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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.

	
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	


PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Reason: The current title, “Reconnoitering of indigenous knowledge in the society: Experimental lessons and challenges learnt from Uganda”, is somewhat unclear and cumbersomely phrased. Reconnoitering is unusual in academic contexts and may confuse readers. “In the society” is too broad and unspecific.

Suggestion: Indigenous Knowledge and the Knowledge Society in Uganda: Insights, Lessons, and Challenges.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The abstract covers background, objectives, methodology, and findings, but it is too long and dense, making it hard to read as a standard abstract

Suggestions: Purpose of the study (role of indigenous knowledge in knowledge society and higher education in Uganda). 

Methods (documentary review and focused discussions). 

Key findings (integration of indigenous knowledge, challenges, opportunities). 

Conclusions and implications (recommendations for universities and policy).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially: 

Reason:
The manuscript is conceptually sound in discussing knowledge societies, indigenous knowledge, and higher education. 

However, there are some issues affecting scientific rigor: 

Terminology and phrasing: Some terms (e.g., “reconnoitering”) are unconventional for academic research. 

Methodology lacks detail, claims are not always well-supported, and results are mostly descriptive without empirical validation.

Suggested Improvements:
Provide clear details on participants, sampling, and data analysis. 

Support key claims with direct evidence or references. 

Use precise academic language. 

Distinguish conceptual discussion from empirical findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggestion for Improvement:
While the manuscript includes numerous references, many are not recent (some pre-2020) and a few are not directly peer-reviewed academic sources. To strengthen the paper:

Include more recent (2021–2026) peer-reviewed journal articles, particularly on knowledge societies, indigenous knowledge integration, and higher education. 

Ensure references directly support key claims and findings. 

Reduce reliance on books, grey literature, or non-peer-reviewed sources unless they provide unique or region-specific insights.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No 
	


PART 3
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is promising and conceptually strong. With revisions to methodology detail, language precision, evidence support, and updated references, it would be suitable for publication.
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