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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
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his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The article has many paragraphs verbatim copied from other sources which are presented 
as if they were the current article author(s)’ own ideas. In just some of the paragraphs and 
sentences, the original authors are mentioned, but the text is not acknowledged as a 
reference from another source.  
Extensive abstract, containing 404 words. It should not exceed 300 words 
References have to be checked and use the Journal’s reference style. 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Editing process is called for. In several places, vague reference words (for example, “they” 
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Punctuation has to be reviewed: extra/missing periods, missing commas after linking words 
when beginning a sentence. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The methodological design of the research is appropriate. 
Results/findings are properly presented. 

 

 
 

PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Danisa Salinas 
Department, University & Country Universidad Andrés Bello, Chile 
  
 


