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

Rating Result
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The title is clear and evidently represent the content of the article.
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results.

3

The results’ part within the abstract seems more as it’s giving conclusions than specific findings
with numbers and percentages.
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this
article.

5

I haven’t noticed grammatical and spelling errors.

4. The study methods are explained clearly.

5

In the manuscript the research model, population, data collection and analyses are presented
thoroughly and with the entire essentially elements.
5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

5

The findings are methodically presented and the tables are accurately depicted. Discussion is
properly based in research data’s interpretation.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the
content.
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The conclusion should be better represent the research findings.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.
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The authors should have been referred to a more updated literature. There are few references
within last 5 years and a lot of them are more than 10 years ago.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
The section that need to be revised are Abstract and Conclusion
Abstract should have more detailed findings at results’ section. The statistical analyses’
sentence isn’t necessarily important in this section.
Conclusion section should be better written. The confirmation (or not) of the hypotheses
should be clearly paraphrased as closing statement. The recommendations should be mentioned
as such separately and be based on conclusions.
I suppose that in the sentence: ‘It is useful for school administrators to give responsibilities in
such a way that no teacher is excepted.’ the authors meant ‘…… is excluded’.
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