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However, the title is a bit lengthy and could be more concise while retaining 
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2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 4 

The abstract effectively outlines the study’s objectives, methodology, and key 

findings. It provides a clear summary of the research focus, incorporating both 

qualitative and quantitative aspects. 

However, some sentences are redundant, and certain methodological details could 

be more concise. Additionally, while results are mentioned, they could be slightly 

more specific. 

Recommendations: Streamline the abstract by eliminating repetitive phrases and 

ensuring that the results section highlights the most significant findings concisely. 

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
3.5 

The article is generally well-written in an academic style, demonstrating strong 

command of terminology and structure. 

But there are some grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and spelling mistakes 

(e.g., embeded → embedded, invetsigate → investigate, refelect → reflect). These 

minor issues can affect readability. 

Recommendations: A thorough proofreading pass or professional editing would 

enhance clarity and correctness. 
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The conclusion effectively summarizes the key findings and aligns well with the 
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discourse studies. 
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