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1. Please indicate your assessment of each criterion by selecting an option .

Poor Fair Good Excellent

1.This study arises from new theoretical results or 
new empirical findings; it arises from new 
interpretation or synthesis of known material.

2. The title reflects the content of the paper and it 
is short and interesting.

3.The abstract is short and informative enough to 
stand on its own

4. The introduction of the paper describes the 
problem within a theoretical framework. There is 
no plagiarism in this section.

5. Appropriate research design/method has been 
used.

6. Appropriate, correct and rigorous analysis of the 
research question and/or subject matter is 
provided. If the study is quantitative, right robust 
statistics have been used.

7. Accurate and useful interpretation has been 
made. Results have been reported. The study has 
been evaluated and compared to similar studies.

8. Conclusion describes implications for theory, 
research, and/or practice. Logical conclusions 
from the data have be drawn.

9. Table/figure captions are correct. Real-time 
tense has been used.

10.The reference list follows ZJPAS Style. There is 
a good correspondence between the cited and 
referenced works. There is no additional or 
incomplete reference.

11.The article shows a complete, clear and well 
organized presentation. The content is precise. The 
language of the paper is formal, technical and 
academic.



2. Comments to author(s)



Dear Reviewer... 
Thank you very much for reviewing this paper. 
Please indicate your final decision concerning 
this paper by choosing one of the options from 
the menu next to this box.

Accept, no revision needed
Accept, but needs minor revision
Accept, but needs major revision
Reject, poor quality/out of scope

If you have decided that the paper needs 
revision, should it be sent to you again for a 
second round of evaluation? 
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