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Questions 
Rating Result 
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Three methods are used in the paper. The imputation by mean and multiple imputation are 
well presented. However, the authors need to better present the NIPALS algorithm which is 
less understandable. 



5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
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Return for major revision and resubmission X 

Reject  
 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
The paper aims at assessing the robustness of the imputation methods. After reading the introduction, it 
remains an issue on motivations of the study. In other word, which problem leads to their research 
question?  
Second, the authors should differentiate between jump and missing data. The difference was presented 
but it should be emphasized because the following sentence of the paper is problematic in the sense 
that a lot of data collected form survey instruments contain logical jump and not only missing at 
random data “Dans le cadre des recherches en Sciences Sociales, nous faisons face le plus souvent à 
des données qui manquent aléatoirement.”. In addition, they should also review the definition of the 
missing at random process. 
Third, the axioms of the authors should be presented in a better way so that they are linked to the 
empirical analysis. The concern is that after reading the axioms, one wonders where do they come 
from and for what purpose are they presented? These axioms are working assumptions of the study and 
should be presented so.  
Fourth, the authors must redo the tables 2, 3, 5, 6, 8 and 9. The tables must be self-explanatory. There 
is a confusion between individuals and variables in these tables. For the message of the paper to be 
clear, we must know the parameter of interest after the imputations (average, standard error, regression 
parameters …). After presenting the parameter of interest, it will be easier to choose the assessment 
method. The main concern is why the authors choose dispersion of the deviation between observed and 
imputed data. The choice is based on a working paper of Niass et al. (2010). I don’t really know how 
far this working paper is influential in the area of missing data analysis. In the area, several articles 
used in and out of sample techniques or simulations (see for example Daniel and Kenward (2012), 
Cramer et al. (2015) and Garg (2013) and the references therein).  



Finally, the analysis is based on six observations and six variables. For a robustness check of the 
methods in statistics, it's light to draw convincing conclusions. The authors must 1) increase the 
sample size for their analysis, 2) choose the appropriate indicator for their analysis and 3) check the 
approach based on real data (DHS data, World Bank data …). 

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 
The topic of the paper is interesting but the analysis is not convincing for drawing the conclusions of 
the paper. The authors should improve the paper in terms of 1) motivation, 2) methodology and 3) 
empirical analysis. 
 

 

 


