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The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

The title is clear and sufficient for the content of the article. 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 

The abstract clearly presented objects, methods, and results. However, the symbol '&' 

should be changed to the word 'and' for uniformity in the article's citation style. 

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

There are no spelling mistakes but a few grammatical checks must be done. 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

The methods are explained in a concise way which is really great to catch the 

attention of readers. However, the unit of measurement of the variables is missing. 

The numbering of the equations should just follow the order 1,2,3 etc. and not 3.1, 

3.2. as the authors numbered in the article. 

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

The body of the paper is clear but contains some errors. 

1) The authors should stick to one citation style because at some point they used the 

symbol '&' and the word 'and' mixed together in the paper. 

2) The numbering of the section or chapter should be consistent because there are no 

section numbers for methods and introduction. The authors should check the 

numbering of their sections.  

3) The results must be given a section and should not be part of the methods. 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

The conclusion is accurate and supports the content of the paper. However, the 

limitations and policy implications are missing because there are no sections given. 

Hence, they should be in a paragraph under the conclusion. 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

The references are adequate 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 
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Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the BODY of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Overall Recommendation!!! 

Accepted, minor revision needed 

  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

It would be great if the figures in the serial correlation table were reduced to three 

decimal places. 

------------------------------------------------------ 

 

 

 

 

 


