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Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with an explanation 
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Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) I suggest the title to be: 

 

Advanced Managerial Accounting Techniques and Decision Support System: An Empirical 

Analysis of Small and Medium Enterprises in Jordan 

 

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

(An explanationis recommendable) 

 

Abstract is generally okay. 

 

3. There are grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.  4 

(a brief explanationis recommendable) 



No notable grammatical and spelling errors in the document  

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

(An explanationis recommendable) 

The methodology is well presented. However, the researchers need to put paragraphs  

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

(An explanationis recommendable) 

Avoid use of bullets in the introduction but use pros instead. Some of the citations in the body 
do not follow the APA style. In the section of results, the researchers need to interpret their 
results based on t- tests or p-values and should inform the reader the desired level of 
confidence used. They should also discuss their results briefly in comparison with relevant 
cited literature. 

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

4 

(An explanationis recommendable) 

This section is generally okay  

7. The references are comprehensive and according to the APA 
citation style. 

(All the sources in the list of references are cited in the content and vice 
versa) 

4 

(abrief explanationis recommendable) 

Ensure that all references cited in the document are listed in the section of list of references  
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Accepted, minor revisions needed X 

Return for major revision and resubmission  

Reject  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

 

Incorporate the comments mentioned above  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

Give proper guidelines to the researchers on the outline of the article stipulating clearly 

the sections expected. 

 



 

 


