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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 a highly relevant and timely issue in the Nigerian educational context, the influence of peer social comparison on the get-rich-quick syndrome among secondary school students in Delta State. The study contributes meaningfully to the fields of educational psychology, guidance and counselling, and adolescent behaviour by empirically examining a phenomenon that has received limited scientific attention in sub-Saharan Africa. The correlational design, large sample size (n = 1,023), and use of validated self-constructed instruments strengthen the study's contribution. The findings have direct policy implications for school counsellors, educators, and government agencies seeking to mitigate the growing wave of youth involvement in cybercrime and fraudulent activities.
	



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. The title is clear, specific, and reflects the scope of the study well. It identifies the key variables (peer social comparison and get-rich-quick syndrome), the population (senior secondary school students), and the location (Delta State).
	

	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
	4 — Good. The abstract covers the purpose, design, sample, instruments, analysis methods, and main findings. It could be slightly improved by explicitly stating the theoretical framework underpinning the study.
	

	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. The five keywords: Peer Social Comparison, Get-Rich-Quick Syndrome, Peer Group, Students. These are relevant and will aid indexing, but including Delta State or Nigeria as an additional keyword would improve geographic discoverability.
	

	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
	4 — Good. The introduction is well-structured and provides sufficient empirical and contextual justification for the study, including references to EFCC reports, NBS data, and school disciplinary records. The problem statement is clearly articulated.
	

	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
	5 — Excellent. The three research questions and three null hypotheses are clearly and precisely stated, directly aligned with the study objectives and analytical approach.
	

	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. The literature review is contextually grounded but would benefit from broader engagement with international theoretical frameworks (e.g., Festinger's social comparison theory) and more recent empirical studies beyond the Nigerian context. Several citations are from grey literature (e.g., EFCC reports, police command reports) rather than peer-reviewed sources.
	

	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. A correlational design is appropriate for examining the relationships under study. The multistage sampling method is well-described and adequate. The use of SPSS v26, Pearson correlation, and multiple regression analysis is suitable. The instrument development process (face, content, construct validity and Cronbach alpha reliability) is rigorous.
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory. The manuscript mentions obtaining permission from school principals before data collection, but there is no explicit mention of informed consent from student participants, IRB or ethics committee approval, or confidentiality procedures. These should be addressed in a revision.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 — Good. The results section answers each research question systematically using appropriate statistical methods. Tables are referenced in the text. However, only the beginning of the Results section was visible in the excerpt — a full review of all tables and figures would be needed for a complete assessment.
	

	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
	4 — Good (based on partial review). Table 1 (mean analysis of peer social comparison) is relevant and clearly structured. Tables appear to support the narrative adequately.
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory (based on available sections). Where visible, the discussion connects findings to prior studies. A more explicit engagement with theoretical explanations for the findings (particularly the negative relationship between peer comparison and GRQS, and the moderating role of location) would strengthen the section.
	

	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. The conclusions reported in the abstract (low levels of both variables; significant negative relationship; location moderates but sex does not) are logically consistent with the statistical approach employed.
	

	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. No limitations section was identified in the available manuscript. The study should acknowledge limitations such as reliance on self-report data, cross-sectional design, and geographical restriction to Delta State, which limits generalizability.
	

	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. References are relevant to the topic, and several are recent (2022–2025). However, a significant portion comes from institutional reports and non-peer-reviewed sources. The reference list would benefit from inclusion of more internationally indexed journal articles, particularly those grounded in social comparison theory.
	

	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
	4 — Good. The manuscript is written in clear academic English. Minor grammatical inconsistencies exist (e.g., "suite" should be "suit" in the Methods section), but these do not impede comprehension and can be corrected in copy-editing.
	



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 concise and accurately represents the study's variables, population, and context. No modification is suggested.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with a minor suggestion: the abstract would benefit from one sentence explicitly identifying the theoretical framework (e.g., Festinger's social comparison theory) to provide additional academic grounding.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with reservations. The methodology is generally sound, and the statistical analyses are appropriate for the research design. However, the absence of an explicit ethics approval statement and limitations section are notable gaps that should be corrected. The over-reliance on institutional and grey literature sources (EFCC, police command reports) as empirical evidence in the introduction also slightly weakens the scientific rigour.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, partially. The references are generally recent (majority from 2017–2025) and relevant. However, the list would benefit from a stronger representation of peer-reviewed international journal articles, particularly seminal works on social comparison theory and adolescent risk behaviour.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes, minor ethical concerns are noted. The manuscript does not explicitly report: (1) informed consent procedures for student participants (who are minors); (2) IRB/ethics committee approval; (3) anonymity/confidentiality assurances. These must be addressed in a revised version to meet international publication standards.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript investigates a socially significant issue in the Nigerian educational landscape and makes a useful empirical contribution. The study is recommended for Minor Revision prior to acceptance. The authors should be asked to: (1) include a clear limitations section; (2) provide details on ethics approval and participant consent; (3) strengthen the literature review with additional peer-reviewed international sources; and (4) correct minor language errors throughout. The empirical findings are relevant, and the methodology is generally sound.
The manuscript is well-conceived and addresses an important topic with a rigorous methodology. The primary areas requiring attention before acceptance are the absence of a limitations section, insufficient ethical disclosure, and the need to strengthen the literature review with peer-reviewed international sources.
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