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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 
 

Initially I will report what was described by the authors in the ABSTRACT. If the authors report that the research is a sample. What is the 
justification for taking samples of 100 boys and 100 girls, if they did not present the profile of the school and if it was a random survey, it is 
probabilistic, if it is probabilistic it needs a calculation of the sample size from a sampling error. 
As for the INTRODUCTION, updated authors were not cited, the most current one is from 2005, 17 years ago. 
In the METHOD, the authors report Sharma (2011), from 2011 onwards, no author was cited who studied and could contribute to the 
article. 
Returning to the METHOD, no theoretical details of the instrument used, its formation (likert scale), the author's proposal on how to 
analyze it descriptively (by the average, or by the sum of the indicators, etc.) were found. Also, the analysis techniques that would be 
used by the authors (statistical tests) were not observed in the Method. And finally, the ethical issues of research involving human beings 
were not observed. 
As for the RESULTS, I suggest that the profile of the students be initially described so that later the comparative research between 
genders can be carried out. I also suggest showing the statistical characteristics by Dimension and then doing the appropriate test to buy 
the groups. Another element not reported by the authors concerns the presuppositions of the t test (homogeneity test and normality test), 
remembering that non-normality refers to the non-parametric test, in this case the Mann-Whitney test, which in my view is much more 
suitable for this type of data. 
And finally, I would bring some authors cited in the discussion for the theoretical foundation, it was very funny in terms of updating the 
citation in the introduction. 
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