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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript is highly valuable to the scientific community as it explores the critical issue of academic anxiety, which significantly affects the well-being and academic outcomes of secondary school students. By identifying key predictors such as intelligence, study habits, socio-economic status, and school environment, the study provides an understanding of the factors contributing to academic anxiety. These insights are essential for developing evidence-based strategies to address and manage anxiety in educational settings, ultimately promoting healthier learning environments. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Predictors of Academic Anxiety Among Secondary School Students," is clear and directly reflects the focus of the study. It effectively communicates the main theme, making it suitable for the manuscript.
	

	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 effectively highlights the study's focus on academic anxiety and its predictors, including intelligence, study habits, socio-economic status, and school environment. While it provides a clear background, objectives, methodology, and key findings, it could benefit from a more structured format and the inclusion of specific data points to substantiate the results. Additionally, a concluding statement summarizing the implications of the findings and their potential applications in educational or psychological interventions would enhance its comprehensiveness. Redundant details about science and non-science streams could be condensed, and terminology like "total sample, male & female samples" should be clarified. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct, as it employs a descriptive research design, stratified random sampling, and identifies significant predictors of academic anxiety, though it could benefit from more detailed statistical evidence to support its findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript provide a foundational basis but are somewhat outdated, with several sources predating the last decade. To enhance the manuscript's relevance and credibility, it would benefit from incorporating more recent studies on academic anxiety, particularly those published within the past 5–10 years. Including global perspectives and research on interventions for academic anxiety would also strengthen the manuscript. Adding newer references, such as those on test anxiety, mental health in education, and theoretical frameworks, would ensure the study reflects the latest trends and findings in the field.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally clear and understandable, but there are areas where refinement is needed to meet the standards of scholarly communication. The writing would benefit from improved clarity, conciseness, and flow, particularly in sections that are repetitive or overly detailed. Additionally, some phrases could be reworded for better precision and coherence. Minor grammatical adjustments and more formal academic tone would enhance the overall quality, ensuring that the article aligns with the expectations for scholarly publications.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

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)
	8 - 9


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Mr. Hardi Abdul Rahaman

	Department of Reviewer
	Mathematics 

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	Tamale Islamic Science Senior High School

	Country of Reviewer
	Ghana

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	Tutor

	Email ID of Reviewer
	abdulhardia@gmail.com

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	+233545255800

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	Researcher
Data analyst

Mathematics Education Lecturer

Psychologist

Season reviewer


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


