	REVIEWER A’s  COMMENTS
	AUTHORS’ RESPONSE

	A path diagram of the conceptual model showing the proposed relationships and numbered by proposition could be helpful to provide a visual explanation of the objectives of the study.
	The path diagram has now been inserted into the paper.

	Firstly, it is suggested in the reliability analysis that this analysis “validate the use of the research instruments”. However, there are substantial differences between reliability and validity, and acceptable reliability does not imply that the instrument is valid.
	This has been addressed and re-phrased on page 14.

	I do not suggest that it is necessary for the researchers to address all the validity issues – since it seems that most of the scales were developed in other studies. However, I suggest that at least dimensionality and face validity could be addressed in this paper.
	Dimensionality and face validity has been addressed in the paper and a section is now added in pages 14-15.

	Thirdly, the factor analyses suggested that the OCLIMAR scale has three dimensions, and that the PGSQUAL has two dimensions, yet, in the SEM model it seems that they were used as uni-dimensional measures. It is not clear whether the authors only used the first factors, or whether they combined all the items as summated scales. The procedure used should be more clearly explained and justified. It is confusing that the reliability analyses address all the items in Table 1, then the factor reliabilities are reported by factor in Tables 2 and 3. The researchers should at least specify whether they used principal component factor analysis or principal axis factoring, and whether they used factor rotation (I suspect) varimax rotation was used. References should be provided to justify the choice of methods.
	The scales were combined and the average of the scales were taken as uni-dimensional variables. This is made mention of in the paper. It is a common practice in Factor analysis to work out the internal consistency of the factors so this we feel should remain. It was already specified in the paper in Page 14 that principal component factor analysis was used with varimax rotation.

	Fourthly, the SEM model seems flawed. My interpretation of Table 4 suggests that (possibly for the purposes of model identification) that the path from PG Research Climate to PG Service Satisfaction is constrained to 1. This constraint suggests that PG Research Climate is equated with PG Service Satisfaction – and this does not make sense at all. The relationship is addressed in P6, and therefore the parameter should be freely estimated. Such a mis-specification in one part of the model could result in invalid parameter estimates, which has serious implications for the conclusions derived from the study. Another aspect that is not clear from the SEM model is the following: there are five concepts in the model, and this equates to 10 unknown covariances. In a model that postulates 10 relationships between the constructs, not much is gained in terms of model parsimony when the model also suggests 10 relationships. The good fit that was achieved may be misguided, if the constraint (P6) mentioned earlier is released – I suspect that perfect fit will be achieved – due to the fact that there are no degrees of freedom in the model. 
I suggest that the authors rather use multiple regression (or stepwise regression) in their analyses – the key outcome variable is uni-dimensional, and the relative weights of the standardised regression estimates could serve the objectives of the study.  If the researchers choose to use SEM, the rationale for the inclusion of mediating variables should be provided, and alternative measures of fit should also be provided such as GFI, IFI, TLI, RMSEA – all these are standard output produced by AMOS.
	A brief description of the data manipulation is given in the paper delineating that uni-dimensional variables were used. The model was re-fitted as a SEM model using AMOS and the hypothesized model did not fit the sample data well. Another SEM model was fitted using AMOS as an adequate model representation of the sample data. Various goodness of fit statistics were reported and interpreted. The rationale for the SEM model was given.
Further to this multiple regression models were also fitted as an alternative approach and the results were interpreted. Diagnostics were also carried out on these models. The results are included as Appendix C. This inclusion does increase the length of the paper.

	The sample size achieved is another limiting factor that should be addressed when the limitations of the study
are discussed.
	The sample size has now been addressed as limitation of the paper in the Concluding Remarks, Limitations of the Study and Recommendations for Future Research section of the paper.




