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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
1. Introduction 
2. Literature Review 
3. Discussion 
4. Conclusion 

 
1. Author need to justify the study based on previous empirical evidences by 
identifying gaps and areas of improvement in the area. The rationale of the study 
also need to be stated in the last paragraph of the introduction before the scheme of 
sections. 
2. Author should avoid detailed literature review in an empirical work, concise 
empirical review can be condensed in the introduction which can be used to identify 
gaps in the literature and areas that make the study unique or different from 
previous studies. 
3. While discussing the relationship and findings, author need to explain logically 
the implications of the findings in relation to the concerned economy. 
4. Author is expected to present a brief background, key findings and their 
implications, and suggestions in the conclusion section. 
 
Author need to justify the methods used based on empirical evidences and 
references from previous studies where applicable. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Title 
2. References 
3. Typos 

 
1. Author may consider restructuring the title to draw the attention of the reader. As 
it is now, there is no logical connection between the words. 
2. Author should revisit the reference section and include the missing references 
like Hotelling (1936), and page no. Is missing for some references. Also, the 
structure of some reference need to be changed. 
3. Author should spare time to revisit the whole paper in order to avoid unnecessary 
typos and improve the quality of the paper  
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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