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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 2

The title does not match the content of the article. The title should state that this is a literature
review.

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

The abstract is more like an introduction than a summary, and is over-explained at the beginning.
It should be emphasized in the abstract that it is a literature review, not a research study. | suggest
removing this section because no analyses were conducted, just an overview:

(c) to analyze UNAM’s research policies and funding opportunities,

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

Many sentences are incomprehensible, so I suggest proofreading the article before publishing it.




4. The study methods are explained clearly. 1

The method is not explained at all. Only some critical questions are raised. It is necessary to
explain the methodology and how the documents and articles presented in this article were selected.

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 3

The article only contains a series of references from various literature and lacks the structure of a
scientific article.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 1
content.

The conclusion does not discuss the literature review that was done in the article, but is presented
as the conclusion of the research work. It is necessary to align the summary with what is described
in the article.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3

Since this is a literature review, this article does not have enough literature. Much more recent
research and theory needs to be studied.
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Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
The entire article should be structured as a literature review and the methodology used
should be explained.



