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Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

The title is very clear and represents the content of the paper. However, in the title, as well as in 
the abstract and throughout the paper I would change the term "girl-child" to "young girl" or to 
"juvenile girl,"  perhaps "female juvenile," even though I have noticed that writers who analyze 
African society do tend to use the term.   

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5 

Indeed the abstract summarizes things neatly. 

 

 

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

5 

To the best of my knowledge the English is perfectly well. 

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 



It is not clear whether the field study was made by the writer of this paper or if he is just quoting. 
It is OK to quote, but it should be written plainly. If, on the other hand, there is genuine data – it 
should be brought about in the form of a table.  

 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 4 

Most of the writing relies on secondary sources, which is legitimate. 

 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 

5 

Indeed, the conclusion relies on the sub-chapters that compose the article and summarizes things 
properly. 

 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3 

I would differ between primary sources [news reports, newspapers] and secondary sources 
[academic books and papers from journals], and put them in two separate sub-lists. I would also 
add secondary sources to almost each of the large topics [like education, girl's education, etc.] 
that are mentioned in the article.   

 

 

 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revisions needed X 

Return for major revision and resubmission  

Reject  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

Just a small effort and the paper is perfectly suitable for publication. Follow my comments, fix the 

reference list and enrich it a little, and you have a wonderful article.  

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

 

 

 

 


