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Questi Rating Result
uestions [Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]
1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4

The title of the article is clear and corresponds to what the article is about. The word "Article"
should be removed from the title because it is redundant.

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




What is written in the abstract is clear and partially corresponds to the content of the article. The
summary does not mention any link between creativity and academic achievement. Research
methods are sufficiently described. The summary does not say anything about the results. The
current content of the summary should be shortened and the main link between creativity and
academic achievement should be stated in it, and at the end, the most important result obtained
from the conducted meta-analysis should be stated.

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

There are no significant grammatical errors in the article. It is necessary to harmonize the writing of]
decimal numbers, because in some parts they are written with a period, and in others with a comma.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5

The working methods are described and explained in sufficient detail. It is clear what analysis was
done and what procedures were used. Everything is supported by relevant literature.

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 3

It is necessary to separate the titles discussion and conclusions. In the article, it should be clear
what is the discussion and what is the author's conclusion. The scientific contribution of this article
should be more visible. In this way, this article has practically no conclusion. The last paragraph of
the article can also be placed before the conclusion with the subtitle "study limitations". It is
necessary to write a complete and scientifically valid conclusion.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 1
content.

It is necessary to write a conclusion that will highlight the purpose and results of the conducted
meta-analysis.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 5

The references are very comprehensive and are totally appropriate.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

It is necessary to correct the summary and write the conclusion according to the previously
mentioned instructions. Finally, it is necessary to state the scientific contribution of the
conducted meta-analysis. When shaped like this, the article will offer a significant scientific
contribution.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

| do not propose the article in this form for publication. It is necessary to make major changes in
the summary and write a conclusion. Then this article will be favorable for publication and offer
a significant scientific contribution. It should be returned for revision after the author has made
changes.



