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for each point rating. 

Questions 
Rating Result 
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

 

 

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

(An explanation is recommendable) 

 

 

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Some grammatical and spelling errors that must be corrected 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

(An explanation is recommendable) 



 

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

(An explanation is recommendable) 

Some errors in the numbering of titles. The discussion was not conducted because no author is 
mentioned in the discussion points. 

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

3 

(An explanation is recommendable) 

 

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) 

2 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

References deserve to be expanded 
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Reject  
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A proofreading of the document deserves to be done for the correction of spelling and 

grammatical errors. Also, the discussion deserves to be made. 

 

 


