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	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.


	This paper is important for the scientific community because it advances correctional studies beyond descriptive reform narratives and positions prisons as complex, adaptive institutions operating under conditions of deep uncertainty. By integrating strategic foresight, systems theory, and organizational resilience, the paper provides a rigorous conceptual lens that can be applied across disciplines, including public administration, security studies, sustainability science, and governance research. The paper responds directly to growing global concerns about climate change, digital transformation, and institutional fragility, offering a structured approach to anticipating rather than merely reacting to disruption. Its emphasis on anticipatory governance contributes to ongoing scholarly debates about how public institutions can remain legitimate, functional, and humane in volatile environments. Importantly, the paper bridges theory and practice by translating abstract resilience concepts into a coherent, policy-relevant framework. As such, it offers scholars a transferable analytical model and encourages future empirical research on foresight-driven institutional reform within and beyond correctional systems. Good job!

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I believe the title of the paper is suitable and clearly reflects its core focus, scope, and analytical orientation. Thus, it effectively signals the central concepts of strategic foresight and institutional resilience while situating the discussion within correctional systems, specifically the Zimbabwe Prisons and Correctional Service. This clarity helps readers immediately understand both the paper's thematic emphasis and its empirical context. The title also aligns well with the paper’s forward-looking orientation by highlighting the need to prepare correctional institutions for future uncertainty and disruption. However, the phrase “future-proofing,” while accessible and engaging, leans slightly toward policy-oriented language and may be viewed by some academic audiences as less precise. A more neutral formulation could strengthen its scholarly tone without altering its intent. Nonetheless, the title remains accurate, informative, and appropriate for the paper’s objectives, and it successfully positions the work within contemporary debates on governance, resilience, and anticipatory institutional reform.

	

	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.


	The abstract is largely comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the paper’s purpose, conceptual approach, and intended contribution. It effectively situates the study within the context of converging disruptions affecting correctional systems and clearly identifies strategic foresight and institutional resilience as its central analytical lenses. The abstract also appropriately highlights the Zimbabwe Prisons and Correctional Service as the focal case and outlines the proposed integrated resilience framework, which helps readers anticipate the paper’s core argument. However, the abstract is quite dense and could benefit from modest streamlining to improve clarity and accessibility. Some background details, particularly those describing contextual vulnerabilities, could be slightly condensed to allow more space for the paper’s original contribution. In addition, the abstract would be strengthened by more explicitly stating what the paper adds to existing scholarship, beyond proposing a framework. No major points need to be deleted, but sharpening the contribution and reducing repetition would enhance its effectiveness and readability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is scientifically plausible and largely correct in its conceptual reasoning, but it is not “scientifically confirmed” in the way an empirical study would be, because it does not present primary data, measurable variables, or hypothesis testing. Its approach is qualitative and conceptual, so scientific correctness rests mainly on conceptual coherence, logical argumentation, and the credibility of the supporting evidence. In that regard, the paper is generally sound: it aligns systems theory, strategic foresight, and organizational resilience in a consistent way, and the proposed framework follows logically from the problem the paper defines. However, scientific rigor would be strengthened by tightening how certainty is communicated. Some statements about current conditions and emerging threats read as definitive even though the study design does not independently verify them. In addition, the “Findings” section can imply empirical discovery; a title such as “Analytical Insights” would better align with a documentary and conceptual study. Finally, the paper would be more defensible if it clarified how documents were selected and how themes were derived, improving transparency and replicability.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient in volume and breadth, and many of them are recent, with a strong concentration from 2020 onward, which aligns well with the paper’s focus on emerging risks, foresight, and institutional resilience. However, the reference list includes several works published before 2016, particularly foundational texts in systems theory, resilience thinking, foresight methods, and qualitative research. If the standard is that anything before 2016 is considered obsolete, then these older sources would need to be removed or replaced. While such works are often treated as seminal and still acceptable in many journals, under a strict recency requirement, they weaken compliance rather than scientific credibility. In that case, the paper should rely more heavily on recent reviews, syntheses, and updated frameworks that restate these concepts using contemporary evidence and terminology. Doing so would maintain the paper's theoretical integrity while ensuring that the reference base fully meets modern publication standards.

	

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


	The language and overall English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, particularly in terms of vocabulary, tone, and academic register. The writing demonstrates familiarity with disciplinary conventions and consistently uses appropriate technical terminology informatively. However, the prose is often dense and repetitive, which occasionally obscures otherwise strong arguments. Certain transitional phrases and stock expressions are overused, giving some sections a mechanical rhythm rather than a polished scholarly flow. Sentence length is frequently excessive, with multiple clauses layered into a single statement, which can affect clarity and readability. In addition, minor grammatical inconsistencies and stylistic redundancies appear throughout the paper and would benefit from careful copy-editing. These issues do not undermine the intellectual quality of the work, but they do affect its presentation. With targeted language editing focused on concision, phrasing variation, and sentence structure, the article would meet high standards of scholarly English.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper addresses an important and timely problem in correctional governance by advancing a forward-looking, conceptually grounded discussion on strategic foresight and institutional resilience. Its ambition is evident, and the paper demonstrates a strong grasp of the contemporary governance challenges facing correctional systems in volatile, resource-constrained environments. The argument is well structured, and the paper shows clear potential to contribute meaningfully to both academic and policy-oriented debates. With refinement, it can achieve greater clarity, coherence, and scholarly impact.

Observations

· The paper presents a strong and relevant conceptual framework that successfully integrates systems theory, strategic foresight, and organizational resilience within a correctional context.

· The topic is timely and well aligned with current debates on anticipatory governance, sustainability, and institutional adaptability.

· The analysis would benefit from reduced repetition and more concise sentence construction to improve readability and argumentative sharpness.

· Greater clarity around the methodological boundaries of the study would strengthen its scientific defensibility, especially given its conceptual and documentary orientation.

· The section labeled “Findings” would be better framed to reflect analytical insights rather than empirical results.

· The Zimbabwe-specific discussion is valuable but could be sharpened to better distinguish contextual insight from general global trends.

· Minor language and stylistic revisions are needed to enhance flow, reduce redundancy, and improve overall presentation.

These revisions are largely structural and editorial rather than substantive, and addressing them would significantly strengthen the paper’s clarity, rigor, and suitability for publication.
This paper engages with an important and timely issue in correctional governance by examining how strategic foresight and institutional resilience can be used to prepare correctional systems for increasing uncertainty and disruption. The conceptual framing is strong, and the integration of systems theory, foresight, and organizational resilience provides a coherent foundation for the analysis. The paper demonstrates a clear understanding of contemporary governance challenges and offers a forward-looking perspective that is relevant to both academic scholarship and policy practice. However, the manuscript would benefit from revisions to improve clarity and precision. The argument is occasionally weakened by repetition, overly long sentences, and dense prose that obscures key insights. Greater transparency regarding the methodological boundaries of the conceptual and documentary approach would also strengthen the paper’s scholarly rigor. In addition, reframing the “Findings” section to better reflect analytical insights rather than empirical results would improve conceptual consistency. These issues are primarily editorial and structural rather than substantive. With major revision, the paper has strong potential to make a meaningful contribution to the literature on correctional reform, anticipatory governance, and institutional resilience.
The paper demonstrates strong conceptual grounding and relevance but requires major revision to improve clarity, methodological transparency, and analytical precision before it is suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	None
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	“I,  Oluwadayo Mafolasere Olaniyi, declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.”
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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