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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments
Regarding compulsory revision, it is my opinion that the following
suggestions would
improve the quality of the paper for a further publication:
- Improve the numbering, since for example 5. Contribution of the study,
appears
between sections 2 and 3.
- Improve the structure of the paper. It does contain too many sections and
complicates the reading and understanding. I´d suggest to join some of
those
sections together
- The description of results need to be improved. The structure:
XXXXXX has been described herein using means and standard deviations.
The study
used 5-point likert scale where a mean of 5 suggests that respondents
strongly agree to
the item, mean of 4suggests that respondent agree to the item, a mean of 3suggests
that respondents are undecided, a mean of 2- suggests that respondent
disagree to the
item and a mean of 1- suggests that respondents strongly disagree to the
item.
It is repeated three times, adding unnecessary repetition
The conclusion is a repetition of the findings of the result section. It should
be integrated
on the recommendation section.
In addition, the scientific contribution of the paper should be
highlighted
Minor REVISION comments

Sources should be added in some of the tables
The foreseen contribution of the study should be enlarged
The major finding should be explained more in detail
Bibliography should be updated, there is only one references of the last 3 years.
A better explanation of the legal framework in Ghana would enrich the paper

Optional/General comments
The paper presents an interesting topic that has been well worked and it is a novelty on
the field of public procurement. The statistical methods are justified, and the proposed
conceptual framework is consistent.
Nevertheless, the paper needs a thoroughly review to correct several areas for
improvement detected after the revision from my part. Those are specified on the above
rows.
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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