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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 
 

 
Good original research paper very much fit for publication by JALSI. The paper is 
well articulated, the methodology is good and technically sound, and the findings 
scientifically robust. However, the following should be looked into before the paper 
is considered for publication. 
The discussion of the study’s findings should be properly done i.e. the comparative 
approach should be adopted. The author(s) of the paper should therefore compare 
and contrast the findings of the paper with the findings of other authors who have 
conducted related research in other parts of the world. The author(s) of the paper 
should make use of the most recent publications (2014 – 2019) in the domain to 
discuss the findings of the paper. This will give the findings of the paper more 
relevance and scientific robustness. 
 
Last but not the least, the policy implications of the study should be given in order 
to add more weight to the research findings of the study. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Good original research paper almost ripe for publication. However, the aforementioned 
comments and evaluations should be taken into account before the paper is considered for 
publication. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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