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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. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

1. The topic of this manuscript is of significance in the area of mother tongue education

2. The title could be changed into: The practice of mother tongue used in Cameroon and its
implications
3. The abstract of this article is not comprehensive to me . The author may want to present
research methods used to explore the findings of the research.
4. The structure and subsections is appropriate, but each section was numbered in a way like” 111-
1", which combined Roman letters and numbers. This looks a little bit odd for me.

5. In terms of the methods used in the study, | do not think they are used scientifically; at least the
author did not describe the research methods clearly. From the methods section, the author
mentioned tests, interview, and observation. Unfortunately, the author did not report clearly the
content of the tests, how the tests were implemented, the interview protocol, the content of the
guestionnaire, the observation protocol and how participants were observed. While there is a
section titled “material”, | still did not know what materials were used and for what purposes. All of
these confusions made the results not convincing enough.

Also, the research questions are structured in a little bit messy. They were not organized in a
scientific way and having some irrelevant statements to research questions.
5. The references look good to me.
6. The results reported in IlI-3 is not clear to reader for several reasons: 1. How were the
participants tested? 2. How can we relate the results of learning tests to some practice of using
mother tongue such as bonus? 3. How each approach was used for participants? These
approaches may be clear to authors but not to readers who are outside of the Cameroon context.

Minor REVISION comments
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

The language itself reads understandable for me, but the arrangement of the sentences i.e. the
structure of some paragraphs (e.g. methods) is a little bit messy to me. This made me difficult to
grasp the purpose of some paragraphs.

Optional/General comments

1. The authors may want to sort out their research questions and reorganize their results
according to research questions.

2. More importantly, the authors need to provide detailed information regarding how each type of
data were collected and also in organized way.

3. Proportions should be marked in each table, which shows more meaningful information from
the results.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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