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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 
 

 
“Literature on creativity seem to be scanty” – Not at all. You should change this and clearly 
go back to review some recent RECENT lit. 
 
“There was a return rate of 100%.” I am conflicted here. Congrats, on the one hand, but do 
you realize how suspicious this looks? 100%??? You have to footnote this and explain just 
how/why 100%. You have an obligation to show neutrality in the use of these instruments 
and 100% makes one think, perhaps, otherwise. 
 
You have to identify this study as Ghana. 
 
“regards’” does not have an apostrophe. 
 

The literature in terms recent ones has no binding on this looking at the 
variable combination. We worked assiduously to range 2019 years and 
ourselves between 2000 but few were found and were duly used as basis of 
the study. Discarding in totality would not bring anything new but compound 
the issues. We therefore suggest that there is the literature be maintained as 
our findings might complement the literature base in this dimension. 
Again, we have duly provided justifications for the 100% return rate with any 
conflicts or interference in any way from our research perspective. 
“Regards” duly corrected 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General 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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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