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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment 

Abstract: L14-15 should be in conclusion only 
Section 1: L22 doesn’t show off data on the 
problem of interest i.e crime and unemployment in 
order to evaluate the gravity of the situation both 
in absolute (in Nigeria) and in relative terms (in 
comparison with abroad situations). L25 doesn’t 
precise the level of crime; L55, L56 should cite 
references of the findings given. In L74, the author 
should provide definitions of key variables used as 
well as data on active population of the country in 
regard to population size, define and precise 
unemployment rates in regions and in the country. 
The scientific contribution is academically 
doubtful and not enough. The practical 
contribution sounds good but not connected to the 
scientific literature and the model aims. L75-79 
should be erased because the information is 
already provided  
Section 2: figures 1 to 6 are incomprehensible 
because they don’t use a precise basis of 
comparison like population size which is not 
precisely given, it is thus difficult to appreciate the 
mean of those data and figures. Percentages should 
be given first for the figures to be understood. A 
basis of discussion is not provided for the reader to 
appreciate the need of the study in academic field. 
Section 3: in L189, employment rate (s) is (are) 
not provided to give orientation of the study as a 

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 
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real need for academic discussions not political.  
Section 4: policy implications are not connected 
with the literature used, recommendations are too 
far from academic analysis. The author is too 
much implied on solutions which are not given by 
the analysis conducted and the literature used. The 
section should be called Discussions and not 
implications. The contribution of the author fits 
more with politic issues than academic 
discussions. 
Conclusions: are not sufficiently linked to the 
results of the study. L300 provides argument out 
of the findings of the model. Policy 
recommendations are not provided according to 
the model built and the main results found. 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

The author should say I am building a model for 

political science issues not economic literature 

advancement. 

The main revisions to do come from section 1 in the 

presentation of the analysis, data should be 

introduced to evaluate the problem both in absolute 

and relative terms to highlight more the gravity of 

the situation and the need of this kind of study in 

academic debate. Policy recommendations should be 

connected more to the analysis results. Policy should 

be neglected for academic findings first. 

L75-79 should be erased 

L14-15 should be introduced in conclusion only 

The literature results should be more precisely given 

(L55-L56) 

The scientific contribution should be academic first 

and not politics after 

The literature provided insists more on crime than 

on unemployment which is not provided. The 

connection between unemployment and crime is 

done only in regard of crime literature not with 

unemployment models which should be given too 

and the connection among the both key variables is 

not well done. 

There are some English grammatical mistakes in the 

paper 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

  

Optional/General comments 

 

 

The model has a scientific part and a politic part but both 

of them are not closely linked. Results should lead to 

conclusions, arguments given for policy 

recommendations are not provided by the analysis. The 

extensions of the analysis are thus too great and leave the 
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model’s aim and results far away from the academic 

discussions. 
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