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After reading the text you provided, I think the title partially corresponds to the content. Here's why: 

- The title mentions a comparison of the resources of four communities in the municipality of 

Escaregas, Campeche, which is indeed the object of the study. 

- However, the text also raises methodological questions, study limitations, and recommendations for 
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The relevance of the title is: 
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their significance. 

2. _Lack of comparison with research objectives_: The results are not compared with the research 

objectives. This makes it difficult to determine if the achieved results correspond to the set objectives. 

3. _Lack of discussion on the implications of the results_: The results are not discussed in terms of 

implications for the studied communities or for public policies. This makes it difficult to understand 

the importance of the results and their potential impact. 

4. _Lack of consideration of methodological limitations_: The results do not take into account the 

limitations of the methodology used. This makes it difficult to determine if the results are reliable and 

generalizable. 

_Specific examples_: 

- The sentence "It was found that the studied communities have significant needs in terms of training 

and economic development" is too general and does not specify what these needs are exactly. 

- The sentence "The results showed that the studied communities have significant natural resources" 

does not specify what these resources are exactly and how they could be exploited. 

- The sentence "The results showed that the studied communities have significant needs in terms of 

tourist development" does not specify what these needs are exactly and how they could be met. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the content. 2 

Discussion 

 The discussion is too brief and does not allow for a thorough exploration of the study's results. It is 

mentioned that the results are in line with the work of Agüera (2015) and Agüera, F., & Morales, P. C. 

(2015), but it is not specified how these results are similar or different. Furthermore, the discussion 

does not take into account the study's limitations and the potential implications of the results. It is 

essential to discuss the results within the context of existing literature and interpret them critically. 



 

Conclusion 

The conclusion is too general and does not accurately summarize the study's results. It is mentioned 

that community members need to better understand their community's resources, but it is not specified 

how this could be achieved. Furthermore, the conclusion does not provide concrete recommendations 

for policymakers or practitioners. It is essential to propose recommendations based on the study's 

results that can be implemented in practice. 
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the citation system employed seems to adhere to the relevant standards 

 

 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revision needed  

Return for major revision and resubmission            

Reject  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

 

To improve the methodology, here are some proposals: 

1. _Clearly define the research objective_: It is essential to clearly define the research objective and 

specify what is being studied. 

2. _Select a representative sample_: It is essential to select a sample that is representative of the studied 

population. This can be done by using random selection methods or by selecting communities that are 

representative of the studied population. 

3. _Validate the measurement instrument_: It is essential to validate the measurement instrument 

before using it to collect data. This can be done by testing the instrument with a pilot group or by 

using statistical validation methods. 

4. _Control variables_: It is essential to control variables during data collection. This can be done by 

using methods to control variables or by selecting communities that are similar in terms of external 

variables. 

5. _Analyze data clearly_: It is essential to analyze data clearly and specify how results were 

interpreted. This can be done by using statistical analysis methods or by presenting results clearly and 

concisely." 

Proposals for improving the text To improve the text, I propose: 

- Expanding the discussion to explore the study's results more thoroughly. 

- Taking into account the study's limitations and the potential implications of the results. 



 

- Providing concrete recommendations for policymakers or practitioners. 

- Summarizing the study's results clearly and concisely in the conclusion. 

- Using more precise and technical language to describe the study's results." 

 

_Proposals for improving the presentation of results_: 

To improve the presentation of results, here are some proposals: 

1. _Present results in a more precise manner_: Results should be presented in a more precise manner, 

including exact figures and percentages. 

2. _Compare results with research objectives_: Results should be compared with research objectives 

to determine if the achieved results correspond to the set objectives. 

3. _Discuss the implications of the results_: Results should be discussed in terms of implications for 

the studied communities or for public policies. 

4. _Take into account methodological limitations_: Results should take into account the limitations 

of the methodology used to determine if the results are reliable and generalizable." 
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