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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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have 

suggestion of additional references, please mention in the 
review form. 

 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
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Use more recent references 

- The selected sample is insufficient to perform statistical analysis and this may cause 
selection bias. It would have been better for the author to choose other industries 
(except banks) to conduct research that were more frequent.  

- The contribution of the research should be described separately in the last paragraph 
of the introduction section 

- When there are more than two authors to refer them it should be used  et al.  
- Ƒ  =  the Function of the vector of the independent variables,           it is not 

in the model. 
- It is better to use Dickey-Fuller Unit Root Test 
- A separate table should be inserted and the method of measuring each of the 

research variables should be described in it (by mentioning the reference). 
- The conclusion section is very brief and doesn't have any interpretation. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

There are some grammatical points in the text of the article that need to be corrected (in minor 
cases, they have not been observed). 
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