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EVALUATION AREAS SCORE 

/max 

COMMENTS: Please type in the space below 

 

1. Significance and 
relevance of themes in 
introduction 

7/10 The aim and research issues build on and address 
gaps in existing knowledge in Indonesia. The area 
investigated by the paper is important and in need 
of addressing given the rapid development of the 
area. The title/topic, scope and objectives of the 
article are innovative and original. 

This research aimed at investigating the efficacy of 
DKI Jakarta tourism websites in communicating the 
advantages of DKI Jakarta tourism destinations in 
attracting tourists to visit the area. 

2. Sound argumentation 14/20 The article includes critical thinking that clearly 
states the author’s informed and substantiated 
opinion, thorough evaluation of the article’s premise, 
and the supporting points. 
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3. Literature usage 10/15 The article establishes an adequate understanding 
of current literature in the field. The article also 
connects with the literature in a way which might be 
useful to the development of our understanding in 
the area it addresses. Some important leading 
sources should be added as stated. 

4. Methodology 7/10 Methodology/research  approach  has  been  
carefully  described,  considered  and  critiqued 

The investigation is inclusive, wide-ranging, and 
convincing based on a quantitative method with 240 
participants as the research sample and they were 
randomly selected from eight superior tourism sites 
in DKI Jakarta. To assess the effectiveness of the 
DKI Jakarta tourism websites, the EPIC (Empathy, 
Persuasion, Impact and Communication) model was 
accepted, while the data was analysed using a 
statistical method. 

5. Critique quality 12/20 The article demonstrates an awareness of the 
practical implications of the ideas it is advancing. 

The author gets the point across but English is very 
poor. The work is original and significant, and also 
engaging. 

The article is set out in a systematic way, closely 
argued and acceptable structured, with some good 
coherence in terms of argumentation, organisation 
and style.  

The paragraphs as a whole form an interwoven, 
coherent unit but require some serious editing. 

6. Sound conclusions/ 
results and /or 
recommendations 

  11/15 The conclusions of the paper are clearly stated and 
they adequately tie together the other fundamentals 
of the article such as theory and data. The research 
results display that over-all, DKI Jakarta tourism 
websites are sufficiently effective in representing 
tourism in DKI Jakarta. However, on each 
dimensional assessment, there were still some 
significant differences found. The score of the 
impact variable was relatively small and this  
indicates that the DKI Jakarta tourism website 
displays are less effective and do not have a 
significant impact in attracting the potential tourists’ 
and their interests. 

7. General Impression 8/10 The article clearly express its case, measured 
against the technical language of the field and the 



reading capacities of an academic, tertiary student 
and professional readership. 

The standard of the writing, including spelling and 
grammar is  fair and references need some work as 
they are not all correctly stated. 

Recommending publication with revisions, specific 
suggestions or errors are on the article as track 
changes. 
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SECTION IV - Recommendation: (Mark with an X) 

 
SECTION V: Additional Comments  

You are not required to comment unless: 

 You have given a low score in any of the evaluation areas or believe you must 
justify why you have given the paper a high score  

Bibliography/References Place an X in the appropriate box 

Harvard Style X 

Chicago Style  

Originality:                                2 / 3 

Contribution to the field:           3 / 2 

Technical quality:                     3 / 2 

Clarity of presentation:             3 / 2 

Depth of research:                   2 / 2 

Accept outright for immediate publication:  

Accept subject to minor corrections: X 

Accept subject to moderate revision:  X 

Requires major revision:  

Reject outright:  



 You indicate that a response to any of the evaluation criteria is ‘not applicable’ 
because the paper legitimately does not set out to be proficient in a specific area 
(for instance, pure theory or philosophical conceptual argumentation which does 
not use conventional ‘data’). 

 You have specific suggestions you would like to provide the author(s) in relation to 
any of the evaluation areas. 

 If you have recommended rejection or revision, then please elaborate in detail. 
 
 


