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

the article. 
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The title of the paper is clear, contains keywords, and represents what we will find 

throughout the article. It helps to classify the work and helps us to understand what 

will be its content, which is based on monitoring companies' sustainability with 

fundamental-based volatility measures. 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 

results. 
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The abstract, in general, is understandable since it presents what the article will 

contain in the first sentence without giving more details. Through one sentence the 

author makes clear the main objective of the work and also gives the conclusions to 

the hypotheses raised to answer the main doubts about the instability of the 

financial statement items. 

The study methods are not defined in the abstract; they are detailed in the article’s 

third point after the introduction. 

The article structure consists of an Abstract (1 page), Introduction (2 pages), 

Methodology, and Literature review (16 pages) containing the following points of 

discussion: 3.1. Hypothesis Development; 3.1. Define the volatility metrics; 3.2. A 

test for the relationship between earning volatility and assets volatility; 3.3. A PCA 

logistic regression to study how the interaction of assets and earnings volatility 

impact companies’ delisting; 3.3.1. Develop the Conceptual Factors with Principal 

Component Analysis; 3.3.2. The result of the PCA Logistic Regression; 3.3.3. A 

Discussion of the Analytics Result, Conclusion (1 page), and Bibliography (3 

pages). As the abstract summarizes the article’s main points, the methods and 

materials should be briefly reflected in the abstract as they form one of the pillars 

of the paper. 

In the abstract, a part of the conclusions is also included in its third paragraph. 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
4 

The format of the writing is according to the standards and is generally correct. The 

article is not written in a simple language, therefore as such it is understandable 

only to a certain range of readers who have basic knowledge of the field of finance 

and accounting. Some paragraphs need to be revised to make them more 

meaningful, but in general, this does not damage the structure of the article. 
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

The research methods that were used to create the article are explained in a 

paragraph dedicated to it. The methodological base of the study is documentary, 

analysis, synthesis, induction and deduction, statistical, and qualitative research 

methods. A good part of the work and conclusions are included in the explanation 

of the methodology. The structure of the article would be clearer for the reader if it 

were presented as the development of the paper, as concrete examples, tests made 

by the author, and results obtained from this study are included. 

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



The results of the work are clear and well-placed in the article's structure. At the 

end of the review of the article, there are no disturbing errors that could affect the 

proper delivery of the material to the reader. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
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The conclusions of the paper are in coherence with its entire development. They 

come as a result of the study based on concrete hypotheses and analyses, with 

examples of data that serve to derive qualitative results. The author also, at the end 

of this article, presents the new variants that should be considered in the future and 

also gives relevant recommendations regarding the studied situation. The whole 

text generally has a logical connection, which above all is based on the tests carried 

out through the data presented throughout the paper. 
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References are comprehensive and cited in the article. They are lined up on 3 pages 

at the end of the article and include all the texts that the author has referred to in 

order to develop his work, thus being an easily verifiable tool for the sources that 
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In general, the article is well-developed. The author relies on some very effective 

methods to draw the conclusions of this paper. Hypotheses and data processing that 

have helped in obtaining the results have also been used quite well. The author has 

brought the results of this work in the form of recommendations for what the abnormal 

fluctuation of long-term assets signals the risk that companies use accounting-generated 

earning management to manipulate earnings. This breakdown works because 

manipulated earnings must be reversed in future years.  

Suggestion for the author: kindly take into consideration the development of the work, 

separating from the methodology the results of the tests and hypotheses and developing 

them as the basic part of the structure of this work. 
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