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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 5
article.

The title accurately and concisely represents the core research variables—sexual harassment
and academic engagement—while clearly defining the target population (female students) and
the geographical context (Higher Education Institutions in Nigeria

2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. \ 5

The abstract is well-structured and comprehensive. It explicitly states the study's objective to
explore the impact of sexual harassment, the qualitative case study and in-depth interview
methodology employed, and the primary findings regarding the disruption of cognitive,
affective, and behavioral engagement.
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The manuscript is written in high-quality academic English. The narrative is clear and
professional, with no significant spelling or grammatical issues that impede understanding.
Minor proofreading of punctuation in the lengthy participant quotations could further
enhance the flow.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. | 5

The methodology section provides a thorough explanation of the qualitative phenomenological
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While the results are presented clearly and the participant narratives are deeply moving and
authentic, there is a tendency to rely heavily on descriptive reporting of these experiences. The
analysis would benefit from a more robust theoretical integration. Instead of primarily
presenting the "what" (the experiences), the authors should use the Discussion section to more
deeply explore the "why" and "how" through the lens of the cited theories (e.g., deeper
application of Power Dynamics or Coping Theory to specific interview outcomes).

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

The conclusions are logically derived from the findings and highlight the severe disruption
sexual harassment causes to students' academic trajectories. The recommendations are
practical and address the institutional "culture of silence" and the lack of trauma-informed
support.
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While the conclusions accurately summarize the participants' experiences, there is a missed
opportunity to synthesize these findings into a broader theoretical contribution. The final
section would be significantly strengthened if the authors moved beyond describing the
emotional and behavioral toll to explaining these outcomes through the lens of the study's
primary theories. For instance, the conclusion should explicitly discuss how institutional
failure functions as a structural barrier that paralyzes Cognitive Engagement, rather than
just listing it as a result of the trauma. Linking the "survival strategies" observed in the
interviews more firmly back to the theoretical framework would elevate the paper from a
descriptive report to a more influential analytical study.
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The reference list is comprehensive and relevant, demonstrating high academic standards. It
successfully integrates foundational theories, such as Skinner et al. (2009) for academic
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(Nigerian) context for the study. To further improve this section, the authors could ensure
consistent formatting across all entries, particularly regarding DOI links and title
capitalization.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

The empirical data collected through the 32 interviews is exceptional and provides a rare,
detailed look into the systemic nature of sexual harassment in Nigerian HEIs. However, to
elevate the manuscript to a higher scholarly level, I suggest the following minor revision:

o Strengthen Theoretical Analysis: In the Results and Discussion sections, move beyond a
descriptive summary of the interviews. Try to more explicitly "map" specific participant
behaviors to theoretical constructs. For example, when discussing Participant 5’s
defensive strategy, you could analyze it more deeply through Lazarus and Folkman’s
Coping Theory—does this reflect 'problem-focused coping' within a toxic hierarchy?

e Conceptual Synthesis: Ensure that the transition from raw data (the narratives) to the
analytical framework (Affective, Behavioral, and Cognitive engagement) is more
nuanced, explaining not only that engagement decreased but also the psychological
mechanisms at play, grounded in the provided theoretical background.
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