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the article. 2
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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 3

The value should outline how this exploration is actually and practically
encouraging further researches. It is not clear the practical or industrial value.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 4
mistakes in this article.
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3
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that is unsupported, hence very questionable. The bibliography and citations are
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5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. 1
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consequence. Any application result vague. limitations are in the wrong place, they
should have a place in the next paragraph.
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. 3

The title is clear and reflects the essence of the paper.




2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 4

The abstract is well structured. It clearly presents the purpose, methodology
adopted and findings of the research.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 3

The body of the paper is well structured. However, there are some grammatical
errors that needs to be corrected starting from the introduction.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

The study methodology was well explained

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4

The results are clear and easy to understand.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. 4

The conclusions and recommendations are supported by the findings of the
research.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 1

The reference style needs to be consistent. Your in-text and your reference list
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should be APA style all the way.
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of the paper. Also, there are articles cited in the body of the article but not on the
reference list.
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. °




The current title for this paper is fine.

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

The abstract for this paper is good. The structure of the abstract is logical

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 3

Yes there are grammatical errors in the paper. From what I can see, there are no
spelling mistakes in the paper. Do not use contractions in scholarly writing. Also
for the citations in the paper, there should be a comma after the surname, not a
period. Some of the citations did not have any punctuation. Here are more specific
comments:

e On page 2, Already more over-65s there are in Asia than people in the USA.
Should be rewritten as Already more over-65s in Asia than people in the
United States.

e Under subsection 1.4, after OECD should be the year in parentheses and
remove about 35 years ago.

e Remove James from the citation (Utterback, James, 1971)

e Inthe last paragraph of subsection 1.4, take out the word crisis

o etalnotetAl

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

In the first sentence of the paper, factors of production are land, labor, and
capital. What about entrepreneurial methods?

Under subsection 1.2, there are five factors of production listed wouldn’t
innovation and entrepreneurship be considered as one factor of production?

The study methods in this paper is explained clearly. Instead of doing a regression,
would it be better just to calculate the correlations?

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4

The empirical results seem plausible for each of the cases presented in this paper.
Here are some specific comments on the empirical results:

o Security level should be replaced with significance level.

e Make sure that the 0 and 1 in the null and alternative hypotheses are
subscripted

o Are the standard errors in the regressions results robust standard errors?

e Ineach of the tables, there is a duplication of the Lower 95% and Upper
95%. Remove the duplicated items.

e What does the coefficient mean in each of the tables? Wouldn’t these
coefficients be the values of the correlation coefficient?

e Under the Innv. Index, the .7965% should be rewritten as 79.65%

e Under the Creativity Index table, 0.58% should be rewritten as 58.0%




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

4

avenues for future research?

The conclusions are presented well and summarized this research. What are some

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.

The references are comprehensive and appropriate for this paper.
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