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 The abstract presents the objects (an outlook on AI's impact on copyright, an analysis of the 
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clearly; it lacks a concise summary of the key comparative findings between the USA, the UK 

and from China.  
3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 

this article. 
3.5 



Yes. The draft contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and spelling 

mistakes that detract from its professionalism. Examples include: 
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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. 

Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 3 



Using brackets in the title is not appropriate. The author should revise the research title to ensure it 

has a clear sentence structure, enhancing clarity and eliminating any vagueness. The title and the 

body of the article has confusion over IP right and copyright. The title require restructure and avoid 

conceptual uncertainty.  

This vague use of brackets recurs throughout the paper, creating ambiguity regarding the clear 

issue of the study. 

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 1 

This abstract is overly lengthy and does not clearly differentiate itself from the introduction. The 

abstract should be concise, focusing on the aim, research problem, methodology, and findings.  

The issue with the title persists. It is unclear why the author chose to use such a vague title while 

addressing a specific part of the study. The writer should concentrate on clearly defined issues. For 

example, the topic is about copyrights, the use of brackets should be avoided, as IP rights and 

copyrights are not the same.  

 

The abstract require to re-write based on scientific standard of the good quality paper.  

 

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

article. 
4 

(There are few grammatical and typo errors) 

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

(The draft article lacks specificity in presenting the methodology of the research. Please check the 

details at the in text comment) 

 

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

(This section would be better to be presented in divided sub-section. For instance, classify the 

experience of countries in independent sub-section. 

Besides, many of discussions require citation of laws or proper sources.) 

Check the detail from in text comments.  

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

content. 
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(The conclusion lacks clarity. Check in text comment) 

 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3  

(Check all the materials listed as reference are cited at the body of the paper) 
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Thank you for your submission. Your research tackles an important and relevant topic; however, 

there are several areas that require significant improvement to enhance the clarity and coherence 

of the paper. The title needs to be revised for clarity, specifically by avoiding the vague use of 

brackets and ensuring it accurately reflects the content of the article. Additionally, the abstract 

requires a substantial rewrite to align with scientific standards, focusing concisely on the aim, 

methods, and findings. 

Throughout the manuscript, there is confusion regarding intellectual property rights and 

copyright, which must be clearly differentiated to avoid ambiguity. The methodology lacks 

specificity and should be elaborated upon for better understanding. Furthermore, the results 

section could be improved by organizing it into subsections, which would help clarify country-

specific experiences. Lastly, the conclusions need greater clarity. And proper citations should be 

provided throughout all part of the paper. 

Take time to review these aspects critically to enhance the quality and clarity of your work. 
 

 

 

 

 

 


