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PERCEPTION OF WORK ETHICS AND PROFESSIONALISM ON WORK OUTPUT OF HALL 
ASSISTANTS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF EDUCATION, WINNEBA 
 
Dear Authors, 
Thank you very much for your study. However, several issues found in the manuscript within which 
authors need to address those concerns. 

- Abstract: please provide the methods, results, discussion, and conclusion in the abstract 

- Methods: The authors did not elaborate the characteristics of participants 

- Methods: The authors did not mention which formulas used to determine the minimum 
samples as well as the ethics approval where appropriate. 

- Results: The authors need to present the data in proportionate ways and explain 
interpretations in the paragraph accordingly. Provide the strength and limitation of the study 

- References: The authors are encouraged to use current references (there are several 
references more than 10 years).  
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