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1. Paper categorisation recommendation 

Following the guidelines presented further in this form, please indicate your recommended 

categorisation of the paper unambiguously, by underlining or bolding the appropriate 

category among those offered. 

A. Original scientific paper. 

A scientific contribution can be of a research or theoretical nature. Original scientific papers 

contain unpublished results of original scientific research in their entirety, meaning that they 

include analytical, interpretational, and methodological levels of data, facts, and terminology 

present in the text, i.e. they use scientific argumentation and have scientific credibility. 

Theoretical original scientific papers include a systematic critical overview, meta-analytical 

contribution, and, mandatorily, their own analytical or theoretical contribution. 

B. Preliminary communication. 

A scientific paper that includes unpublished preliminary research results or a theoretically 

presented scientific problem equipped with analytical argumentation, but without a full 

elaboration. 

C. Scientific review. 

A scientific paper that contains an original critical exposé of a research area or theoretical 

problem, with referral to existing contributions in domestic and foreign sources. It must 

contain a description of the current state and tendencies in the researched area. 

D. Professional paper. 

A professional paper contains contributions useful within a certain narrower area, 

documentary material without analytical and theoretical processing, interprets the 

possibility of applying already published scientific results, or includes a concise overview of 

existing results in the research of the selected professional topic. 

2. Publishing recommendation 



Indicate your decision on publishing the reviewed paper by underlining or bolding one of the 

offered categories. 

A. Accept without changes. 

B. Accept after implementing changes, without returning the paper to reviewer for 

revision. 

C. Accept after implementing changes, returning the paper to reviewer for revision. 

D. Reject. 

 

 

3. Reviewer comments 

The reviewer writes his or her comments or suggestions in the fields A. Comment for author 

and B. Comment for editorial board, with no limit on comment length. The reviewer should 

pay attention to the following questions (some do not apply to all papers) and justify his or 

her comments as necessary: 

▪ Is the topic of the paper appropriate for Studia lexicographica? 

▪ Are the length and structure of the paper appropriate? 

▪ Is the title clear and does it match the contents of the paper? 

▪ Are the keywords appropriate? 

▪ Is the paper written clearly and logically (without contradiction)? 

▪ Does the abstract provide enough information about the paper? 

▪ Is there unnecessary repetition (if yes, where and what are they)? 

▪ Are there errors in the text, figures and/or tables (if yes, what are they)? 

▪ Is the professional terminology regular and appropriately used? 

▪ Are/were appropriate method(s) used? 

▪ Is the interpretation of the research results valid? 

▪ Is the conclusion logical and based on the achieved results? 

▪ Is the mentioned literature appropriate and relevant? 

▪ Is the citation of literature correct and consistent? 

▪ Were the figures prepared according to the instructions for writing papers? 

▪ Has part of the paper been published before, or too similar to a published paper (if 

yes, where, and to which paper)? 

▪ Are all the parts of the paper worthy of publishing (if no, which parts should be 
expanded, shortened, or removed)? 

▪ If the paper is in English, what is the quality of the English? 

▪ What are your suggestions for improving the text, figures, and/or tables? 

▪ Why is the given paper category being suggested? 

 

A. Comment for author. 

 

B. Comment for editorial board. 

 



4. Date of review 

 

5. Reviewer data 

Name and surname: 

Scientific title: 

Researcher ID: 

Affiliation: 

E-mail:  
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