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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the
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[Poor] 1-5
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Clear title which is a bit lengthy but where the central idea is okay. A full stop
needs to be removed from the title.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

4

results.
It is a bit general compared to the results obtained in the study.
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.

5

It is well written. The level of English language is suitable for a research paper.

4. The study methods are explained clearly.
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A regression method has been used and values are adequately included to illustrate
how they influence the model.
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain
errors.
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I found it okay in general. There is no major error seen.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.
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Compared to the body of the paper regarding methodology and techniques worked
out, the conclusions and recommendations look a bit short. May be they could
support the figures obtained in the research.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
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No problem with regards to referencing.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
A well worked out paper on donor institutions and funding of projects in Kenya. A
suitable model has been used. Common to many countries, corruption remains a
major determinant but there could be alternately a mechanism of transparency acting
as a whistle-blower. A fine paper that can give ay to more research like the link
between transparency, good governance and corruption within donor country and
benefactor, in this case, Kenya.

