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be slightly strengthened by explicitly mentioning the use of multivariate analyses (PCA) to 

better reflect the analytical depth of the study. 
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this article. 
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The manuscript contains several grammatical inaccuracies, minor spelling issues, and stylistic 

inconsistencies. These errors do not prevent understanding of the scientific content but require 

careful language revision to improve readability and clarity. Proofreading is recommended as 

part of the revision process.  
4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 
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This manuscript presents a scientifically valid and methodologically sound morphological 

characterization of Amaranthus hybridus accessions from Côte d’Ivoire. The experimental 

design is appropriate, the data are extensive, and the discussion is well grounded in relevant 

literature. 

To further strengthen the manuscript, the authors are encouraged to: 

• Clarify the treatment and numerical coding of qualitative variables, particularly those 

included in correlation analyses and PCA. 



• Review and correct minor inconsistencies in the reporting and interpretation of 

coefficients of variation. 

• Adopt a more cautious interpretation of very high correlation coefficients involving 

qualitative traits. 

• Improve the overall language quality through careful grammatical and stylistic revision. 

Addressing these points will enhance the clarity and rigor of the manuscript without altering its 

core scientific contribution. 
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