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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. 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.

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)
Some details are missing: country name, respondents (academic) field, etc

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

In some cases article “the” is missed, use of verb in 3" person is not always followed, too: the
roles ... has (Page 4), for example.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4




(a brief explanation is recommendable)
A paradigm (interpretive, critical, etc) could be indicated

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

Figures could illustrate some of the inter-connections between work, life and job satisfaction.
Also, definitions of work, life and job satisfaction could be helpful to understand such a term
as work life balance, work and life demands, etc: is work a part of life or other ideas?

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

Directions of further research could be indicated

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

(a brief explanation is recommendable)

Some references are cited in the text of the paper, but they are not in the list of references. In
some cases surnames of co-authors are used not in the right order in the text and in the list of
references.
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Thank you for the interesting paper!
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