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REVIEWER’S RECOMMENDATIONS
____________

Title: 
When distance is no longer meaningful: A study of tourism revenue with spatial panel method in Vietnam
	No.
	Reviewer’s comments
	Authors’ Feedback

	GENERAL COMMENTS

	1
	· The article is fairly conformed to the Journal’s stated Aims and Scope. This paper is well complied with the policy and regulations of the Journal of Science of HCMC Open University.
	

	2
	· The research context and aims of the study is well presented.
	

	3
	· Research results, findings, effects, and implications are fairly discussed.
	

	4
	· The soundness of methodology is fairly presented.
	

	5
	· The written styles: d-check, please
	

	DETAILED COMMENTS

	6
	· The Title: The title quite long and is not suitable now. Following to  the journals' requirements, a title is no more than 12 words. A better title is "The determinants of tourism revenue  in Vietnam: A study with the spatial panel regression".
	The new title now follows the recommendation.

	7
	· The abstract: Should revise by the journals' requirements in this link https://journalofscience.ou.edu.vn/index.php/econ-en/about/ouuserguide#
· An abstract should has "an overview of the objectives, the research methods, the results, and principal conclusions". Should add the objectives of the study, the main method...
	The abstract was re-written.

	8
	· The keywords: Revise the keyword "Panel spatial regression" to "Spatial panel regression".
	The author agreed and revised.

	9
	· Introduction: 
- Should add some statistics that show the phenomenon "...Based on the level of income from tourism activities, it is obvious to detect at first that the level of development has a high disparity among neighboring provinces...". The authors should calculate and compare tourism revenue between provinces about this problem. It is a good evidence for conducting the paper. 
- Should revise some sentences, for example "To fulfill the above research aim, this study specifically focuses on tourism supply and spatial econometric models...", we only write ... "to fulfill this research gap....". Besides, the authors should describe about the research gap. 
- There are some negative sentences like research questions... "Curiously,  Is the growth of tourism revenue in Vietnam's 63 provinces spatially dependent?  What elements are most actively increasing tourism-related revenue?  In the last five years of research, has the government's work on administrative reform and business environment helped the tourism economy grow significantly?", but they are not the research gap. Should make clear about the research gap of the paper. 
- Add the source of data of Figure 1.
	The author agreed and has revised up to each comment.

	[bookmark: _Hlk142125240]10
	· Theoretical background, literature review, hypothesis development (if applicable): 
- The paper does not has "Theoretical background" section. Should discuss about the theoretical background or theories regarding this paper. 
- The Literature review should be carefully revised and add more related studies and discuss more detail regarding the current Literature. 
-  Should revise the title of the section from "2.Literature review and Hypotheses developed" to "2.Literature review and Hypotheses development". 
- Besides, the Hypotheses are not correct now. The authors have a sentence "Develop on the background of preliminary research, hypotheses are laid out: All the observed variables of tourism supply, namely, tourists, hotels, movements, population, FDI in the tourism sector, transparency, time cost, informal charge, proactivity, business support policy, and labor policy have a positive impact on tourism revenue" but it is not a hypothesis of a study. Should delete the "Hypotheses development" and discuss more about determinants of tourism revenue. 
- Actually, in a typical development economic research, it does not have hypotheses like a business or management research.  
- The cross section "2.3Tourism development on spatial regression" should be moved to the methodology because it discusses about the reasons for applying the spatial regression on a tourism study. Besides, should note that the method of this paper is "Spatial panel regression", therefore, the authors should discuss about Spatial panel regression instead of of Spatial regression.
- In the Literature review, the authors do not need focus a specific country like Vietnam "The Provincial Competitiveness Index (PCI) has been implemented by the Vietnam Federation of Trade and Industry (VCCI) with the support of the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) in Vietnam from 2006 to the present....". Should delete the sentence which writes about Vietnam in Literature review or move it to the Introduction or Discussion. 
- Totally, this section is not suitable and the authors should carefully rewrite it.
	The author agreed and has revised up to each comment.

	11
	· Data and research method: 
- Make citations for the formula in the second cross-section in the methodology. 
- Discuss more detail about the reasons for applying the "Spatial panel regression" for this study. 
- Should revise "Spatial panel data model" to "Spatial panel regression" or "Spatial panel model". 
- Should describe about the "Spatial panel regression", in the methodology. It has a problem here. The section is "Spatial panel model" but the equations do not describe about the panel data. All equations apply for time-series data. 
- A panel equation always have "...a set of individuals indexed by i = 1,...,N that are assumed to be observable throughout the study period t = 1,...,T..". Should explain about this situation. 
- In Table 3, the authors should add the units of variables and the sources of variables. 
- It is wrong in definition of variables. For example, Tourism revenue (lnTR) is not Revenue from the tourism industry of 63 provinces. It is the natural logarithm value of tourism revenue in 63 provinces. Should carefully check.
	The author agreed and has revised up to each comment.

	12
	· The relevance and significance of the results (Innovative, inventory, sound, contribution to existing knowledge): 
- Discuss and compare the results with other previous studies. Besides, the authors should highlight the new findings of this study. The new findings are quite unclear now. 
- Concentrate to the new findings which help to fill the research gap or answer the research questions in the Introduction. 
- Should write the "Theoretical implications" and "Practical implications" in two different sections.
- There are maybe some duplicate sentences in Discussion section. Should double-check and revise duplicate sentences or duplicate mentions in this section.
	The author agreed and has revised up to each comment.

	13
	· Structure and presentation format of the manuscript: 
- Should carefully read the link https://journalofscience.ou.edu.vn/index.php/econ-en/about/ouuserguide# and strictly revise the paper's format.
- Some sentences are quite obscure. Should carefully check the grammar and spelling of the paper.
	The author checked carefully and made many innovations.

	14
	· References: It is suitable now.
	

	15
	· Points to improve: For the paper to be accepted for publication, the author might need to: - Carefully revised following the comments.
	Thank you so much for the reviewers' valuable feedback.



Note: Please kindly note that any revised parts should be highlighted in yellow color for the convenience of re-reviewing. Please kindly return the revised version to us within 10 days. Thank you!
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