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AUTHORIZATION AND EVALUATION STANDARDS FOR PUBLICATION 

 

1. The following procedures apply to papers submitted for publication: 

a) preliminary review and plagiarism detection, 

b) anonymous review, 

c) publication in order. 

2. The verification of preliminary observation and specifics of articles for publishing is realized by 

editorial. 

3. During the preliminary observation the correspondence of papers to standards and requirements of 

asserted statutes is verified. 

a. The article is not accepted for publication if it does not meet the standards and requirements 

established by this regulation. The author(s) may resubmit the revised and edited draft of the 

article to the editorial office within three days of being notified by email.  

b. The originality of the article is verified using the necessary software if it complies with the 

standards and requirements outlined by this regulation. 

4. If the paper's originality is 91% or higher, it is permitted to be reviewed; if it is 75-90%, it will be 

presented to reviewing in two days after being edited and amended; and if it is less than 75%, 

reviewing and publishing is refused. 

5. Articles that pass the initial review and the originality check are sent to an anonymous reviewer. 

6. When the article is provided to the reviewer without information about the author, and the review 

is provided to the author without information about the reviewer, the review is considered 

anonymous. The goal of anonymous review (hereafter referred to as Review) is to ensure that the 

articles published in the collection are of high quality and scientific value. 

7. The review is conducted by leading experts in the field who hold at least a dgerre of the doctor of 

philosophy.   

8. The article is sent for review by the editor-in-chief. The latter also monitors review deadlines and 

review ethics. 

9. The reviewer is required to complete the review within 15 calendar days. 

10. The reviewer is prohibited from copying, using and distributing the article or any part(s) thereof. It 

is prohibited to use terms and sentences in the review that are derogatory to the author's personality 

or professional knowledge. 

11. After reviewing the submitted article, the reviewer must submit a written opinion in the approved 

format (see Appendix 1) that summarizes the analysis of the work and provides a reasoned, objective 

professional opinion about that work. 

12. While reviewing the paper, the reviewer should look for: 

a) the importance of the studied topic, its novelty, topicality, theoretical, scientific, and applied 

significance, 
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b) the title's correspondence to the content, 

c) scientific novelty of research, 

d) the veracity of the facts presented, the substantiation of conclusions, the accuracy and 

verification of the results 

e) the linguistic and stylistic literacy of the article, 

f) availability and reliability of references in the article. 
13. If any of the requirements outlined in point 12 are not met, the article will not be published 

14. If the editorial office receives a positive response, the author is notified via e-mail that the article 

has been accepted for publication. 

15. Due to the volume of the collection, the accepted articles are published in the order they were 

accepted. Articles are sorted by the date they were submitted.  

16. If the editorial office declines to publish the article, it notifies the author via e-mail. 

17. The editorial office keeps the rejected article, the electronic version of the article, correspondence 

with the author, reviews, and letters of recommendation. They can be submitted to the RA Supreme 

Certifying Committee,  if necessary. 

18. On request, the author(s) may receive written justification for editorial rejection of an article. 
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Appendix 1. 

EUROPEAN UNIVERSITY FOUNDATION 

SCIENTIFIC ARTICLE REVIEW 

 

The title of the scientific  article submitted for review 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Date of submission of the review ______________________________________________________________________ 

Article return date  _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Evaluation of scientific article 

1. The topicality of the studied topic 

 

2. Content relevance to the article title 

 

3. The scientific novelty of the research 

 

4. Reasonability of findings and conclusions 
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EVALUATION SUMMARY 

 

N Rated domain 
Rating 

Yes or No 

1. The topicality of the studied topic  

2. Content relevance to the article title  

3. The scientific novelty of the research  

4. Reasonability of findings and conclusions  

5. Linguistic and stylistic literacy of the article   

6. Availability  and reliability of references in the work  

 

If any of the above requirements are not met, the scientific article is not guaranteed to be published 

 

 

Reviewer՝ ______________   ___________________________________________ 
                                                    (signature)                                                           (academic degree, title, name, surname, patronymic) 

«____» ____________ 20__  

 

5. Linguistic and stylistic literacy of the article 

 

6. Availability  and reliability of references in the work 

 

7. Recommendations and comments from reviewers 

 


