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

article. 
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The title is thought-provoking and accurately reflects the central theme of the paper. It clearly 

signals the philosophical and geopolitical focus of the article and its engagement with the 

Enlightenment heritage in the digital era.  
2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 4 

The abstract effectively outlines the core research question, comparative philosophical 

framework, and central thesis. However, it could benefit from a slightly clearer articulation of 

the methodological approach and more explicit reference to any concrete results or 

conclusions drawn.  
3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 

this article. 
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Overall, the language is formal, coherent, and academically appropriate. There are very few 

grammatical or stylistic issues, mostly minor (e.g., occasional complex phrasing). A light 

proofreading would enhance clarity. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

The philosophical and conceptual methodology is described adequately, with references to 

Kant and Foucault as the main theoretical anchors. However, the methodological section could 

be slightly expanded to better distinguish between deductive reasoning and theoretical 

synthesis. 

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

 

 

The paper does not present empirical results but offers a strong interpretive analysis. Within 

its philosophical scope, the conclusions are clearly derived and logically consistent. 
 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by 

the content. 
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The conclusions are compelling and well-supported by the preceding analysis. The paper 

returns to its original questions and offers thoughtful reflections on autonomy and algorithmic 

control, consistent with the themes developed throughout. 
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Enlightenment thinkers. The comparative approach between Kant’s ideal of autonomy and 
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Slightly expanding the methodology section to clarify the analytic framework and sources. 

Providing a more concrete summary of findings in both the abstract and conclusion. 

Minor grammatical and stylistic editing for clarity and flow. 

Overall, this is a strong and original contribution to the literature on digital modernity and 

political philosophy. 
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