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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. The Paper is poorly organised. It is written in the shape of a thesis. The author need to restructure the 
entire paper. Most of the sub headings are unnecessary. For example there should be one heading of 
Introduction the sub headings of  
1.1 Background of the Study 
1.2 Statement of the Problem 
1.3 Objectives of the Study  
1.4 Research Questions 
1.5 Statement of Hypotheses 
are of no use. Same is for other sections of the paper. 
2. In this paper, the review of literature section is very  weak. Provide a very systematic review instead 
of putting the individual review that takes lot of space. There is plethora of works in this topic, find out 
the rationale of this study. Find out the research gap and develop the research hypothesis further. 
Furthermore,  authors have merely listed out the studies without even creating a debate among them. 
Without that debate and thoughtful contradictions, the research gap cannot be substantiated. The table 
is of no use. 
3.  The policy recommendations are completely vague, and it seems that the authors already had the 
policies in mind before even starting the paper. The policies should be directly derived from the 
discussion of the results, and they should not go  beyond the results. 
4. All tables should be properly prepared with appropriate headings etc. The reproducing of eviews 
results in table 4.2, 4.2.2 …. etc. is not appropriate. Before preparing these results author must follow 
some standard papers.  
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