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

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Could be re-formulated:  

EFFECT OF WORK LIFE BALANCE ON EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION: The Case of 
COLLEGE OF DISTANCE EDUCATION, UNIVERSITY OF CAPE COAST. It could 
promote theoretical generalizations in the paper. 
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(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
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