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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. 3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable)- The abstract does not clearly present “methods”. The study 
does however presents the methods being used. 
 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
 

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. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
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(a brief explanation is recommendable) 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

Two areas in the abstract (English version) need better wording: “African 

scholarly community” and “the rupture of disrespectable practices…” African 

learned community might be the most appropriate.  And “rupture” could be 

replaced by a different word, such as “break up” or “disruption.”  

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

This is a substantive analysis of the state of higher education in the Congo (DRC). 

Editorial changes would not affect the substance of the text.  

 
 



 


