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Editorial Comments and workflow Notes

Dear Author, 

We appreciate your article submission entitled: 

    'The Development of Business Organization Through the Effective Network Management. Case
Study at SMEs Cluster in Indonesia'

# Reviewer 2

The topic is timely and will be of interest to the readers of the journal. The review of the literature is
not thorough so the reader is not given an adequate background about the topic. It can be
improved. The article is well written, treats an actual problem. Author enjoyed writing this article, and
is very well received by reviewer. Eloquent, clear, persuasive, interesting, was capturing the interest
in the whole article and fires the imagination of readers.

We are happy to inform you that your paper was accepted.  The venue received a great many
submissions of high quality.  Each submission was thoroughly and extensively reviewed by our
expert panels.  After week-long online and offline discussions, we selected a small subset of papers
to be accepted.  Your paper was one of them.

The article describes that  And, I certainly agree with it.

Your article is with the RAAR report. As such, your paper will see expedited publishing in the Global
Journals Incorporated, United States' Social Science journal, a high impact journal in the field.

As it comes to your paper, it is perfect as is. Still, we have enclosed detailed reviews of your paper
below.  We hope that these will help you in your future work and look forward to your paper's final
version at the time of early view!

# Editorial 1

 Suitable for publication in its current form. This can be a great article if appropriately updated. There
are a few minor flaws, admitted, but it will mark our community for years to come.

## Abstract

This paper, titled 'The Development of Business Organization Through the Effective Network
Management. Case Study at SMEs Cluster in Indonesia,' finally addresses the problem of
Interdisciplinary subjects in Social Science in Social Science.  The approach is novel, and is
well-described in the paper.  The approach shows most excellent results across the board.  This is a
revolution in the making.  The paper is lucidly and elegantly written.

## Area

Interdisciplinary subjects in Social Science was, is, and will be one of the hottest areas of research in
our community. It may be impactful in the stream; and as this paper condenses very good areas of
the field, it is suitable for publishing.



## Originality

This article may be considered as an add to a long line of research by Daryono Daryono at
Mulawarman University which is some of the good research in [object HTMLInputElement].  The
present submission can be seen as the cornerstone of this long term effort, bringing this work to full
completion.

## Approach

The approach is absolutely well-appreciated. It is good to see how the author(s) manage to fit all the
details with all clarity within the page limit, yet can come up with realistic examples and a full-fledged
evaluation.  None of the results leaves the slightest question open. Kudos!

## Evaluation

The evaluation shows the full benefits of the approach.  The author(s) do a great effort in explaining
the results; their novel usage of the particular points clearly demonstrates how the few outliers can
be easily attributed.  Overall, this is solid and significant work.

## Limitations

The work seems to have no limitations as per the journal policy.

## Reproducibility

Thanks to the clear writing and the instructions provided, this reviewer was able to reproduce all
results. Approach turns out be simple, yet so novel and convincing.

## Presentation

Beautifully written and commendable work. '

Typesetting (format) of the article is not compatible with our journal. A lot of efforts will be required to
update the article. We will appreciate if you can update the article with our standard/LaTeX template,
obtainable from Global Journals Incorporated, United States manuscript department. This will also
help you at the time of early view.

## Bibliography

The bibliography by itself could make a publication of its own.  Each and every paper is carefully
commented and related to the author's works.  This reviewer especially liked the citations of the
collected works of other author(s), and whose long-standing contributions to the community and the
field are still under-appreciated.

## Summary

Points in favor:
(+) Well-appreciated approach to Interdisciplinary subjects in Social Science in Social Science
(+) Impressive results
(+) Beautifully written

Points against:



(-) None

## Recommendation

Acceptable in the current form!

Reviewer 1 Recommendation

Publish As It Is (The article fulfills all of the requirements listed above and is recommended for
publication).

Reviewer 2 Recommendation

Publish As It Is (The article fulfills all of the requirements listed above and is recommended for
publication).

Editorial Recommendation

Publish As It Is (The article fulfills all of the requirements listed above and is accepted for
publication).
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