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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.
	This manuscript addresses an important issue in the field of education, particularly the factors that influence teachers’ job satisfaction. By focusing on teachers’ interest as a key variable, the study adds to existing research on motivation and workplace outcomes in the teaching profession. The findings are useful for school administrators and policymakers who are looking for practical ways to improve teacher performance and retention.
	



PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

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

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        3 (Satisfactory)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	         3 (Satisfactory)
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	         2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        4 (Good) 
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	        3 (Satisfactory)
	

	15. 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
	        3 (Satisfactory)
	



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.
	Yes 
The title is clear, direct, and reflects the main variables of the study, which are interest and job satisfaction among secondary school teachers. It also clearly states the study area, which helps readers understand the context.
However, it can be slightly improved by making it more specific. For example, the authors may consider indicating the type of relationship being examined.
Suggested improvement:
“A Study of the Relationship between Teachers’ Interest and Job Satisfaction in Public Secondary Schools in Delta Central Senatorial District”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract is understandable and includes the main parts of the study, but it is not fully comprehensive based on Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies guidelines.
It should be improved by:
Following the required structured format (Aims, Study Design, Place and Duration, Methodology, Results, Conclusion)
Adding one short background sentence to explain the importance of the topic
Reducing excessive methodological details in the abstract (validation procedures)
Clearly stating the strength and direction of the relationship (not just significance)
Making the conclusion more specific and directly linked to the study’s findings
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	        NO
The manuscript is generally sound, but there are a few methodological issues that need correction.
The sampling procedure is not clearly explained. The statement that 72 teachers were selected and combined to form a total of 360 respondents is confusing and needs clarification (e.g., whether 72 were selected per LGA or across all schools).
The explanation of validity is not fully accurate. Factor analysis (PCA) should be described as assessing construct validity, while expert judgement supports content validity.
Some statistical interpretations need to be more precise, especially in describing the strength of the relationship. Results / numbers are fine, but wording makes the relationship sound stronger or more causal than it really is.
These issues should be clarified to improve the scientific accuracy of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	              NO
The references are relevant but not fully sufficient or up to date. The number of sources is limited, and there is a strong focus on local studies, with less use of broader international literature. Some sources (such as newspaper reports) are also not strong academic references.
To improve this section, the authors should include more recent peer-reviewed studies, expand the range of international sources, and reduce reliance on non-academic peer reviewed references.
	






PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
I recommend major revision, as the issues identified are fixable but require careful revision to improve clarity, methodological accuracy, and academic depth.


	



Reviewer details:
Elele Emmanuel C, Ganesha University of Education, Indonesia
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