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Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with an explanation for 
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Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

 

 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5 

(An explanation is recommendable) 

 

 

3. There are grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.  5 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 

(An explanation is recommendable) 

The method was properly described, but in my opinion, the validity of the instrument is not 
sound, since the statistical validity of the instrument is not stated. 

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



(An explanation is recommendable) 

 

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

4 

(An explanation is recommendable) 

The lack of the explanation of the statistical validity arises doubts of the conclusions.  

7. The references are comprehensive and according to the APA 
citation style. 

(All the sources in the list of references are cited in the content and vice 
versa) 

3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

References should be listed alphabetically. 
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Accepted, minor revisions needed  

Return for major revision and resubmission X 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

I recommend you show of the statistical validity of the instrument.  

Since the instrument was developed by the researches, I recommend explaining the method follow to 

probe the security and validity of the instrument. There are several methods to probe validity like: know 

groups or cross check questions. 

 

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

This subject and the investigation have a possibility impact on the Mexican public management, however, 

more scientific rigor is required.  

 

 

 


