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The title is too ambitious and it would be better if it were more specific. 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 
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(Please insert your comments) 

This section reports an aim that is not consistent with the results reported in this 
same section,  



 

i.e. The students’ verbal creativity was examined by means of a verbal expression 
questionnaire which had been compiled following the methodological 
recommendations of E. P. Torrance for diagnosing a person’s creativity.  

 

The results of the study show the readiness of prospective teachers of the Baltic 
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problems of popularity of ethnicity in the countries. 
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