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The title is according to the study described, being clear enough to express
what is pursued in the study
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
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The abstract needs improvements in terms of English and sentence expression.
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The abstract as a whole is far too long compared to the information it provides.
I recommend shortening it, with an emphasis on the sections of materials and
methods and results.
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English.
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3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.
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The paper needs thorough editorial, language and grammatical revision

4. The study methods are explained clearly.
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The quasi-experimental method should be explained or bibliographical references
should be provided.
The educational program used should be extensively reported.
5. The results are clear and do not contain errors.

3

The authors should explain which steps were more frequently carried out in the
wrong way or not carried out at all, and the possible reasons for it.
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.
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The sections before the Methods and the Conclusion section contain many repetitions.
I suggest to reduce the content.
The quasi-experimental method should be explained or references should be provided.
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The paper regards the performance of the educational program, so the program should
be reported in detail.
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The possible strength and weakness points of the program should be highlighted.
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