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Evaluation Criteria: 

Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with a thorough 
explanation for each point rating. 

Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 
article. 

5 



 

 

Title and content are perfectly matched. 

 

 

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

The abstract should be given more attention. The author re-write it so as to highlight with 
more visibility the three key components: object, method and results.  

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

1 

Grammatical errors and spelling mistakes are numerous, including in the title and keywords 
of the article!!! It is also necessary to correct numerous punctuation errors. A thorough re-
reading of this article is crucial, as well as the compliance with the method of presentation 
adopted by the ELP.  

 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 1 

No relevant information with respect to the research methodology is provided neither in the 
introduction (absence of plan !!!) nor in subsequent developments. 

 

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 4 

The body of the article is rather relevant and does not contain notable contradictions or 

mistakes.   

 

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

4 

Conclusion and summary are in adequacy with the content of the article. The author stressed 
the interaction between the doctrine of indivisibility of sovereignty and the doctrine of 
divided sovereignty. If until recently the issue of divided sovereignty was indisputable and 
unacceptable, in the current conditions of the globalization process that characterizes 
international relations, the situation has changed significantly, as it is imperative to adapt 
notions and concepts to new configurations. 

 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3 

References evoked in the paper are relevant despite the absence of some notable studies 
carried out in this field. The author is also urged to comply with more accuracy with the 
ELP’s method of presentation (classification of references).   
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

The subject-matter is interesting and, as a whole, well addressed by the authors.  

However, to improve the scientific quality of this contribution, the author should more prioritize 

the formal aspects of this article. In that regard, it is recommended to strictly comply with the 

method of presentation adopted by the ELP. In addition, grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes must be corrected. 
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