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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

The study as titled presented an adequate abstract that was broken into aims, study design, results and
conclusion. It summarised the contents of the body in a manner that encourages further reading of the
subsequent headings.

The author is encouraged to do more work on the submission before final publication via the use of
applications that help with spell check, conciseness, clarity etc. Outside few observations of areas that
must be corrected because of slips relating to grammar, the author is commended for using a good level
of academic language with minimal slips in the aforementioned areas of concern.

An example of a required subtle correction is in line 39 where there is a need to remove the apostrophe
used on students. This has been highlighted for quick spotting in the attached manuscript. Others can
also be detected and corrected with a good grammar correction software.

The paper is empirical research just as reflected in the conducted study. It relied on a good theoretical
background featuring a well cited work of Deci & Ryan on self-determination, also known as SDT.
Author reported to have followed the quantitative approach using descriptive comparative approach. It is
a good piece of report that can make use of a few or minor corrections in grammar. However, an area of
concern also lies in the observation that the author did not mention the name or technique used to
determine the validity and reliability of questionnaires that was administered to the respondents. See
highlighted lines 93-95 of the manuscript.

Also, a minimal data analysis was reported. This could have been more reported to foster reproducibility.

Author is advised to revise the sentence in line 114 as “learning social science cannot perceive”. A
preferable word should be used to take care of the intended expression.

Minor REVISION comments

All other aspects of the study were seen to be adequate. The references were properly cited in the text
as well as in the bibliography.
The submission is free of plagiarism and represents author’s personal work.

Optional/General comments

According to my opinion after taking time to review this submission, | can say that it successfully passed
the threshold prerequisite to the approval of publishing an academic paper.
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