www.sciencedomain.org

SCIENCEDOMAIN international ’:;’-’i-_-_;;’

SDI Review Form 1.6

Journal Name: British Journal of Economics, Management & Trade
Manuscript Number: Ms_BJEMT_25512
Title of the Manuscript: TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION AND SUSTAINABLE ENTREPRENEURHIP DEVELOPMENT IN

NIGERIA: STAKEHOLDERS’ IMPACT ASSESSSMENT.

Type of the Article

General guideline for Peer Review process:

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is

scientifically robust and technically sound.
To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline)

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)



SDI Review Form 1.6

PART 1: Review Comments

SCIENCEDOMAIN international

www.sciencedomain.org

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

Line 11if the study is only on central Nigeria then revisit the topic
Line 13 too broad try to be more focus

Line 23 to 85 you can sum or even omit this part

Line 86 this should form part of the introduction, try to link
entrepreneurship with the technological innovation with empirical
evidence from developed and zoom to Nigeria

Line 112-113 are you sure there is no technological innovation at all
in the study area..? inadequate will be appropriate to replace lack,,,
Line 123-124justify the objectives since there may be other factors
limiting the performance of entrepreneurship in Nigeria

Line 128-129 check and change the heading

Line 163 citations are very old, you can support or counter with
current literatures

Line 180 please why this table,,,,?

Line 213 please provide source of this table

Line 380 too general

Please see the attached file

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

The idea is good but not clear, too general and lack proper direction.
Too much history and not focus,
The ideas are ok but need to be sharp. The gap to fill is not clear.
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