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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	 I would say the abstract is not comprehensive
The abstract would better be structured in a way that it provide clear picture of the article to a reader, such as begin with background sentence , followed by the purpose of the study, method followed and main findings. 
The statistical numbers are not necessary better to delete them.
The abstract simply  says simply “positive relationship between variables”, what are those? How can one understand it by looking the abstract? 
Overall the abstract requires rewriting
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript some how looks scientifically written, however it suffers from number of flaws including:
· The introduction section ends open, some more leading sentences need to be added to connect it with the following sections

· Problem statement didn’t show any scientific justification to do the study. I suggest the author to work on that more
· Specific objectives : used general verbs, better if the author used action verbs, moreover be curious about studying relationship vs effect, they are not one and the same

· Literature review: is restricted only on few studies , would have been good to investigate more and make it matured
·  Methodology: is totally not scientific. Rewrite it , make it comprehensive enough to show research design, method of analysis and the model itself
· Discussions and results: it looks only result, but not yet discussed well. Please discuss the result . instead of saying the three variables  pleas name them and discuss the result for each of the independent variables so that draw your conclusion based on that
· Conclusions and Recommendations:  first of all the paragraph begins with “moreover….”, then continued explaining the result. That is not how conclusion is written. I strongly suggest the author to see it critically y and revisit it.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	As far as the reference requirement in article is concerned the number of references included in the reference section is sufficient. 
However there are references included in the reference section  but not appear in the body of the manuscript.

So I suggest the author to make sure all references in the reference section are cited in the text and viceversa.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No
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