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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
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It is better to use more recent references in the Introduction, Theoretical Framework and

Empirical Review sections.

- The abstract is too long

Avoid mentioning numbers and figures in the abstract section as much as possible
The time domain is not provided in the abstract section

It is better to add Theoretical Framework and Empirical Review sections.

It is better to make a general edit before printing.

It should be noted contribution of this article

The conclusion section has no detailed explanation about the reason for accepting

or rejecting the hypotheses. Also, no comparison has been made with the results of
previous research mentioned in this research

Follow the general format of writing a scientific article

It is better to express the findings quantitatively

It is better to include the research results in a separate table

Minor REVISION comments
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