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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. The article is devoted to the actual problem of protection against computer viruses. However, the 
research materials practically don't contain new results, which reduces the potential interest of 
readers (see comments below). 
 
2. The article's title does not fully correspond to its content, as it is difficult to call the conducted 
research systematic. This is instead a review of the already known results of studying the problems 
of computer viruses. 
 
3. The abstract corresponds to the content of the article. 
 
4. The article is structured, but the content of individual sections does not correspond to their title, in 
particular, Section 4. 
 
5. From a scientific point of view, the article doesn't contain new information. It only repeats 
generally known results, including a description of the main threats of computer viruses, methods of 
their identification, and recommendations for protection against damage by a computer virus. 
Section "1. INTRODUCTION" declares task "3. To provide well defined steps on how to protect and 
prevent illegal stealing of confidential data such as credit card number, account password, etc", but 
the paper does not contain any related information. 
Section "4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION” contains only the results of interviews. However, the 
results are presented generally without specifying the respondents' answers. The author(s) should 
emphasize the practical utility of this survey in the context of the article's purpose. It is also worth 
noting that the sample size is 5 people. This is not enough to form statistically significant 
conclusions. This section does not contain the author's contribution to the discussion of the results 
but only repeats the conclusions drawn earlier, reflected by the corresponding citations. 
Subsection “3.2.2 Secondary Research Method” declares the use of secondary data, in particular, 
the analysis of publications on the subject of computer viruses. However, it does not emphasize the 
purpose for which this data is used. 
 
6. A significant part of the information sources was published more than ten years ago and, 
therefore, can't be considered current. The research information base should be significantly 
updated. 
 

 

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

communications? 
 

The text of the article requires editorial correction. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 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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