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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	It very difficult for one to fully grasp and understand the primary objective of the paper or what the paper set out to achieve.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the work seems not to be clear. However, the author may wish to consider the title below as an alternative:
“Global Islamic Universities Consortium (GIUC) as a Panacea for Global Islamic Journalism and Education.” The detailed explanation as to why the title should be way it is suggested has been clearly explained in 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 of the article is not comprehensive and holistic. The abstract seems to be replete with abbreviations which makes it wordy and untidy. The work adopted the literature review but fails to state what type of literature review was adopted (narrative, systematic, scoping or meta-analytical etc.). Generally, the method of the study has not been clearly articulated and presented in the abstract and the keywords were not alphabetically arranged and were not written in sentence case. The detail explanation can be found in the manuscript.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is not scientifically correct as it fails to adopt an appropriate approach or format for writing a scholarly piece – whether it is conceptual or empirical. Based on the manuscript, the author fails to adequately and intelligibly provide a step by step presentation of his/her ideas. The author ought to have at least, arranged his manuscript in this format (depending on what he wants to achieve); introduction/background, statement of the problem, objectives and/or research questions, literature review (conceptual, theoretical and empirical frameworks), methods, results/discussion, conclusion and recommendation (if any).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references and in-text citations are stale and are more than 10 years old. Also, the style and edition of the references as it was used were unclear. This situation makes the references not to be sufficient especially if the recency factor is to be considered as some of the references are written in 2004.
	

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


	The language quality is fair enough although the author needs to check his tenses. Employing the services of a linguist would not be a bad idea. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Satisfactory
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Jesse Ishaku, Taraba State University, Nigeria
