PEER REVIEW


The Content

Research issue / research object
	· 
	        Formulated clearly and precisely

	
	Should be defined more clearly and/or elaborated on

	
	Not clear, should be reformulated




Theoretical basis and explanation
	
	     Author provides an original view

	
	    There are sufficient references to previous researches and studies

	
	A lack of references to other researches and studies

	
	Theoretical background is absent or unclear




Provided information and data
	
	 New, original 

	
	         Extends and complement already known information

	
	Repeats already known information

	
	          Unclear




Research Method
	
	      Well-grounded and coherent

	
	Poorly substantiated, should be reconsidered

	
	Method is unclear

	
	Is not required for such type of work




The solution of a problem and analysis of results 
	
	Very well-grounded

	
	 Sufficiently grounded

	
	Poorly grounded, should be reconsidered

	
	Not clear and/or too abstract

	
	       Descriptive work



Language style
	
	Perfect

	
	        Sufficiently fluent

	
	Understandable

	
	Hard to comprehend




Form

7. Title
	
	              Clear and precise

	
	Should be reconsidered



8. Tables, graphs and other amendments
	
	Acceptable

	
	Should be reconsidered

	
	          Absent/Not required



9. References and list of literature
	
	                 Acceptable

	
	Should be edited and reviewed



10. Abstract and summary
	
	                  Acceptable

	
	Should be edited

	
	Should be reviewed in principle



Conclusions 

11. Evaluation of the content
	
	Published as provided

	
	                        Acceptable with minor corrections

	
	Major corrections and additional review is needed

	
	Unacceptable




12. Evaluation of form
	
	                                Acceptable without major corrections

	
	Should be corrected

	
	Article should be shortened 

	
	Essential flaws, does not meet requirements of an academic text




