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Evaluation Criteria: 
Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with a brief 
explanation for each 3-less point rating. 

Questions 
Rating Result 
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
It is suggested to better delineate the title. Mathematics has no intrinsic aptitude, but human beings. 
 
The title highlights the discrepancy from the gender perspective, however, does not identify clearly what 
population (in this case, college students). 
 
A proposal could be: 
La discrepancia de género en la aptitud intrı́nseca de estudiantes universitarios hacia las matemáticas. 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
It is recommended to include a description of the methodological aspects used in the investigation. 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 



A review of the entire document style is recommended.  Certain grammatical syntax errors are identified in 
exposed phrases in the body text.  For example, the last paragraph of the conclusions (end of sixth line and 
on line ten). 
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
There is good detail of the components that describe the type of study design,  population and sample 
considered for research. 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Check the amount of sample indicated in the foregoing summary versus in Table 1 and 2. 
 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Include within the claims made in the conclusions , statistical field data to support qualitative statements 
 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
  Recognition of ideas from other authors is evident. The bibliographical sources used are relevant. 
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Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revisions needed X 

Return for major revision and resubmission  
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
Consider the proposal to improve the title and a review of orthographic aspects and coherence of ideas in 
certain lines of text (minimum cases). 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 
Check spelling and grammar in the body of the text.  
An integrated the suggestions made once the authors, the publication of this work is recommended. 

 

 


