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

2. Is thetitle of the article suitable?
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3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
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The importance of the article for scientific community is not in doubt.
The title is suitable

lengthy. Findings in the abstracts should be summarized and pointed rather than
discussing them. Words in the abstract should be reduced to 250 or as specified by
the journal as against the 452.

First, the sub-section like “Theoretical Review” should be read “Review of the
Theory” or “Theoretical Framework.” Secondly, Discussion of Findings should
come before Implication of the Findings or be merged together since it is when
findings are discussed that implications are drawn from the findings discussed;
Finally, the section that read “Contribution to the studies” is more suitable for
“Significance of the Study” which | don’t think is necessary here.

The manuscript is scientifically correct if comments noted in the copy are
addressed.

References are sufficient.

The manuscript contains a lot of typographical and grammatical errors as marked in
the copy.
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Yes
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Comments should be addressed to make it more publishable.
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