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Evaluation Criteria: 

Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with an explanation 
for each point rating. 

Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5 

The title of the paper is clear and well-focused, adequate to the content.  

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 4 

Aims and goals of the paper are well-defined, the mission of the research is adequately emphasized 
by the author(s), however the contribution of the study should be also stressed. Moreover, it is worth 
to note that no real best practice is presented in the paper. 

3. There are grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.  2 

Several spelling/typing mistakes and grammatical errors can be found in the paper. A professional 
proofread could enhance the readability of the text.  

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

The article is based on a simple literature review, no special analysis was conducted.  

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 4 

The body of the paper is acceptable, the logic of the author(s) can be easily followed. However, there 
is no “critical review” or analysis in the paper, comparison of the literature sources are missing 
(regarding the key findings, methods, results, assumptions, etc.), indeed in its current state, only the 



short summary of literature sources was elaborated. 

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

3 

The conclusion section never moves beyond the descriptive level and therefore fails to contribute to 
the debate on the topic. 

7. The references are comprehensive and according to the APA 
citation style. 

(All the sources in the list of references are cited in the content and vice 
versa) 

5 

Quotation and referencing meet the formal requirements. 

 

 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revisions needed  

Return for major revision and resubmission X 

Reject  

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

The paper deals with an actual and interesting topic. An adequate descriptive section of current 

literature is lacking. In particular, the literature review should be more to the point, the critical analysis 

needs a systematic review of previous findings and results, own contributions should be more 

emphasized. The paper needs a thorough review and rewrite by English speaker/writer. Tenses, 

verbiage, use of words, and sentence structure make it hard to discern what is being stated. Quotation 

and referencing meet the formal requirements. 
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