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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
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article.  4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
Paper is good and relevant in contributing to knowledge in strategic management. Authors can 
improve its quality by: 

• enhancing organization and structure so that ideas flow more logically. All Subtopics should be 
clear and numbered. Hypotheses can be presented after literature review. Authors should 
consider including the conceptual framework to accompany the hypotheses. In the 
methodology section, include a section for data analysis and present the empirical model under 
the section. Merge the tables presenting the regression results. 

• strengthen the problem statement by highlighting the theoretical gap 
• enhancing the literature review by anchoring the discussions on the relevant set of theories that 

underpin the phenomenon being investigated. 
• strengthening the discussion on the findings by highlighting the theoretical implications of the 

current findings. 
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