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Rating Result
Questions [Poor] 1-5
[Excellent]
1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 4
article.

(Please insert your comments)

The first part of the title could be omitted as it does not obviously refer to the
educational field

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




(Please insert your comments)

The abstract clearly presents objects and methods. The results are not
described in detail.

Abbreviation FGD could be explained in the abstract.

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

(Please insert your comments)
Use of scientific language is ok. English should be re-checked through the
paper
- Page 3: developed countries of border crossing or border crossing or
developed countries?
- Page 3: researches conducted or researches were conducted?
- Page 5: 2.2.1 Meaning of Franchising Mode and, conflict: why is a
comma used?
- Page 8: numbers under 10 are written in words.
- Page 10: data was or data were?,etc

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

(Please insert your comments)

The study methods are explained. The table is useful for understanding of the
sample composition and data analysis.

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

(Please insert your comments)
The body of the paper is logical and well-structured.

Page 4: “...election is much better than Somalia...” - a citation is required as it
is not clear why the author(s) make(s) a conclusion that “...election is much
better than...”.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 4
supported by the content.

(Please insert your comments)

The conclusions are accurate and drawn on the basis of the data analysis.
Theresearcher formulated a tangible asset for the recently emerged Somaliland
National Commission for Higher Education.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

(Please insert your comments)

The proposal is to avoid the citation of the secondary source (for example, MoEYS
(1996 ) cited on (Bekalo, Brophy, & Welford, 2003 )and to cite only the first source
(for example, Bekalo, Brophy, & Welford, 2003).

Merriam Webster is cited on Page 5, but the list of references does not contain the
cited source.

The list of references contains 2 different works of Andrew Terry (1996): which is
cited and when? Researchers use such a system: Terry 2016a and 2016b.
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Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed X

Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
Thank you for the interesting paper! The topic is relevant and requires further
research efforts.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:
No extra comments




