EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	After reading the reviewer comments about the “text fragmentation into very small subsections”, authors should review the background as well as the “discussion” subsections. Like the reviewer state: merging some of these sections and developing the analysis in a more sustained manner would improve coherence and scholarly depth.
	Thank you for your thoughtful feedback regarding the fragmentation of the text into very small subsections. We understand your concern that such fragmentation may have affected the coherence and scholarly depth of the manuscript. After reviewing your comments, we have made significant revisions in both the Background and Discussion sections to merge certain subsections and develop the analysis in a more sustained and cohesive manner. Below is an explanation of the changes we have made:

1. Background Section Revision
In response to your feedback, we recognized that the original Background section was fragmented into several small subsections that addressed cultural, economic, and policy barriers individually. This made it difficult for readers to see the interconnectedness of these factors and to follow the narrative in a cohesive manner.

What We’ve Done:
· We have merged the subsections that discussed cultural barriers, including patriarchal norms, religious interpretations, and community perceptions. Rather than presenting each of these issues as standalone sections, we have integrated them into a single, unified discussion on cultural and societal barriers to girls’ education in Northern Nigeria.

· Similarly, the economic barriers, which were initially broken into separate subsections about poverty, child labor, and lack of educational infrastructure, have been consolidated into a single, cohesive subsection on economic challenges. We now present these economic challenges as interconnected, showing how poverty leads to the prioritization of boys' education, how child labor exacerbates girls' exclusion from school, and how inadequate infrastructure further limits access to education.

· By merging these fragmented subsections into two broader categories—cultural barriers and economic barriers—we have created a more coherent narrative that outlines the complex factors limiting girls’ access to education. The new structure not only improves the flow of ideas but also ensures that the reader understands how each barrier builds upon and reinforces the others.

2. Discussion Section Revision
The Discussion section was also criticized for being fragmented into small subsections, which interrupted the flow of analysis. The initial breakdown of cultural, economic, and policy barriers into separate subsections led to a lack of integration and made the analysis feel disjointed.

What We’ve Done:
· We have merged the individual subsections discussing cultural, economic, and policy barriers into a single, unified section on the intersectionality of barriers. Instead of discussing each barrier separately, we now analyze how cultural norms, economic realities, and policy failures are interconnected and mutually reinforcing.

· By adopting an intersectional approach, we now explain how each barrier does not exist in isolation but interacts with and amplifies the other. For example, patriarchal norms directly contribute to the economic pressures families face when deciding whether to send girls to school. Similarly, policy gaps in gender-sensitive education programs are exacerbated by entrenched cultural beliefs and financial limitations.

· Additionally, we expanded the discussion on emerging trends and solutions to make the analysis more sustained and scholarly. We now explore how technology, community engagement, financial incentives, and policy reforms offer innovative solutions to these interconnected barriers. Rather than presenting these as isolated solutions, we have linked them to the barriers they aim to address, creating a more integrated discussion.

· The revised Discussion section now presents a deeper analysis of the barriers and solutions, reflecting the interconnectedness of these issues. The restructuring allows for a more coherent exploration of how cultural, economic, and policy factors work together to hinder girls’ education in Northern Nigeria, while also providing actionable recommendations.

3. Enhanced Scholarly Depth and Coherence
In merging these sections, we’ve taken care to ensure that the analysis is both scholarly and coherent. Instead of presenting individual issues in isolated subsections, we now offer a more integrated view of the barriers to education, which enhances the depth of the analysis. The revised manuscript follows a more logical flow, where the discussion moves from the identification of interconnected barriers to potential solutions, all within a cohesive framework.

By combining and integrating sections, we have eliminated fragmentation and developed a sustained analysis that not only addresses the complexities of the issue but also ties the various elements together to present a clear, cohesive argument.

4. Improved Readability and Engagement
We also believe that these revisions will make the manuscript more engaging for readers. By providing a more fluid narrative that connects each barrier to the next, the manuscript now reads as a comprehensive analysis, rather than a list of fragmented points. This will help readers follow the argument more easily and allow them to see the full scope of the challenges faced by girls in Northern Nigeria.

Conclusion
In summary, we have revised the Background and Discussion sections by merging the fragmented subsections into broader, more cohesive themes. These revisions address the reviewer’s concerns regarding the fragmentation of text and provide a more sustained analysis of the interconnected barriers to girl-child education in Northern Nigeria. We believe these changes significantly enhance the manuscript’s coherence, scholarly depth, and readability, aligning it more closely with the reviewer’s suggestions.

We hope that these revisions meet your expectations, and we look forward to any further feedback you may have.



This response thoroughly explains how you've addressed the reviewer's concerns by merging fragmented subsections, developing a more sustained analysis, and improving the manuscript's overall coherence and depth. Let me know if you'd like any further adjustments!
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