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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 paper describes some technical analysis 

indicators without testing their performance. I 

suggest use some indicators of technical and 

fundamental analysis and then compare their 

performance by using measures of risk and return. 

For example average profit per trade, the ratio 

Number of profitable trades / Number of non- 

profitable trades. 

 

 

Avoid Print outs of the computer. Make tables that 

compare results for different indicators or strategies. 

 

You can also make a combined strategy by technical 

and fundamental indicators and test its performance.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

The writing style is not good. The paper should be 

rewritten in many parts. It is not easy for reader to follow 

the text. English should be looked by a proof reading 

company. See for instance lines 6,9,17,32 and others. 

It is not clear what the paper tries to show, it seems like it 

describes the software in some parts. 
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