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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. 1 

 

 

The content of the article is not in conformity with the title. The author has shown more aspects of 
civilization than those of literary criticism. 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 1 

 

 

The objectives and   results of the corpus analyses are missing. 

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

 

Some grammatical errors must be corrected 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 1 

No theoretical preliminary has been accounted for in the study. 

 



5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 2 

 

Some aspects of errors have to be corrected.  

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

3 

 

Not totally. 

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

 

3 

The author must add the corpus to his reference list 

 

 

 

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 abstract of the article must be revised. The related keywords must be put below it. The author must 

include the translated keywords of the abstract in the French version. The literary theory adopted 

should be accounted for briefly in the work. The content of the article shows that the author has made 

confusion between civilization (which deals with reality) and literary criticism (which focuses on 

fiction).  Therefore, the subtitles dealt with must be revised and the analyses should be carried out in 

the context of the fictitious play. 

 

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only: 

I would like to thank the editors for having given  me the opportunity  to revise 

this article. 

 

 



 


