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Part  1: Questionnaire
Assign points ranging from 1 to 5 to each of the following aspects of the article. Please note that:
1 = not at all
2 = enough
3 = more than enough
4 = very
5 = very much
Each score could be accompanied by comments and explanations. Should the referee not be sure of a certain aspect (for instance on part D, as he/she is not expert of the specific literature concerning the topic), he/she should not assign points and should leave the box blank (given that to select an intermediate score is an error, since it implies an evaluation):
A. The subject  holds scientific relevance: … points
B. The article can be regarded as original and significant: … points
C. The illustrated reasoning is internally coherent, also with the title and the abstract, and properly developed, regardless it can be accepted or not: … points
D. The work includes a critical review of the existing literature, takes into account the historical development of the examined concepts, considers different points of view, even if these are different or even opposite when compared to the Author’s ones, informs regarding the latest researches and outputs on the topic: … points
E. The article is correct under a grammatical and syntactic point of view, is flowing, easy to understand: … points

Part 2: Discursive evaluation
The anonymous judgment, together with the questionnaire’s points and the final evaluation, will be transmitted to the other referee and to the Author and therefore, in case of negative evaluation, belittling or offensive sentences should be avoided. In this section, where necessary, advices regarding parts that should be modified, improved or corrected can be illustrated. 
(Write directly in the space below):















Part 3: Concise final judgment (please mark the selected judgment)
The examined article is
 Publishable in the present form or with a minimum editing
 Publishable with suggested modifications
 Maybe publishable in a new version if re-reviewed
 Not publishable 
