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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 
results. 01 

• Very interesting and significant research area. 
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major research findings/results. 
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supported by the content. 01 
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Along with the comments given in the relevant parts, please consider the following 
general comments to develop the paper.  
 

• Very interesting and significant research area. 
• Abstract should include the methodology, objectives in brief. And also the 

major research findings. 
• Introduction - Give more appropriate references to the topic and based on 

those write a concrete introduction rather than just a long simple 
introduction.  

• Even though, there are some empirical evidences which are relevant to the 
topic, these should be included at the appropriate places in justifying certain 
statements. Moreover, better to highlight the area of study, and finally state 
what this study is focused on.  

• Problem statement - problem statement should show the identified gap/s, 
giving a sound justification on how the gap/s were identified. (This part has 
been ignored). 

• Research objectives - Better to state the objectives separately or under the 
introduction and background of the study.  

• Methodology – This section is little confusing. Please explain precisely the 
data (literature) collection and analytical techniques employed. 

• Discussion – Discuss your findings giving respective empirical evidences to 
justify the results. (Even though this part is most important in a research paper, 
very small attention has been given in this paper) 

• Conclusion - State whether your objectives have been meat specifically. 
(There is no conclusion in this paper). 

• Future research suggestions are at a satisfactory level. 
• References provided are too long and some are inappropriate. Please refer 

most relevant literature.  
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