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Manuscript Title:  	 

 SUBSTANTIVE AND STRUCTURAL ASSESSMENT OF THE REVIEW ARTICLE
(This section will be shared with the authors.)
The questions below do not replace the need for descriptive comments addressed to the authors. 
Reviewers may provide detailed comments in the section below.  
(Please mark “X” in the appropriate box.)
 
	ASSESSMENT QUESTIONS
	Yes 
	Requires revision
	No
	Not applicable

	Did the author clearly and concisely present the content of the publication discussed in the review article?
	
	
	
	

	Did the author place the publication under discussion in the context of the international literature on the subject?
	
	
	
	

	Did the author provide a sufficiently critical analysis of the publication under discussion, rather than merely summarizing its content?
	
	
	
	

	Did the author clearly identify the substantive gaps, limitations, or weaknesses of the publication under discussion and, where appropriate, highlight its novelty and contribution to the advancement of research in the field?
	
	
	
	

	Did the author formulate clear conclusions and identify potential avenues for further research building on the issues addressed in the publication under discussion?
	
	
	
	

	Is the structure of the review article (organization of content, division into sections, and balance between description and critical evaluation) clear and appropriate for the publication under discussion?
	
	
	
	

	Language and style: Is the text written in clear, grammatically correct, and readable language?
	
	
	
	



FINAL RECOMMENDATION
Please select one option only.  
	Accept the review article for publication in its present form
	

	Accept the review article after minor revisions (no further review required)
	

	Return the review article to the author for major revisions and re-review.
	

	Reject the review article
	



COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR THE AUTHORS 
Reviewers may provide detailed comments below or in a separate file, with references to the relevant line numbers in the manuscript. They may also make corrections directly in the manuscript using Track Changes or use the commenting function. 


RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE EDITORS 
(This section will not be shared with the authors.)
If any question in the table below is answered “Yes”, please address it in detail in the section for editors.  

	   ETHICAL ISSUES AND CONFLICTS OF INTEREST                                                                                                   
	Yes 
	No
	Hard to 
say

	Do you identify any signs of research misconduct in the review article (e.g., plagiarism, unacknowledged appropriation of another author's wording, deliberate misrepresentation of the content of the publication under discussion, etc.)?
	
	
	

	Does the review article suggest any potential conflict of interest between the author of the review and the author(s) of the publication under discussion (e.g., a supervisory relationship, close personal ties, extensive co-authorship, etc.)?
	
	
	

	Is there any indication that substantial parts of the review article may have been generated using artificial intelligence (AI) tools in an undisclosed manner that is inconsistent with AN's AI Policy?
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