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the article. 4




(The title is clear, appropriate, and adequate to the content of this paper because it
reflects the key concepts and thematic issues that were discussed in the paper).

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods, and

results. 4

(The abstract gives a clear, lucid, and concise presentation of the objects, methods,
and results. It is a terse rendition of the pertinent issues that have been discussed in
detail in the introduction, body, conclusion, and recommendations of the paper)

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 3
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4
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5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. 4

The topic need to be tinkered with a little to: Coverage of science, technology and
innovation by major broadcast networks in Nigeria: An exploratory survey




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

Rewrite the first sentence of the abstract. Provide a background
statement/sentence(s) and add the rationale for the study. State the major findings
in positives and avoid vague expression like ‘show greater commitment’. I am not
sure of the journal’s style but the reporting should be in present tense. E.g. the
study ‘is aimed at’, not ‘was aimed at’. In the abstract, the reader should be able to
get general picture; not NTA has this, FRCN has that and AIT does not. One of the
keywords, ‘Qualitative research’ should be removed because the study isn’t
qualitative.

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

There are few grammatical errors.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

The studies design and sample selection are not explained and rationalized. The
interview schedule is not described and not explanation as to how it was
administered. As the interview were transcribed, it should be part of the meta-data
to accompany this manuscript. In some parts of the paper, is said to be qualitative
but in the method section it used structured interview (p.11) which is a quantitative
instrument. So, there is ambiguity that need to be addressed.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3

The first research questions need to be rearranged in such a way as to focus on the
broadcast media, not scientific community. Three theories were used to anchor the
study (Diffusion of Innovations, Agenda Setting and Framing) but actually how
they were deployed is not visible in the work. Seems more or less like anecdotal.
Especially, the latter, should be removed altogether. On the perception by the
select broadcast media of the contributions of Nigeria’s STI engagements to
specific areas of national development, the result should be discussed distinctive,
not just a replay of table 2.

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

The conclusion is centering on ‘scientific agencies’ while the study is about the
broadcast media.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

Entman 1993; Heiba 2011; not listed in reference. AIT (2022), NTA (2022) and
FRCN (2022) not cited in text but listed in reference.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

1. Is the study about coverage of scientific public agencies or all the research
community in the country? Or is there no private research community? This has
to be clarified. The concept of STIs need to be conceptualized and
contextualized based on Nigerian situation/environment.

2. The introduction part need to be beefed up. The reader will need to know about
Nigeria and the media environment.

3. Objective number one should focus on the media which is the subject of this
study, not the scientific community.

4. Profiles of the three broadcast stations should be moved to the method section
and only functional information be provided. Too much focus on history and
laws is not relevant here. Focus should be on current structure, distribution,
types of programming, staffing, market share and/or audience, etc.

5. No need to operationally define communication. ‘National development’ and
‘coverage’ can discussed in the background as well.

6. This study as presented is structured and quantitative, remove the mention of
qualitative research

7. There is weak literature review and the absence of local scholarship related to
the topic. Please Review literature on the coverage of STIs in Nigeria including
Gidado, Isah and Iweajunwa (2022); Batta, Ashong and Obot (2014); Omeje
2019; Falade, Batta and Onifade, 2020; Moyo, 1996; and others

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

The manuscript evaluation form is not robust. It should have sections
evaluating the empirical grounding, conceptualization/conceptual
modelling, explanatory logic, quality of communication esp for
international audience (not just grammatical errors and spelling mistakes),
etc.
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(Please insert your comments)

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

(Please insert your comments)

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

(Please insert your comments)

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

The study method is not complete, because it is necessary the interview questions
must be evaluated by experts before its application. And this task is not mentioned
in the manuscript.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5

(Please insert your comments)

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. 4

The conclusions are not supported accurately, because there is not a chief question
that leds the research.
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