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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 4

My only concern in the abstract is that the data is stated 2004-2005 but within the paper it is stated
that there was a three year period of tracking. Also, I returned to the conclusion looking to see if this
initial study was then applied to current educational policy in Anambra.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 2
article.

A formal proofreading is suggested. I believe most of the grammatical errors are form translating to
English. A proofreading would afford the researcher the opportunity to correct verb tense and




grammatical errors.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 2
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content.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Thank you for sharing your research. I am curious as to why the paper is focused
on data from so long ago. Are you seeing that the results of this study were never
applied and the cycle of unearned promotion is having detrimental effects?
Perhaps you may consider giving the reader updates as to the state of this

problem?




Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

There are parts of this work that I would accept but then there are sections where I
believe page citation needs to be added and a more formal review would benefit the
overall read of the paper. I am not sure why there wasn’t a more current data base
used; perhaps the researcher could only acquire this from the Educational State

Department?
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