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

CompulsoryREVIEW comments

Theme: Original cut item. To be original means that there are no studies on the subject. In this case, there
are some treatises as shown in the internal writing. It can be considered original due to the area in which this
study is carried out.

Summary: The objective of the investigation is missing, the methodology reveals an important route of the

investigation and the conclusions present an important contribution on this topic.

Keywords: Does not exist. It is suggested to work with the UNESCO THESAURI.
Introduction: The antecedent is very scarce for the determination of the topic; the justification is weak with
little literature on the subject to work on. The objective is set out in an incomplete way, lacking the why? It is

suggested to expand this information.

Materials and methods: The context of the investigation is pertinent; the selected population and the
experiential design by plots are adjusted to the research requirement. The method for reading the statistical

data is well established.

Results and Discussion: The results are compared with previous studies; This indicates that there is a
study on the subject, this affects its originality. The future lines of research that can be given from this work

are not indicated; Neither are the shortcomings generated in this process indicated, if they exist.

Conclusions: Apparently, the conclusions reveal important findings. However, since the objective is not
clear, this contribution cannot be correctly visualized.
Bibliographic references: The references support a scientific article. It is suggested that they be at least

between 30 — 50. However, the journal requirement must be taken into account.
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