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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Minor REVISION comments

If the study is a comparative one, then we need to
see from the abstract which countries are involved
in the comparative study. Writer merely mentions
Ghana and leaves the comparative pair to guess.
This therefore makes the abstract not to capture
the essential aspect of the work. Furthermore, the
concluding aspect of the abstract should be more
specific as to the findings of the research rather
than vague term such as "enlightens" as contained
in the abstract. Writer's theoretical discussion on
CSR is rich. However, the discussion does not link
the relationship between CSR vis-a-vis the terms
"corporate Governance™” "Stakeholder",
"Environment", "Community Investment" which are
the criteria upon which the comparative analysis is
done. There is need therefore to discuss these
terms so as to ensure that the writer’s use of them
would not be categorised as arbitrary.

Comment well noted. Revision has been made.

Optional/General comments
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