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

the article. 2

The title can be improved... for example:




Internet as a meeting place for marriage: Homogamy and assortative mating on
dating online in contemporary Italy.

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

The abstract doesn’t clearly present objects, methods, and results.

The abstract should include:

Purpose
Design/methodology/approach
Findings

Research limitations/implications
Practical implications
Originality/value

Practical value

Keywords:

Article Type: (Research paper)

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

There are some grammatical errors, a check by a professional is recommended, as
well as using google English checking platforms too.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

The study methods are explained clearly, but the author should include some data
about the usage of the internet from Italian adults, territorial coverage of the
internet in Italy, etc., like this between two periods taken into the question of the
research (2000 — 2010, and 2010 — 2016).

Data for handling the research have been taken from Italian statistics. The author
should explain that this doesn’t violate any local law on data usage and/or any
declaration from Istat, these data can be used for research purposes (which usually
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paper, after literature.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3

The results are clear and do not contain errors, but the author should find some
more space to compare the results with other research, which in fact there are
mentioned in the literature, but the comparison of them with the Italian situation in
the results part of the research is missing.

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

The conclusions are accurate but more general than specified. Some more insight
is needed, as well as some recommendations too.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.

The references are comprehensive, but the author should take care with the
literature because some literature, listed at the end of the article is missing from
the text. For example, Reference No 72.

The reference for Istat in the literature is the year 2021, while the paper is 2016.
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The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of article

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

The abstract clearly presents object, method and results.

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

The article is well-written. English level of this article is alright.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

The study methods are explained clearly

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5

The results are clear and do not contain errors.

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

The conclusions are supported by the content.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

The references are comprehensive.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)
Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed X
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It would be better if the references were not scattered throughout the
paragraphs of the article but were summarized in the introduction section
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Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:



Accept the article and publish with revisions. The paper would benefit
from changes.
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The title does accurately represent the content of the manuscript.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and

results. 5

The abstract does clearly summarize the objects, methods, and results of the study.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling

mistakes in this article. 4

The abstract has multiple paragraphs versus the usual one paragraph. Revision
might be needed to align with the journal protocol.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

There is some description of data analysis in the results section that should be
included in the methods section — bottom of page 5.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4

The content of the results are clearly presented. Clear column headings are
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and

supported by the content. S

The Conclusion provides a clear summary of the study and indicates further study
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