
 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

 
Journal Name:  British Journal of Economics, Management & Trade    
Manuscript Number: Ms_BJEMT_25985 

Title of the Manuscript:  
Organizational Structure and Choice of Technology: Analysis of Dual Relations 

Type of the Article Original Research Article 

 

 

 

General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is 

scientifically robust and technically sound. 

To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 

 

(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline) 

 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

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 

 
The author presents a complex and important 
article, which raises some questions. The author 
examines the various forms of the production 
function, but does not speak clearly and 
distinctly, with some practical cases they are 
associated . 
 

To make the paper more clear, general 

mathematical formulations are given now in a 

separate subsection devoted to preliminary 

results from mathematical economics. The main 

part of the paper deals (in theoretical way) with 

questions of development of firm/organization 

with non-coinciding interests. Two more 

practical examples (learning-by-doing and 

structure of university) are elaborated.  

Minor REVISION comments 

 
No numerical data in support of speculative 
reasoning does not. 
 

 

This is a theoretical research. The empirical 

analysis is left for further work. 

Optional/General comments 

 
In addition, it is desirable to separately 
highlight the section "Discussion" 

 

 

 

We restructured the paper. In the present 

version, a lot of discussion is provided in 

Introduction to make the analysis more 

transparent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


