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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 

the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
 

1) Yes. Extremely important 
 

2) Yes 
 
 

3) Yes, but I’d suggest changing the word “abstract” to “study” as the objective in the 
abstract should refer to the paper. 

4) I find the subsection Summary repetitive as the text is literally a copy from other 
parts. I suggest rewriting it or disregarding it as whole. 

5) There are no references along the paper, just in the end, in the subsection 
“References”. The paper does not present any considerations about the study in 
terms of conclusions. It emphasizes only the actual study and its importance but 
does not explore what was found so far during the research. I understand that the 
objective of the paper is to present the upcoming research, but scientifically 
speaking when we choose to research about something, we already have some 
hypothesis, which are not explored. The conclusion section only focuses on 
complimenting the study and, as I mentioned, its relevance, but its actual importance 
should be recognized by peers, by professors and its reviewers. As researchers, our 
role is to elaborate the study and its papers in a way that it is thorough, scientifically 
and theoretically well-founded, methodologically correct, so that our peers can see 
how important our study is. 

6) There are some references cited in the correspondent subsection, but I cannot 
evaluate if they are sufficient as there are no references along the paper to sustain 
the arguments. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

Yes. It is very well written. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

I find the study very important for scientific community, especially considering feminist studies and 
the significance of such works that value women in our society. However, I suggest exploring a little 
bit more about some previous conclusions and hypothesis, especially because there are so many 
objectives.  
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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