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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
 
The title is interesting, attracts attention of the readers. 

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

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
The abstract highlight the research background and shows the study aims properly. 
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article.  5 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
The language is clear and easy to understand, there are no annoying spelling errors. 



 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5 
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Study methods are detailed according to the professional expectations. 
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The paper is quite long; it uses 20 pages. There are some paragraphs that summarize the survey results 
without figures and tables (in chapter about International experience concerning company 
whistleblowing systems). Visual aid could help understanding the cases/tendencies if more space 
would have been available. 
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