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	I agree to review the modified version of the article:     
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	Peer reviewer guidelines:

In accordance with the editorial policy of Estudios Fronterizos, submitted articles must be original research results or advances and high-level essays, framed within the Social Sciences and the Humanities. The topics will address border issues. In Estudios Fronterizos there is openness to consider documents addressed from different theoretical-methodological orientations.

The review is made following a double-blind system, please do not include information or comments that reveals your identity. The reviewer has four weeks to send the review.
Responsibility and best practices related to reviewers (Based on COPE):
· Objectivity: The reviewers will carry out a serious and professional evaluation of the articles, considering only their scientific merit, originality and theoretical and methodological congruence. In the review report format that will be provided, your observations will be included with solid arguments and expressed in an objective manner, prioritizing constructive criticisms that help improve the manuscript. Personal or offensive criticism is not acceptable.

· Respect for the times: The review must be delivered on the date agreed with the journal, if it is not possible, you should contact the director and request an extension of the deadline or decline to make the opinion.

· Competency: If the reviewers considers that the document they were asked to evaluate is outside the thematic area of ​​their competence or does not feel qualified to make the review, they must notify the director and decline to continue with the review process.

· Responsibility for plagiarism: Reviewers are obliged to advise the director or editor whether important sections of the article have been previous published, or contributions of authors that are not duly cited are identified.

· Conflict of interests: The reviewers have the obligation to let the director know if there is a conflict of interest that prevents them from making an objective and impartial evaluation of the manuscript.

· Confidentiality: Regarding the confidential nature of the peer-review process, the reviewers agree not to disseminate the manuscript under review. They can´t use it in their own work, comment it, share it or involve other people in their review.

· Artificial intelligence: Reviewers may not upload the article to be reviewed into AI tools, nor may they use this technology to prepare the review report.

Based on these guidelines please choose one of the four options in section B as a result of the review.

	Section A. (Please answer the questions, providing a detailed and comprehensive justification for your arguments).
1. Is the objective of the article satisfactorily fulfilled?

2. Is there correspondence between the methodology used with the objectives of the research and / or the theoretical reflection in the article?

3. Is the topic addressed in the article relevant?

4. Is any useful or novel contribution made to the corresponding knowledge area?

5. Does the document have coherence in the line of argument towards the foundation of the essential statements of the article?

6. Regarding the presentation, is the text clear and is it properly organized? If not, please explain the reasons.

7. Is the document based on firm knowledge or objectively stated?

8. Is there relevance to the statistical methods used? 

9. Does the article indicate knowledge, updating and adequate use of the bibliography related to the subject?

10. Do the conclusions correspond to the objectives and do they emerge from the development of the argument?

11. Based on the above, the following modifications are suggested (if applicable):
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