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INTRODUCTION: 

 The author needs to provides more discussion on these 
two concepts: COGNITIVE BEHAVOURAL THERAPY 
AND LOGOTHERAPY. The problem is not coming out 
clearly especially with regard to measures adopted in 
the area of study are used to minimize or reduce cases 
of adolescents. 

 Acknowledge sources so that the study is not allegation 
based. 

 What is in-school and how they susceptible to the stated 
problem. This should be defined to show why the group. 

 Is purpose of the study important in this case when you 
have research questions and hypothesis? It has to show 
whether you are presenting objectives or purpose  

  
METHODOLOGY 

 The author hasn’t shown how 145 sample was arrived 
considering the target population was large at 20420 
and how distribution was made in 31 mixed public 
senior school. 

 The methodology section needs more discussion for 
clarity. 

  
RESULTS 

 Check interpretation of findings especially on p-
value… Since the alpha level (0.05) is less than the 
p-value of .130. (line 229/230) 

 Check overall presentation of results and 
discussion. P-value, alpha level needs to be 
discussion. Results of hypothesis 1, 2…  

 Discussions, conclusions and recommendations 
should be based on the data analysed. 
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