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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

The title should rather be:

THE EFFECTS OF MOBILE MONEY SERVICES ON CUSTOMERS AND PERFORMANCE OF INDIVIDUAL
BANKS IN GHANA.

This reflects what the paper is addressing. This can be seen on page 29 of the paper.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3




The abstract presents objects, methods and results.

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

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

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3
The study methods have been are explained.

5. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 3
content.

The conclusions or summary are supported by the content.

6. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 2

The references are not quite comprehensive and appropriate. The authors used APA model. Some of

the references conform to the APA model while others do not.

e.g. Branson, H. W. (1989). Macroeconomic theory and policy. 3™ ed., New York: Harper & Row

should have been: Branson, H. W. (1989). Macroeconomic theory and policy, 3™ edition. New York:
Harper & Row

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revisions needed 4

Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

(Please summarize your opinion and suggestions)

The authors should revise the title of the paper as suggested. Minor corrects should be made
punctuations and grammatical errors. Attempts should be made to review the references to conform to
the APA model.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

The paper should be accepted for publication subject to addressing the issues raised above.
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