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The abstract almost meets the required criteria. It briefly renders what the article is about. Though 
while reading the abstract, a reader realizes the basic issues that are described in the article, I think 
that it is more general. Besides, to my mind, it would be better if the abstract contained some 
elements of the conclusion, at least its last sentence what would make the whole abstract more solid 
and complete.  
 

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

There are a lot of grammatical, stylistic, lexical mistakes throughout the text. I tried to correct only 
some of them but I strongly recommend the author to look through the whole text and present the 
better English version. There are some rather vague sentences. I understand what the author means, 
but they should definitely be written in better English (I have highlighted some of them). Besides, I’d 
like to pay the author’s attention to one issue: it is certainly possible to use present tenses while 
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 
supported by the content. 5 

This is the section that I like most of all. The author briefly summarises the main idea of the research 
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