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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. | have found a lot of mistakes related to the citation, particularly the
names to be cited and the citation style. They should be properly
done and checked.

2. The manuscript should be fully proofread before submitting to the
journal. | have found a lot of mistakes related to grammar and
sentence structures.

3. Thelong-run ARDL system is okay, but the short-run model should
be appropriately reformulated.

4. All tables should be prepared again.

5. All references should be checked again because | have found that
some names are cited in the text, but | do not find them in the
reference list.

Minor REVISION
comments

1. The title of the manuscript should be changed.

It should be ‘Determinants of Saving in Pakistan’ or any other title
that is appropriate for this article.

2. Inthe article, there are many sources of data to be cited. But the
author should mention the sources of data clearly. For example,
which data come from which source.

3. The hypothesis should deleted because everything has already
mentioned in the econometric model.

Optional /General
comments

The quality of analysis is likely acceptable, but the quality of writing is a big
problem. The whole article should be checked and proofread again.
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