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REVIEW
 of a scientific article submitted for publication in the journal Art of Justice
Title of the article: _______________________________________________
Reviewer: _______________________________________________________
 (position, academic degree, academic title)
Manuscript sent for review: “” _______________ 20
Reviewer’s Recommendations.
The main purpose of the review is to enhance the scientific value of articles published in the journal by establishing objective procedures for selecting author manuscripts and defining balanced approaches for developing recommendations for their improvement.
 During the review, the following aspects are considered:
· compliance of the article’s topic with the scientific profile of the journal;

· relevance of the article’s subject matter;

· correspondence of the article’s title to its content;

· logicality and persuasiveness of the scientific argumentation of the main points;

· sufficiency of justification of the main research results;

· presence of elements of scientific novelty;

· reflection of research results in the conclusions;

· need to shorten, delete, expand, or revise certain parts of the article;

· need for improvements regarding style, language, and terminology used;

· adequacy and quality of literature sources and correctness of citations;

· adherence to the principle of academic integrity.

After reviewing the materials, the reviewer must make one of the following decisions:
· recommended for publication;

· recommended to return for revision and re-review;

· not recommended for publication (if the article mainly does not meet the requirements and needs significant time for revision; the author may submit a revised article for the next issue);

· not recommended for publication without possibility of resubmission (if the text contains plagiarism or does not correspond to the journal’s subject).

The review process is double-blind (anonymous), meaning the author does not know the reviewer’s identity, and the reviewer does not know the author’s identity. The final decision on submitted materials is made by the editorial (scientific) board of the journal. Review results, comments, and recommendations are sent to the author by email.
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	Comments:
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	Is the manuscript prepared in accordance with the journal’s requirements?
	

	Comments:
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	Do you consider the problem addressed in the article to be relevant?
	

	Comments:
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	Does the article’s title correspond to its content?
	

	Comments:



	5
	Is the research methodology correctly chosen and applied?
	

	Comments:



	6
	Is the scientific argumentation of the main points logical, consistent, and convincing?
	

	Comments:
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	Are the main research results sufficiently justified?
	

	Comments:



	8
	Does the author(s) clearly, understandably, and unequivocally express and explain their position?
	

	Comments:
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	Does the article contain elements of scientific novelty?
	

	Comments:

	10
	Are the research results reflected in the conclusions?
	

	Comments:

	11
	Is there a need to shorten, delete, expand, or revise some parts of the article?
	

	Comments:
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	Is the formal-linguistic aspect of the manuscript correct (accuracy of idea formulation, language correctness)?
	

	Comments:

	13
	Is the quantity and quality of literature sources sufficient, and are citations correct?
	

	Comments:
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	Was plagiarism and/or incorrect citation detected during the review?
	

	Comments:
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	Recommended changes to the article, suggested ways of improvement
	

	Comments:
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