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(to review papers submitted to the Financial and Economic Review)


1. The title of the paper:


2. Summary opinion about the paper:


3. Conclusion – (the peer reviewer’s decision is underlined):

a) Studies:
i. I recommend it for publication – without any changes
ii. Can be published – with minor corrections and additions (see Section 4 for the peer reviewer’s suggestions)
iii. Fundamental corrections and additions are needed (see Section 4 for the peer reviewer’s expectations)
 b) Essays: (A writing that discusses the examined issue in an understandable, readable form, and which typically presents the problem either in general terms or focuses on its main features. The essay contains the author's opinion and point of view expounded in a more pivotal way, it is more subjective, putting less emphasis on mathematical modeling of the problem, primary data collection, data analysis based on deeper statistical / mathematical / econometric / time series analysis methods, and occasionally the review of the literature on the topic is also focused, not exhaustive.)
i. I recommend it for publication – without any changes
ii. Can be published – with minor corrections and additions (see Section 4 for the peer reviewer’s suggestions)
iii. Fundamental corrections and additions are needed (see Section 4 for the peer reviewer’s expectations)
c) I do not recommend publishing this paper in the Financial and Economic Review


4. The peer reviewer’s suggestions for corrections and additions in the paper: 

a) suggestions for corrections and additions in the paper:


b) the peer reviewer’s expectations for significantly revising the paper and supplementing with missing sections:


c) formal corrections and additions: language use, clarifications in charts, diagrams and tables, corrections in bibliography


The novelty and importance of the subject matter:

Outstanding	Average	Modest

The practical relevance of the results:

Outstanding	Average	Modest

The length of the manuscript in relation to its academic content:

Suitable 	Too short	Too long

The editing and the logical structure of the manuscript:

Outstanding	Acceptable	Confused

Evaluation of the title in relation to the content of the manuscript:

Clear and meaningful 	Too long and detailed	Too generic, not meaningful

The formulation of the objective(s):

Clear and logical	Partly clear	Not clear

The quality of the methodology:

Outstanding	Satisfactory	Weak

The quality of the statistical processing of data:

Outstanding	Satisfactory	Weak

The communication of the results:

Clear	Partly clear	Incoherent, not clear


Evaluation of the conclusions in relation to the objectives and the results:

Sound	Partly supported	Unfounded

Tables: 

Self-explanatory	Not self-explanatory

Sufficient in number	Too few	Too many

Charts and images:


Self-explanatory	Not self-explanatory

Sufficient in number	Too few	Too many

References to literature:

Satisfactory	Not satisfactory

The grammatical correctness of the text of the manuscript:

Outstanding	Satisfactory	Weak
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