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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 

 

 

There were a number of sentence structure errors. It 

is expected that authors should address these before 

submitting papers for review. In this regard, for 

example, the title should read: “...for tax evasion” or 

perhaps “...for the tax evader”. Moreover, the 

following suggests to me that the authors did not  

review their work before submitting: 

Line 7: “programson” 

Line 14: “intax” and “programprovides”  

...and many more.     

Please note that it makes it really difficult to follow 

the storyline if words are typed incorrectly. 

 

Line 49: Please explain how tax amnesty will result in 

a reduction (reduction of what, total tax revenue, 

amnesty revenue, or what) 

 

Line 54: Please correct the sentence structure error 

and review remaining document for more sentence 

structure errors. 

 

Lines 82 to 89: The paper refers incorrectly to 

chapters, this should perhaps be sections.  

 

Lines 91 to 151: Consider improving the flow of the 

argument between the number of fomulas used. 

 

Lines 153 to 275: Please reconcile the content to the 
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objectives in lines 82 to 89.  

 

Lines 277 to 336: Provide a better explanation of the 

proposition 

 

Conclusion 

It is not clear how the conclusions could be reached 

based on formulas only. No data was used in the 

study and the assumptions were reached based on 

formulas that was not tested or utilised. 

The authors should maybe clarify this in a separate 

methodology section. 

 

The last sentence does not help the arguments at all 

(“not complete enough to provide insights”)...what is 

the purpose of the paper then and why should 

anybody read it. 

Minor REVISION comments 
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