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manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback 
here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
It was a pleasure to be considered as a reviewer for this paper. Indeed, homework is an important element of the teaching and 
learning process. However, this work was not clear nor was it focused. For example, a clear purpose was not stated. The 
Literature Review added nothing substantive. The work was given attributes that are unique to human (anthropomorphism). The 
transitions were repetitious and simplistic (e.g., “In addition, the finding concluded that the homework improved academic 
achievement for high school students. Further, homework helped the students to develop their study habits. Furthermore, ….”).  
The writing was not up to scholarly standard. It may be that English is not the author’s native language. However, if the work is 
to be printed in an English language journal, it must meet the grammatical standards for the language. Hence, the author must 
use Grammarly and/or employ the service of an editor.  
 
The sampling spoke to a “purposely” as well as a random method. It was not made clear how both were employed. Such a 
discrepancy negatively impacted the work. 
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