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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 
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 2 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Research is about bullying, believes and scholar intervention and nothing about is reflected on 
the title  
 

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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
It is necessary to write the objective of the research, number of the students, random technical 
to choose the control group and quantitative results have to be mentioned. 

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



(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
 

 
 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revisions needed X 

Return for major revision and resubmission  

Reject  
 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
 

It is important to make a better abstract. Don’t forget to mention the objective in there, 

also at the end of framework and remember it in conclusions.  

Explain why is mixed study because is not clear the phases of qualitative part in the 

method. There weren’t any qualitative technique used in the procedure at least is not 



clear the reliability of the analysis.  

I don’t understand if there were 6 workshop or 6 sessions in workshop or 6 activities. 

It’s very difficult to understand that believes could change in two hours.  

It’s necessary to explicit the hypothesis since framework in relation with the concepts 

and the preliminary studies which has the same results or variables in order to 

understand better research question. 

Explain in a better way the decision of statistics test used and which it was.  

Check the references, there are old and some of them are not in the final list of 

references.  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

The study is interesting and important in Latin America; I want to read the paper when it 

has been modified. 

 
 

 


