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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. 5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) The title is clear and accurately reflects the content of the 
paper.  
 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) The abstract is clear and presents a good summary of the 
paper.  
 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  1 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) Grammatical errors, poor sentence construction and 
punctuation issues are detected throughout the paper.  
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) The study methods are insufficiently explained. Greater 



detail and coherence in terms of explaining the survey administration, sampling and statistical 
methods used are needed.  
 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) The flow of the paper is logical and the heading names 
match the content within them. The rating of 3 was given for the grammatical issues, sentence 
construction issues and lack of numbered headings. Additionally, it is very important that the author 
report on the general characteristics of the respondent/firm.  
 

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable) Yes they do, however, where possible conducting tests of 
statistical inference for estimating associations could boost the paper. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable)References are comprehensive and appropriate.  
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

• Overall, the work in the paper is important and contributes to the field, after 

revision of grammatical errors, sentence construction and punctuation; addition of 

a summary of the general characteristics of the respondent/firm, and modification 

of the methodology to make it clearer, the paper should be accepted.  

• Optional: the author could consider conduction statistical tests to better 

understand associations.  
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• Overall, the work in the paper is important and contributes to the field, after 



revision of grammatical errors, sentence construction and punctuation; addition of 

a summary of the general characteristics of the respondent/firm, and modification 

of the methodology to make it clearer, the paper should be accepted.  

 
 

 


