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

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

A mention to the context of reference is needed. I would suggest adding a subtitle with more 
information regarding on what is dealing with the text. For instance, “ A comparative approach 
between European civil and common law,  or “Special reference to the Albanian law”…..In order to 
make the article approach more clear and attractive to readers I would suggest to consider a 
controversial aspect of such principle, if there is…  

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

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

 

The main research objective is not included, In fact it is been said that “The purpose of 

this paper is to analyze the principle of good faith, shedding light on the concept and the impact of 

this principle on various legal systems, civil and customary traditions.”, but this is not reflected in 

the text. The scope is too general and to descriptive.  



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

2 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

Yes, there are. For instance, page 5 “principle of god faith”, “The Roman law”, “the concept of 
Equity”. A review is highly recommended. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 2 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

No, they are not explained. It would be useful to make an overview to some cases and jurisprudence 
to analyze the interpretation of such principle. Moreover, it is not clear why Albanian law is 
considered as a particular example. It is not clear if the author pretends to do a comparative analysis 
and on which purpose? 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 3 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

The paper remains descriptive without a deeper analysis. It remains unclear which are the main aims 
of the research, which are the questions to resolve 

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

2 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

The conclusions don’t constitute a critical appraisal, they are just a summary 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 2 

(a brief explanation is recommendable) 

The references are insufficient to base the different assertions made by the author. Indeed some of 
the affirmations and information have not references. In general, the references used are poor and do 
not provide the foundation to the author’s main arguments. 

I suggest enriching the paper with more doctrine, jurisprudence and legal references, if the author 
wants to offer a comparative approach on the topic. 
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