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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the
article. 4

Yes, the title is clear and adequate to the content of the article.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3.5

The abstract clearly presents objects, methods, and results. However, it needs a review to
restructure and fix a few language issues.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 35
this article. '

Yes, the article contains few language issues as redundancy, structure and inconsistency in
spelling using American and English spelling. The comments and correction are made
directly on the script.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

Yes, the study method is clearly explained.

5. The body of the paper is straightforward and does not 4
contain errors.

Yes, the body is clear and follows the structure.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by 4
the content.

Yes, the conclusions are accurate and supported by the content.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3.5

Yes, the references are comprehensive and relevant. However, there are a few punctuation
issues to be revised.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed
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Accepted, minor revision needed Yes

Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject
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Please review the language issues.
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the
article. 3

The title is no clear and it is no adequate to the content of the article.
This part (3.4 and 4.4) should be removed from the text or title should be changed.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3

The abstract partially presents objects, methods and results.
This (methods) should be checked and must be written.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 3
this article.

There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.
These are as follows:

e Hocam, (in 3.2 and 3.3 section)

“gifted children/gifted students”, this should be checked(In the whole text).
“seven parents (3 males, 4 males)”, (in 2.2)

“ST”, the full name must be written, (in 3.2)

“uhm?”’, this should be checked, (in 3.2)

“P2”, this should be checked, (in 3.3)

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

The study methods are partially explained clearly.

e This (when the research data were collected? /in their ...-...academic year) should be
checked and must be written (in 2.3)

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

The body of the paper is partially clear and does not contain errors.
o The abstract needs to be restructured so that it is suitable for scientific research and
not in a form suitable for a thesis.
o [ntroduction to the study needs to be expanded and more studies in order to fully reflect
the research data. Add more previous studies that dealt with the same topic.
e Re-division of the study methodology in a manner consistent with a scientific research
rather than a thesis.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by 3
the content.

The conclusions or summary are partially accurate and supported by the content.
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o These are shown on the text.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 2

The references are partially comprehensive and appropriate.

o The references are quite poor. In 32 references, we can find one with five years or
less.

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :

Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed

Return for major revision and resubmission X

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

I have written them in the “Evaluation Criteria to author/s” section.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:
Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

Strengths

The topic is promising but the paper is not substantial as it is.
Weaknesses

The article

“Title

Abstract
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Findings

Conclusion and Discussions
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Is poorly written largely due to unfamiliarity with the conventions of research
articles.




