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

It could be better shaped on the purpose of the paper (ie: outline in two words what is this
importance)

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

No. The abstract clearly states “what” but follows no one of the scholarly accepted abstract
formats, therefore the paper is basically useless for researcher because hardly indexed. Beside
there are no clear and intriguing keywords.

3. There are grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 5

Good clear French. Elegant.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2

Absolutely inadequate and a mere list of products. There is no clear explaination of the qualitative
or quantitav ie methods, statistic system, or whatever. Referring to the title “what is the
importance...?” The methodologie gives no hints about this and qualitatively asks nothing.




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

1t is as clear as useless. Beside, nothing more than a compendium.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 2
content.

No. it is not clear, really, what the authors have carried over.

7. The references are comprehensive and according to the APA
citation style. 1

Inadequate. Only two minor titles are recent (2016 and 2017) all the rest is outdated (data older
than 50 years!)
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