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Yang Terhormat Penilai Usulan PAK 

Dengan hormat,  

Bersama ini, saya sampaikan proses korespondensi artikel ilmiah yang berjudul Motivational Factors 

of Collaborative Consumption in The Era of Sharing Economy yang diterbitkan pada Gadjah Mada 

International Journal of  Business  Vol. 20, No. 3 (September-Desember 2018): 331-353. Jurnal  

tersebut merupakan jurnal bereputasi internasional terindeks Scopus Q3 dengan SJR 0,28 dengan 

ISSN: PRINT 1411-1128. 

Bukti korespondensi juga dilampirkan dan diharapkan bisa menjadi bahan pertimbangan sebagai 

syarat khusus untuk kenaikan jabatan akademik dari Lektor Kepala menjadi Guru Besar.  

 

Jakarta, 26 Maret 2024 

Hormat saya 

 

 

Dr. Iin Mayasari, SIP, SPd, MM, MSi, 
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Tautan SJR Jurnal yang Diajukan 

https://www.scimagojr.com/journalsearch.php?q=19900192318&tip=sid&exact=no 

 

Gambar 1. Bukti SJR Jurnal yang Diajukan 

 

 
 
 

Tabel 1. Kronologi Korespondensi Artikel di Jurnal Internasional Bereputasi 

No Aktivitas Tanggal 

1.  Submit Artikel melalui OJS-Gama IJB 17 Juli 2017 

2.  Notifikasi email   terkait proses dari editor dan  
reviewer dengan keputusan diterima serta 
diminta untuk memperbaiki naskah.   

12 November 2018 

3.  Notifikasi email terkait review dari reviewer 
lain  masih untuk review yang pertama. 

12 November 2018 

4.  Menerima email terkait proof read. 20 Desember 2018 

5.  Menerima surat untuk  menyiapkan draft 
publikasi.  

31 Desember 2018 
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1. Submit Artikel 

 

 

 

 

2. Notifikasi Email   Terkait Proses Dari Editor  

 

Pada 12 November 2018 terdapat email dari Editor yang memberitahukan adanya revisi paper.  
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Tabel 2.  Review  Pertama 

 Comment Author  Amendment 

Reviewer  1. This paper can show good items 
for quantitative research like p.22. 
can provide by prior research, 
reality, proposition, and hearing.  
Because general. so this paper can 
be used not only for marketing and 
consumer behavior but also can be 
used as a reference. 
2. The title is good because using 
explicit mode, it's interest 
3. For aim is still not complete, the 
approach of this study using 
technology (economic era sharing 
media and TAM Theory). I 
recommend adding more sentence 
like "by technology or online 
marketplace or online media 
platform perspective"  
4. Keyword is okay 
5. JEL Code can add code "M0" 
besides M310 because this paper is 
general consumer behavior and not 
pure marketing 
6. For the sample, can accept for 
riding category, but for making, a 
justification based user who only 
uses 2-3 times the platform. We will 
get a different answer by the user 
who uses more than 5 times facility. 
because  the quantity of facility 
usage will affect the user perception 
7. Please re-check about spelling, 
Punctuation, and very important 
about "Space" 
8. Please re-check the green 
Highlights its mean about 
punctuation, spelling grammar, and 
space and about blue highlights like 
p.22 "Social Connection and have 
new friends" Reviewer can accept 
the social connection but for making 
new friends. It's not wise to put this 
for a statement. Grab, Go-Jek, 
Airbnb, Bukalapak or OLX it is true 
can create a new relationship, but 
limited just for user and service 
providers. And become a ride-

Yes I have already revised ont he draft.  
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sharing community. But for making 
new friends, the probability is less. 
It's my reason to say why sentence 
about "Making new friends" is not 
wise. This needs more discuss 
This paper doesn't only intersect on 
Consumer Culture Theory (CCT) 
but also Technology Acceptance 
Model Theory (TAM). The authors 
can sharpen his discussion. I 
recommend TAM and CCT because 
approach this paper use online 
media platform and technology. 

Board Of 
Editors 

In discussion, please separate, 
arguments of participant and prior/ 
relate theories 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Notifikasi Email terkait Reviewer Lain 
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Tabel 3. Review Tambahan 

No Reviewer 1 The Revised Version with Yellow 
Highligt 

1.  The problem of this topic is not clear in 
Introduction Section. The author should 
describle the new discover in sharing 
economy. 

Page 2 

2.  The case of sample company should give 
a brief introduction. 

Page 11 

3.  The author select five motivational factors 
of collaborative. Four from literature, the 
other of personal value didn't discuss the 
background of using. 

Page 8 

4.  The 24 respondents should emphysis the 
important in that fields. 

Page 9 

5.  How about the contributions of this 
research, the author should give a brief 
discussion. 

Page 6 

6.  The methodology may can consider 
others, such as AHP that can derived the 
factor and weight from experts. 

We did not do it. 

7.  The manuscript use too many verb 
"argued" in literature review. You may 
change the verb usage such as 
discussed, offered, mentioned, ...etc. to 
modify the writting skill. 

We have already changed. The total 
number of using argue is only 7 words. It 
is different from the previous draft, 45 
words 

8.  The main problem of this research should 
mention in Introduction. 

Page 2 

9.  The five motivation factors that choose in 
this research should compare other 
researchs in order to indentify the 
influences of this issue. 

Page 5 

10.  The manuscript was selected 24 
respondents to seperate three parts in 
order to discuss the outcome for each 
facor. But, readers may argue the 
representative in each field. 

Page 10 

 Reviewer 2  

1.  This manuscript is interesting and unique 
idea which try to explain. Some 
background related to previous study 
needed. 
 

Page 5 

2.  All of the steps are available and explain 
nicely, though some touch up needed to 
further improvement. 
 

Ok 
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3.  Theoretical aspect the background is 
weak, instruments appropriate, and 
cohesiveness of the study are ok. 
 

Ok 

4.  Need some English grammatical 
improvement 
 

Ok 

5.  This manuscript is interesting, timely and 
unique idea which author try to explain. 
Some background related to previous 
study need to support the argument more 
stronger. Theoretical aspect the 
background is week. Need some English 
grammatical improvement. Overall 
manuscript is recommended for 
publication. 
 

Page 5 

 

 

 

Berikut merupakan contoh revisi berdasarkan masukan,  misalnya problem dalam penelitian.  
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Ini juga contoh revisi berdasarkan masukan dari reviewer untuk memasukan permasalahan dalam 

penelitian.  

 

 

4. Menerima Email Terkait Proof Read 
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Bukti proof read dari reviewer.  
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5. Menerima Surat Untuk Setting Publikasi 

 


