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

the article. 
4 

The role Language Plays in Postmodern Literature 

(Based on Lydia Davis' stories) or The role of Language in Postmodern Literature 

(Based on Lydia Davis' stories) 

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

Please delete all the writings highlighted in RED and state the methodology clearly 

where it is descriptive and analytical or purely narrative  



(analyzing the language play in Lydia Davis' stories, focusing on textual 

features such as word choice, narrative structure, and stylistic devices). Let 

this be reflected in the Abstract  

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
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The write up is okay with little grammatical errors 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5 

The methodology is accurate  
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Some of the sentences are too longer than expected  
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
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The conclusion is supported by the content  
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4  
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Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with a 

thorough explanation for each point rating. 
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Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

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

the article. 
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(Please insert your comments) 

The title effectively describes the focus on language play in postmodern literature 

and specifically identifies Lydia Davis. However, it could be more engaging. For 

example, consider revising it to "Playing with Words: The Subversion of Language 

in Lydia Davis' Postmodern Narratives" for added intrigue. 

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 5 

(Please insert your comments) 

The abstract clearly outlines the objectives, methods, and findings of the paper. It 

succinctly captures Davis' approach and the implications of her language play, 

maintaining a strong connection to the content. 

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
3 



While the article is generally well-written, there are minor grammatical errors. For 

instance, in the sentence “Barth reasonable states that,” "reasonable" should be 

"rightly" or "correctly." These small adjustments would enhance clarity.) 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5 

The methods section effectively describes the close reading and contextual analysis 

approaches used. It provides enough detail for readers to understand how the 

analysis was conducted. 

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

The results are presented logically and clearly; however, some sections could 

benefit from additional examples to illustrate points more effectively. For instance, 

when discussing "The Mice," a specific excerpt could be included to demonstrate 

the anxieties evoked. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
5 

The conclusions are well-supported by the analysis throughout the article. They 

accurately reflect the themes explored in Davis' work and connect back to the 

broader discussions of postmodernism. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4  

The references are relevant, up-to-date, and provide a solid foundation for the 

arguments made. They effectively cover both primary texts and necessary 

theoretical frameworks. 
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-Incorporate more specific examples in the results section to support your claims. For 

instance, when discussing the emotional impact of “The Mice,” including a direct 

quote could significantly strengthen your argument. 

-In the conclusion, reinforce the connection between Davis’ themes and contemporary 

issues, perhaps by referencing societal anxieties reflected in her work. 
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Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with a 
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Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

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

the article. 
4 

The title is clear and gives an appropriate overview of the paper's subject. It could 

be enhanced by mentioning Lydia Davis to improve specificity, e.g., "Language 

Play in Postmodern Literature: A Study of Lydia Davis's Stories 

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

The abstract effectively presents the topic and focuses on Lydia Davis's approach to 

language play within the postmodern literary framework. Even if it provides a view 

of the paper's objectives and themes, it could be more explicit in outlining the 

research methods and primary results or insights gained from the analysis. 

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
3 

There are minor grammatical and citation issues in the paper. For instance, citation 

formatting is inconsistent, with some quotations missing appropriate citation marks 



or proper attribution details (e.g., author’s first name and year of publication). All 

citations lack page number(s). We recommend correcting these issues before 

publication in order to enhance clarity and scholarly accuracy. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

The paper outlines the primary method of close reading effectively and uses it to 

analyze Davis's texts with insightful connections to postmodern theory. However, 

we recommend including additional details on why specific stories were chosen for 

analysis and how they exemplify unique aspects of language play would add depth. 

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

The analysis is thoughtfully conducted, discussing multiple techniques used by 

Davis (e.g., repetition, paradox, ambiguity). But the paper could benefit from 

further examples that demonstrate the discussed techniques, which would allow 

readers to visualize the findings more concretely. Otherwise, it would simply be 

just an enumeration of these techniques without any input from the authors. 

Moreover, mentioning previous contributions to the analysis of such techniques in 

Davis’s work would enhance the scientific nature of the paper. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
4 

The conclusions summarize the key insights effectively, tying Davis's stylistic 

approach to broader postmodern themes. The authors could enhance their paper’s 

impact by discussing potential implications for future studies in postmodern 

literature. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3  

While the references are mostly appropriate, some sources are cited inconsistently. 

For example, in-text citations should consistently follow the same format, with all 

necessary publication details clearly included. This would significantly improve the 

paper’s scholarly presentation. 
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