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Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 3 

The paper at hand does contain significant information. However, it is mostly based on 

information that already exists. The new addition that this paper brings is the interpretation 

and analysis of that existing information that was gathered from various sources. 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 4 

The paper does demonstrate a significantly adequate understanding of the relevant literature 

in the field; notions are clearly defined and the concepts discussed are coherent with the topic 

and field of research. 

3. There are grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.  2 

- The language used is clear and understandable. Very minor spelling, punctuation, and 

grammar mistakes are present, in that regard further revision can be sought.  

- The English version of the abstract must be revised as the translation could use 



improvements.  

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

It does not appear that there is a clear methodology that was followed as there is no new 

qualitative or quantitative study. The tables and graphs that were developed by the authors based 

on other sources are adequately put and analysed. 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 5 

Yes, the paper clearly identifies several implications primarily from a theoretical and 

secondarily from a practical perspective through the display and comparison of statistical 

figures of various parameters relative to the topic at hand throughout a defined period of time, 

which bridges the gap between theory and practice. The present paper explains the ways that 

Moroccan SMEs can benefit from direct financing of by the capital market and the actions 

needed to be carried out in this context, which could be a useful resource for new SMEs. It 

can also be used academically as a base to conduct further research on the topic from a 

practical perspective, and/or, or help students gain insights on the matter as it is rather a 

comprehensive article that gathers and compares various elements and this can be useful for 

future entrepreneurs.  

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 

3 

Yes, the results are properly analysed and presented in a clear manner, and the conclusion ties 

all together with numerous elements of the paper.  

Encouraged to state limitations and future improvements that can be brought to the paper, as 

well as an appendix with the tables’ titles.  

7. The references are comprehensive and according to the APA 
citation style. 

(All the sources in the list of references are cited in the content and vice 
versa) 

5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
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