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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

The authors would have to update the manuscript with adequate relevant
literature to enrich the background to the study. As it stands now, the paper
lacks relevant supporting literature review.

It is recommended that the paper be submitted for professional English
editing and proofreading service.

It is important for the authors to clarify why they adopted the methodology
they have chosen for the work.

On line 108, the author(s) posed the question “What is the Hubbert function
and how is it different from the conventional growth function?” The question
is however not answered effectively in the work. It is suggested that the
appropriate answer be provided for the question.

The manuscript refers to Korea but does not specify which of them. The
author(s) should clarify whether it is North or South (or perhaps both).

A study of this nature would normally require the generation of a hypothesis
and a null hypothesis which would in the end be confirmed or rejected. The
paper however does not follow such a trend. Even though in some cases
research questions may replace a hypothesis, the paper also lacks in this
regard. It therefore quite difficult to understand how the author(s) arrived at
certain conclusions. It is recommended that the author(s) will do well to fill
this seemingly missing gap within the work.

English editing and proofreading have been done

Authors very much appreciate the comments of the reviewers. We tried to
improve the quality of the manuscript based on the thoughtful comments
raised by the reviewers.

Minor REVISION comments

The author(s) do not establish clearly the relations between Japan’s declining
population to those listed below; China, India, US, etc. If the intention is to draw a
comparison between Japan’s population and the others, then the study should
make it clear by making proper comparison and outline the implications the former
has or would have on the latter.

A number of phrases and terms have been put into quotation marks without
corresponding references. If these are not meant to be inverted commas, then their
usage should be minimised as much as possible, especially when they are used
with phrases.

Optional/General comments

The paper promises an interesting discussion. If the author(s) would undertake the
necessary corrections, it promises to be an insightful paper.
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