details had been addressed as per the attached document, and I hope that it meets the expectations.

3. The literature survey had been extended and rewritten in order to provide better scientific logic and explanation of the research in question.

4. The research question and methods had been elaborated to provide more clarity on the problem.

5. I must apologise for the reviewers perception of sloppy work and arrogance. This article, if accepted, would be my second to be published, so it is the case that I am fairly inexperienced as rightfully realised by the reviewers. The detailed comments however gave me very good insight into the finer requirements of such a research, for which I want to thank them. I can assure them that the paper was not offered to any other journal prior to submitting to SAJEMS. It was an oversight from my part to meet the Journal's own technical aspects. I can however admit that the paper was presented at the ERES doctoral session in 2010, but was not published anywhere else. The wrong technical finishing was due to the paper being based on technical requirements of the ERES conference, although the paper was not presented in the main conference proceedings. As the paper currently stands, after revisions, I believe it is substantially different and of higher quality than the paper delivered at the ERES doctoral session.

 

I also attach the consolidated reviewers report for reference purposes, which I hope together with the above explanations and attached changes document provide sufficient detail for final review.

 

