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Minor REVISION comments 

 

i)  The grammar needs attention for instance in the Abstract 

the word aims Should be aim unless the author has more 

than one aim which should be mentioned as well in the 

abstract and there are similar grammatical issues in the 

entire article. 

ii) The author should fine-tune the scope of the article by either 

mentioning all “that which are sentiments and primordial 

issues” or limit the scope to only the ones mentioned i.e. 

ethnicity, nepotism, favoritism, otherwise the acronym etc 

be deleted. 

iii) It was mentioned in the abstract that a comprehensive 

document review is the methodology the author used. Few 

lines should be provided to state how that was done under 

the heading of methodology  

iv) line 109 heading 4 should be merged with heading two and 

4.1 be numbered as 2.1 continuously 

v) line 158 should be numbered as 2.2 and continuously 

vi) line 178 be numbered as 3.1 instead of 6.1 and continuously 

ii.   The author should provide an evaluative suggestion to the 

policy of federal character or even proffer an alternative 

policy 
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