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REVIEW

for a scientific article

"ARTICLE TITLE"

The content of the article "..." fully corresponds (does not correspond or partially corresponds) to its declared title.

Relevance of the topic (conditioned, confirmed, follows or not confirmed) ………………………………………………………………. ...

The scientific novelty of the article lies in the fact that it contains new research results (questions ... or there is no scientific novelty, since the article does not contain new research results).

When writing an article, the author considered and worked out a sufficient amount of scientific literature and open sources that reveal (historical experience ... or an insufficient amount of scientific literature and open sources and the subject of research is fragmentarily highlighted), which speaks (cannot speak) of the reliability of the source base.
The article convincingly (not convincingly, doubtfully) shows that changes in the field ... require improvement .... Until now, the scientific justification ... has not been based on objective theoretical provisions .... This, first of all, explains the insufficient opportunities today….

The author of this article sets out his own special view and approach to the problem …………………………………………………………………………. ...

The research methods used by the author correspond (do not correspond) to the goals and objectives, are correct (incorrect) and are directed (not directed) towards achieving the required scientific results. The use of these methods allowed (did not allow) the author to ensure the reliability of the scientific results obtained. To them with good reason should be attributed (the author mistakenly refers) ……………………………………………………………………………………. ...

The structure of the article was chosen very well (not well) and contributes (does not contribute) to the disclosure of the topic.

The article is written in good professional language (tongue-tied, not in a scientific style), the material is presented logically (illogical). In this case, the established conceptual and terminological apparatus and abbreviations are used (not used).
The article is well illustrated (bad, not enough).
The conclusions that are significant for (history ...) are formulated by the author clearly and convincingly (unclear and unconvincing).

The practical significance of the material presented in the article is determined by the fact that it (hardly exists, because):
- can be taken into account for further research (for generalization ... or cannot be taken into account ....);

- can find application in the educational process of the university (universities) when teaching the relevant sections of the programs (will not find application).
In this regard, the article may be of interest to (a wide range of readers, historians, scientists researching problems ... or not).

The article in question has minor errors and shortcomings (serious errors and shortcomings): …………………………………………….

Comments to the article are also: ………………………………….

These errors, shortcomings and remarks reduce (do not reduce) the scientific level and practical significance of the article, require (do not require) elimination before publishing the article.

As recommendations, the author of the article should include the following: …………………………………………………………………………………. ...

Conclusion: the peer-reviewed article is recommended for publication in the journal (network edition) “Nauka. Obsestvo. Oborona" in the section (indicate the name of the section according to the established rubrication).
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