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The abstract does present the objects and goals of the paper. It also presents the
results but little about the methods. The abstract needs some rewriting for there are
some repetitions and language related problems.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 1




mistakes in this article.

The paper needs to be proofread.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

The titles of the sections do not match their content. The study methods cannot be
clearly pinpointed with the current structure of the paper.

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 3
errors.

The body of the paper is fairly clear, despite the flawed English.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 3
supported by the content.

The summary is fine. The conclusions fall too short and need to be expanded. There
is the additional problem that the section “Conclusion” is actually not a conclusion
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of sentiment analysis in the last years. This could be reflected in the references
section.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed

Return for major revision and resubmission X

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

The submission is interesting especially because it deals with a language, Bahasa
Indonesia, that has not attracted much interest in the research community despite
being spoken by over a hundred of millions of persons.

The paper is easy to follow, but it needs a major language improvement. The structure
of the paper also needs to be updated for the current structure does not really reflect
the content. Other said, the titles of the sections seem to be wrong. While the paper
can still be read and understood the level of the English does not warrant publication
as it is right now. I strongly suggest the authors to have the paper proofread, ideally
by a native English speaker and then resubmit.

The section with title “Method” reports on the data preprocessing. The title is not
correct and should be changed correspondingly. In this very same section regarding,
either a graphical representation of the process or an explanatory example with a few
sentences going though the phases described could have been very helpful. The
authors write that they eliminate words whose length is less than 3 characters. They




may want to explain why. Is not there really any 2 or 3 word in Bahasa Indonesia that
can be relevant for sentiment analysis? In English, removing all words of 2 or 3 letters
would result in removing words like ape, sad, mad, bad, ok, among others, that in fact
could provide some useful information for sentiment analysis. The authors further
state that their second preprocessing stage is word normalization, to replace typos,
misspelled words and slang language. The authors could provide more information
about this process since it requires to first detect misspelled words, typos and slang.
For instance, how is slang detected?

The section titles “Result and Discussion” does not really report on the results. It
rather reports on the process of getting data and also about further preprocessing.
There are some paragraphs in that section that are too technical such as when the
authors refers to things like “.. function delete data_baca (tweet) ..” That high level
of details to refer to a certain specific method call that probably is part of the Twitter
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because it presents the results of the analysis of the data that was collected and
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