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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
The investigated problem is of interest. The authors' intention to analyze an educational field with a strong practical 
component is useful. 
There are some weaknesses that need to be addressed. 
The authors do not present in the paper the time interval in which the data collection took place and which is relevant 
for the presentation of the proportion of men and women. 
The authors do not specify the objectives of their research, to then correlate them with the results obtained and then 
correlate them with the analysis performed. 
In the research, the authors do not present its limitations or if there are no limitations. If there are no research 
limitations, it must be explained why they are not. 
It is not well explained whether the research results are strictly applicable to the field of agricultural education or 
whether it can be extended to other similar fields. 
The recommendations proposed by the authors are heterogeneous and insufficiently correlated with the research 
conclusions. Isn't education a creative activity, where teachers are best in their relationship with students? Isn't the 
imposition from the last recommendation exaggerated? 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
In the bibliographic references, the authors entered a position twice, which cannot be accessed either (Macatta, M. 
(2016). Importance of agricultural sector in a county’s economic development. 
http://www.ippmedia.com/en/features/importance-agricultural-sector-country’s-economic-development.htm). This 
situation creates suspicions about the use of bibliographic references and needs to be corrected. 
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