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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 translation (I assume) of the article is littered 

with grammatical and spelling errors too numerous 

to list that need to be corrected before publication, 

and may have obscured my reading and 

interpretation of this article.  

• The main point of the article needs to be made 

clearer early on. I think the author(s) are trying to 

make the argument that less developed countries can 

benefit by adopting technologies invented in more 

developed countries (and hopefully, not by violating 

the intellectual property rights of the inventors), and 

this new database allows for planners to easily 

search for these new technologies based on the 

comparative advantages (particularly in natural 

resources) of the local economy.  This could be 

accomplished either by reaching out to the inventors 

to attract foreign direct investment (FDI), or by 

licensing the new technology.  By doing so, the 

technology “gap” may be closed. If that is what the 

author(s) were intending, I think it makes for a pretty 

strong paper. But, if the inventors could make money 

off of their discoveries already, what is currently 

impeding them from seeking out those opportunities. 

• If my interpretation is wrong, and the authors are 

arguing that the less developed countries need to 

engage in more R&D themselves (building on what 

can be found in the new database), they add more to 

the “how” of this can be useful (i.e., I would argue 

that less developed countries could better spend 
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their money elsewhere, such as infrastructure, that 

will lead to growth). For instance, I don’t think that 

less developed countries should adopt (or try to 

compete) in developing more expensive energy 

solutions, as seems to be implied in the text citing to 

footnote 4. Lisuka’s work (footnote 14) seems like a 

better solution.  

• Section 2 should be expanded upon. For instance, 

how much protection is afforded by each system? Are 

there different costs, or other rules, that would make 

patenting in one venue more appealing than others? 

Why patent everywhere? This would make 

interpreting the patent counts later in the paper 

more meaningful (i.e., does more patents in a country 

really reflect more inventive activity?). 

• The second example (moringa) doesn’t add much to 

the paper. It should either be expanded on (for 

instance, how can Madagascar use this knowledge) or 

deleted. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

• Define “SME” the first time it is used. The same for 

“WIPO” (it is defined the second time instead). 

 

Optional/General comments 
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