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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)

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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)

The objectives should be more specific and uniform. The formulation of the objectives is
improvable.

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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)

Overall, it is satisfactory; nonetheless, there are certain parts where the English lacks a natural
flow (almost as if a non-native English speaker had written it). | would highly recommend an




additional round of proofing with respect to the textuality of the content and to language
precision. This article seems as if it was not written (or reviewed prior to submittal) by a
native English speaker (or at least, there are parts that do not seem so).

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 3
content.

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating
The conclusions need to be expanded considerably.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)

A more up-to-date bibliography should have been included and there should have been a stricter
adherence to the current APA style standards.
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Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

In general, this article is a good job, with a lot of precision, interesting data and the result of an
extensive bibliographical review.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

All the achievement criteria and indicators received a pass. Some of them were close calls, but a pass
notwithstanding. | would give this article an overall grade of 3.5.
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