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

the article. 2

The title contains irregularities related to the writing. Sometimes the first letters are
uppercase sometimes some first letters are lowercase. The title must be written in
regular type (lowercase), except for the first letter of the title and the names. The
term "complex” is pejoratively mentioned in the title, it is not conventional, is it a
region? From a locality, from a forest reserve? Example of reformulation of the




subject: "Ethnographic approach to cultural taboos in the Boboamby forest reserve
in the far north of Madagascar".

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 2

The writing process is descriptive. It does not take into account the methodological
and theoretical process of the authors.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 3

The text contains syntactical and grammatical errors. In the introduction the word
"tel" is often misused. Indeed, "such™ agrees in gender and number with the noun
that follows then, "such Baobab" should not be written. As well as many others!
Excessively long sentences interfere with the understanding of the text, for
example: "Most of the studies undertaken in Madagascar...very few investigations
have taken place there (Golden and Comaroff, 2015a; Osterhoudt, 2018)". This
sentence is seven lines in the introduction. There are others in the body of the text.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

The work does not rest on an obvious methodological foundation. The authors do
not stipulate the methodological order used in this work. Is it a qualitative or
quantitative methodology? In addition, the sampling approach is biased. The
authors claim to conduct interviews and interviews. Such a consequence is only the
work of a qualitative approach. Moreover, there is no verbatim justifying the
transcription of the respondents' comments.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3
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must be written above the different representations. Then, sources must appear
below each representation. (Source, our surveys, date...) The discussion is not
linked to a Theoretical framework of analysis. She teaches herself an explanation of
survey data. The discussion is the confrontation of the survey data in order to bring
out the underlying interpretations with the theoretical lighting. The
acknowledgment section should be removed from the body of the text. It does not
correspond to this type of exercise. It is imperative to replace it with the

conclusion.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
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supported by the content.
The work has no conclusions.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3
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well as the tabulation. This type of inaccuracy is often linked to copying and
pasting texts. The bibliography is abundant and does not exhaustively reflect the
references of the text.
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Le titre est clair

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
results.
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Le résumé ne présente pas clairement les outils et les résultats, et n’a pas pris
en compte les objectifs

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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5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
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supported by the content.
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1l permet de comprendre les valeurs culturelles d 'une communauté, y compris les
strategies endogenes initiées par ces communautés afin de preserver leur
environnement

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 3

Le résume est explicite mais ne met pas en évidence l’objectif de [’étude et la
question a laquelle elle répond. Les méthodes et les résultats ne sont pas
clairement présentés

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