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	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Title

The use of the word “panjandrum” is inappropriate. It means “an important but pompous official/person,” which misrepresents the paper’s argument. A clearer and academically suitable term would be “central,” “pivotal,” “critical,” or “key goal.”

2. Abstract

Language issues: “interrogates the extent to which gender equality relate with Nigeria development outcomes” → should be “relates to Nigeria’s development outcomes.”

Methodological clarity: The abstract mentions both “Sylvia Walby’s postmodern theory” and a “descriptive survey design,” but it does not explain how theory and methodology are linked.

3. Introduction

Run-on sentences: Many sentences are very long and difficult to follow. E.g., “Against this backdrop this study raises the following critical questions…” should be “Against this backdrop, the study raises two critical questions:”

Clarity issues: The introduction sometimes mixes historical description with normative arguments without clear transitions.

Inconsistent citations: Some references lack complete details (e.g., Boyer, 2003 is cited in the intro and literature review but missing context).

4. Literature Review

Overlap and repetition: Several subsections (e.g., “Gender Equality” and “Gender Inequality”) repeat definitions already found in textbooks. Condense.

Inconsistent referencing: Some works are cited without publication details (e.g., UNIFEM without year). Others are duplicated (Afolabi-Akiyode, 2008 appears multiple times in slightly different forms).

Outdated sources: Heavy reliance on older sources (World Bank, 1995; Boyer, 2003) without adequate engagement with recent Nigerian-focused gender studies (post-2018).

5. Methodology

Population inconsistency: The abstract states population as 4,177,828 (2006 census), but the introduction mentions “over 11 million residents” in Anambra. This contradiction must be clarified.

Sampling: The formula used is Taro Yamane (1967), but abstract refers to Yamane (1964). Needs correction.

6. Theoretical Framework

Weak application: Walby’s postmodern feminist theory is introduced, but the actual discussion of how it applies to Nigerian context is minimal. The paper later brings in radical feminism and materialist feminism, making the framework scattered.

Suggestion: Either stick with one framework (Walby) or explicitly construct a multi-theoretical framework in a more structured way.

7. Data Presentation & Analysis

Tables: Some tables are poorly formatted, hard to follow, and contain inconsistencies in totals.

Statistical clarity: Chi-square computations are shown in detail, but explanations are weak. For example, in Hypothesis Two, the chi-square value (13.02) is below the table value (15.51), but the conclusion wrongly states “there is a link.” Actually, hypothesis should have been rejected. Contradiction between computation and interpretation.

Response percentages: Some totals (e.g., Table 4 and Table 7) are confusing; percentages across rows/columns don’t always add up clearly.

9. Conclusion and Recommendations

Strong but too general. Many recommendations (e.g., quotas, education, cultural transformation) are already well-documented. Should be linked directly back to the specific findings of this study.

10. References

Inconsistencies: Some references are incomplete (e.g., UNIFEM has no year), duplicates (Afolabi-Akiyode, 2008 repeated), or outdated.

Style: References mix APA and other styles (some with DOI, some without). Must be standardized.
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