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Questions Rating Result
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 3

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

The title refers to the comparative study of impact. In principle, statistical analysis is used to analyze
impact (or effect, influence) through regression analysis. Unfortunately, this is not the case in this
study. In view of the analyzes carried out, the title should simply be limited to the comparison of the
academic achievement of class repetition and mass promotion.

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

The abstract clearly presents the purpose of the study, the methodology adopted, the results and even
the recommendations.

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

The text is very well done on the grammatical and orthographic level. Just an error on page 6 in the
following sentence where are old and is old should not be repeated simultaneously : “Much of the




extant literature on the effect of class repetition and automatic promotion on students’ academic
achievement are old (Glaziano,1986; Kenn,1988, Kenny,1989 and Karweit andWasik,1992) is old
and as at the time of this study there was no information on the impact of mass promotion or class
repetition on students’ academic achievement in Anambra State, Nigeria.”

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

In any case, the methods used are clearly described, even if, as indicated above, there is no match
between methods of analysis and the title of the text. The reason given for not studying the reliability
of the test is not sufficient. The author will not lose anything by studying this reliability. Finally I do
not understand the researcher's approach by studying separately the correlation between the scores of
JSS1 and JSS2 for repeaters and mass promoted students. This approach is inadequate to identify the
comparative impact.

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 3

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

There is an error in the comment of Table 1. In the last sentence of this comment the author writes
"However, the repeated group all failed JSS1 in Ambara State”. According to the table it is rather
mass promoted group who all failed. Another error in the comment of Table 3: The author writes
"“The analysis in Table 3 examines the degree of correlation among the variables in this study: class
repetition and academic achievement.” Table 3 does not examine the correlation between class
repetition and academic achievement, but between scores of repeated students in JSS1 and JSS2.

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

content. 3

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

The main conclusion is the impact of grade repetition on student achievement. But as already
indicated, the methodology at the level of the data analysis does not make it possible to draw such a
conclusion

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5

(a brief explanation is recommendable)
Nothing to report

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revisions needed

Return for major revision and resubmission X

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

- As indicated above, the study of the impact should be done through the analysis of the
regression.

- To do this, we would not separate the two groups: the independent variable would then be the
repetition or not of class and the dependent variable JSS2




If such an analysis is not possible, then change the title and limit it to the comparison of the

academic achievement of the repeated students and not mass promoted students.
In any case, the separate study of the correlation between JSS1 and JSS2 is not an adequate

approach to determine the impact of class repetition and mass promotion.
- Do not carry out the analyzes manually but use a software.
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