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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 

1. The author should ensure that the Abstract captures critical details in the article so that when one reads 
it can appreciate it from a bird’s eye view. 

2. The Introduction should start from a global perspective, cascading to regional then show the national or 
current perspective, at the same time, justifying the gap the study sought to fill. 

3. The objectives should be clearly spelt out so that they address what the study sought to do. 
4. The Methodology section was inadequately done. Each method should be clearly explained justifying 

the choice of those methods. On quantitative methods, how did the author come up with the sample, 
the study area. These issues should be clear.  

5. Findings of the study should start from a quantitative point of view and qualitative findings will be used 
to substantiate those findings so that the reader is not left wondering, Writing is an art, ensure that the 
readers’ mind are captured.  

6. Discussion should not repeat the findings, rather provide explanations for the findings and answer the 
so what questions. 

7. There is need for a conclusion.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

1. The Article sounded more like a novel. 
2. The author used personalising words. 
3. The research findings are interesting, the author should repackage the article so that it is more formal and fit 

the academic portifolio 

 

 
 
PART  2:  
 
 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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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