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

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

The objects and the results are clear is clear in the abstract but the methods are
fundamentally flawed by being absent from the work.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
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There are a lot of grammatical errors that needs to be shapened. The work in its
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The study methods are fundamentally flawed.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 1
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the
article.

(Please insert your comments)

Implementation of family policy for social welfare in the
state of Georgia

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

(Please insert your comments)

The summary covers the family situation in Georgia well enough, the methods
to achieve a strong family and then what results are obtained in the
implementation of the family support policy, which also includes international
documents on family care

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

(Please insert your comments)
I myself am not competent to judge the level of English. It seems to be good.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

(Please insert your comments)

The author acted very correctly, pointing out the family policy models in other
countries and especially in Turkey. Maybe the author could develop a little
thoughts about social doctrine from international documents. The tables
highlight the family situation. After all, they indicate the guidelines on how to
achieve the social well-being of the family.

What is the influence of religion on the spiritual durability of the family?

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

(Please insert your comments)
There are no such doctrinal errors in facts or documents

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

(Please insert your comments)

The conclusions could be stronger, broader, and the recommendations are
excellent
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be indicated. And if there are documents, there is usually a number (no.) or a

paragraph.

1. Makrotrends.com Georgia Fertility Rate 1950-2023,
https://www.macrotrends.net/countries/GEO/georgia/fertility-rate

Irwin , Approaches to Family Policies 2011. A Profile of Eight

Countries, Division for social policy and development department of
economic and social affairs united nations, New York,
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/family/Publications/familypolicies.pdf ,
And how to find the place of citation from this link? The author writes on
page 8 (“Irwin,2011”) This aforementioned resource is paged and
paragraphed

2. Republic of Turkey, Labor and social services, the General
directorate of family and social services. Advanced Statistical Analyses

2018, https://www.aile.gov.tr/media/35868/tayai8 ingilizce_Kkitap.pdf
Document has 436 pages

Literally, the author dear dr Sophio Lazishvili

must specify the citation, so that it is easier to find the thought or fact
quoted.
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. 4
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I miss the time period that you want to study: ‘after Covid’ or ‘last 5 years’, ect.




2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 3
results.

I think that it lacks a mention of the methodology, i.e. the survey.

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

The wording is simple and comprehensible. A serious error in the number of EU
member states.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

| feel it is necessary for the author of this article to go a little deeper into the
analysis of the underlying methodology. As the topic is extremely exciting and has
great potential.

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

| think the results need to be presented even more carefully, as they are very
interesting and diverse, and I also feel it necessary to indicate the questions, and
even to analyze why the author considered these questions important.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
5
supported by the content.
It needs better elaboration, but it’s adequate.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3

| would recommend the author of this article to work through this section, looking
for data and authors who have written on this topic around 2020.
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Accepted, minor revision needed X
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Reject
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