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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 3

Yes. Probably here, | would encourage you to mention the method employed in
doing the analysis.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 4
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No. The paper is well-written.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

The methodology needs more and more elements. | explain after this table what
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Dear Author,
Below are some constructive suggestions to strengthen your research paper.

Introduction

This part is interest and well-written. However, | would encourage you to mention
better why it is relevant, and a study like this is needed. Is there some evidence of the
increase in whistleblowing in Turkey? Please, you can also cite practitioners sources.
Finally, the last part of the section should include a map of the paper.

Literature review

I would encourage you to create a new section named “Literature Review”. It should
include the sub-paragraphs “Whistleblowing”, “The ways of ...”, and the other but
considering the theoretical background. Additionally, considering the quantitative



nature of the paper, you should derive your hypothesis after the literature review
section. | enclose a possible example: https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2161

Methodology

This section should be enriched with more elements. You can find an example in the
previous paper reported. In general, you should motivate better why gather your data
from that case study ... automotive in Bursa ... Then, considering the questionnaire.
How do you create it? From the literature review? Or it is a protocol already created by
others? Is it with open or closed questions? Is it a structured interview or a semi-
structured one? What kind of statistics do you implement with your data, and why do
you consider them?

Therefore, | would encourage more and more elements to ensure that future readers can
understand the point of your research and the methodological tools.

Results
Interest and relevant.

Conclusion

In this part, | would encourage you to discuss your results considering the previous
literature you analysed. Therefore, for each result, you should discuss it with previous
papers published. Finally, | would encourage adding:

1. Limitations of your study;
2. Future research perspectives for your colleagues.
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Dear Editor-in-Chief,

Thank you for selecting me as a reviewer. The paper is interesting. However, | believe
that before the publication, the author should implement significant revisions.

Here, | enclosed some specific and general suggestions. | believe that the methodology
and conclusion section should be strengthened more.
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The Reviewer
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