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	Faculty of Central European Studies of Constantine the Philosopher University in Nitra
Reviewer assessment


Name and surname of the author(s), resp. editor(s):

Title of publication / contribution:
Name and surname of the reviewer, institution, address, e-mail:
assessment

	I. part: EVALUATION OF THE MANUSCRIPT OF THE PUBLICATION / CONTRIBUTION IN THE PROCEEDINGS


	
	
	
	
	
	Comments


	1.
	Does the abstract describe the content of the paper?
	yes

	no

	
	

	2.
	Are the objectives of the publication / paper manuscript clearly defined?
	yes

	no

	
	

	3.
	Are the methods and resources used at the level of current knowledge?
	yes

	no

	
	

	4.
	Does the manuscript / paper take into account current trends in research on the issue published by other authors?
	yes

	no

	
	

	5.
	Does the manuscript / paper have the appropriate professional level?
	yes

	no

	
	

	6.
	Does the manuscript / paper contain the original (new) research results of the author(s)?
	yes

	no

	
	

	7.
	Is adequate technical terminology applied in the manuscript of the publication / paper?
	yes

	no

	
	

	8.
	Does the publication / paper manuscript contain obvious "untruths" and logical errors?
	yes

	no

	
	

	9.
	Are the interpretations and conclusions logical?
	yes

	no

	
	

	10.
	Is the division of chapters / subchapters logical and in line with the topic of the paper?
	yes

	no

	
	

	11.
	Used tables with their content and scope:
	support the conclusions in the text
	are irrelevant
	are redundant
	

	12.
	Used graphs / diagrams / illustrations / pictures with their content and scope:
	support the conclusions in the text
	are irrelevant
	are redundant
	

	13.
	The references of the paper are:
	appropriate 

	insufficient 

	too extensive 

	

	14.
	Is the manuscript of the publication / contribution set in an international context (foreign sources)
	yes

	no

	
	

	15.
	Is the manuscript of the publication / contribution set in a domestic context (domestic sources)
	yes

	no

	
	

	16.
	Formal accuracy (citations and references) according to the valid standard of references
	yes

	no

	
	

	17.
	Appropriate language and stylistic level
	yes

	no

	
	


	II. part: verbal evaluation


	


	III. part: conclusion

	

	1. reviewer´s recommendation


	a) I recommend that the submitted manuscript be published
	

	b) I recommend that the submitted manuscript be published after the deficiencies have been remedied
	

	c) I do not recommend that the submitted manuscript be published
	

	

	2. I request to submit a corrected version of the publication for reviewing
	yes/no
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� The reviewer takes part of the responsibility for the quality of the future publication with his / her assessment and for this reason he /she should take a very responsible approach to the evaluation of the entire manuscript.


� Please evaluate the publication by marking one of the options for each question. Highlight the option you selected with bold or another colour.


� Please provide a justification (in points) if the option with a negative evaluation (i.e. the option in the second or third column) is indicated on the listed question.


� If it is based on publications devoted to a similar topic, the latest publications are also used.


� If older sources are mentioned, there are no foreign references, few used sources, etc.


� In case of unnecessary citations, repeated presentation of the same website, etc.


� Please provide a verbal evaluation of the paper (assessment of its assets, or comments) in the range of min. 350 and max. 3,500 characters.


� Please indicate one of the options. Highlight the option you selected with bold or another colour.
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