Position
on the Review of the Electronic Scientific Periodical Publication "Expert: The Paradigm of Legal Sciences and Public Administration"
1.1. Scientific articles received by the editors of the electronic scientific periodical publication "Expert: Paradigms of Legal Sciences and Public Administration" undergo a peer review procedure (with anonymity provided by the reviewer) by experienced scientists who hold an academic title and / or academic degree and can provide professional assessment manuscripts of the article on the criteria specified in the Reviewer's Questionnaire.
1.2. The questionnaire of the reviewer covers the following questions.
( The reviewer has a conflict of interest.
( Creative character and originality of the text; conformity of the article with the principles of academic virtue.
( Does the title of the article correspond to its content?
( Does the abstract reflect the content of the article?
( Is the article relevant in sufficient volume?
( Is the link of the problem presented in the article substantiated with important scientific and / or practical tasks?
( Does the purpose of the article correspond to the problem that the author is considering?
( Are the conclusions and provisions based on theoretical analysis and / or experimental results given in the article?
( Is there a need to change the volume of the article?
( Has the scientific results been substantiated in sufficient measure?
( Are the conclusions formulated by the author consistent with the title and content of the article?
( Are the perspectives of further research defined by the author in the article relevant to the relevant problems of the relevant branch of science?
( The legality of using in the article fragments of other works, including the avoidance of self-plagiarism.
( Language literacy of the article.
1.3. The received articles are reviewed by the reviewer within 3 weeks.
1.4. The reviewer reserves the right to reject an article that does not meet the requirements or subject matter of the publication.
1.5. The article is not recommended by the reviewer for publication, it is not accepted for reconsideration.
1.6. The presence of a positive review is not a sufficient basis for the publication of the article.
