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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 article analyzes the alleged relationship between 

national income and occupational injury. In doing so, 

it considers two groups of economies (developed: 

USA, Norway, Germany, and United Kingdom; 

emerging: Russia, India, Mexico, and Thailand) to 

which is applied a simple descriptive analysis of the 

period 2001-2007. 

First of all, I do consider that the number of countries 

in each group is too small in order to reach at 

peremptory conclusions. Therefore I recommend 

increasing the number of countries in the sample- 

In the second place, I recommend going beyond a 

simple descriptive analysis. At a minimum, a simple 

regression analysis between those two variables is to 

be done. 

We agree with the reviewer. 

On p. 1 (lines 21-30), we addressed the scope 

limitations that we faced when we were 

conducting the research. 

 

We performed the linear regression and 

interpreted the results on pp. 7-10 (lines 195-

262).    

Minor REVISION comments 

 

I recommend a revision of all the graphs in order to 

increase legibility. For instance, considering graphs 4 and 

5 also as line graphs and plotting some data in a second 

y-axis (graphs 5 and 6). 

 

Changes were made based on the suggestions to 

graphs 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 (pp. 4-7). 

Optional/General comments   

 

 


