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results. 3 
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environment. S/he needs to compare with Kenya and other African nations, as well. 
Two to 3 sentences will do. 
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article. 1 

(Please insert your comments) The	topic	is	topical,	it	is	important	because	the	position	of	
religion	is	often	neglected	in	the	discourses	around	environmental	studies	etc.	however	the	
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maintain	or	destroying	the	environment?	The	abstract	is	vague	and	incomplete	and	without	
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