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

Yes, the title indicates the work node.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3

The end of the summary should be improved. I would add clarity.
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article.

Yes, there are some grammatical errors (Likert scale, Cronbach's Alpha, Introduction ..). Review use
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

You indicate that:

Thus, the weights of paragraphs (3.68- 5.0) are high, (2.34-3.67) medium, and (1.00- 2.33)
low.

[ suggest revising Table 3, second section "Moral Motivation". The "Arithmetical Mean" indicators
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Can the cited studies be referents, to be compared to satisfaction and motivation in the educational
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content.
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There are numerous authors indicated in the text that are not referenced.
There are other authors named in references that do not appear in the body of the text.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Dear author

Your article is of interest, considering the dimension of analysis.

You will be able to attend to the suggested adjustments so that your study is a reference of new studies
and / or advances.
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Dear Editor,

the article may be of interest in your journal, if the indicated adjustments are resolved.
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