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summarizing the purpose of the study, issues, methodology, 
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The build-up to the problem statement is briefly introduced with 
recent literature to support the study’s purpose.  

      

The purpose(s), research question(s), and significance of the topic 
and area of study are stated clearly.  

   √   

The significance of the study is well-articulated that summarized: 
a) knowledge generation, 
b) industrial application,  
c) managerial implication 

  √    
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Indicate appropriate preparation and knowledge progress by 
reviewing the subject’s literature.  
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The narrative includes a comparison/contrast of various viewpoints 
or research outcomes. 
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The content of the review is recent and drawn from acceptable peer-
reviewed journals. 
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The research paradigm, sampling procedure, and instrumentation 
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The process of data gathering, procedure and examination is clearly 
justified.  
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The plan for data analysis is cross-examined with the hypothesis 
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 1 2 3 4 5 Comments 

The results are presented in sequential order and clearly explained.    √   

The findings are clear, well-grounded and thought-out.   √    

The conclusions adequately connect relevant findings with the 
objective of the study. 
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The explanation of the study’s implications incorporates future 
research and the progress of industry, technology, and society.  
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The paper has correct grammar, punctuation, spelling, and 
sentence structure.   
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The paper does not overly rely on limited sources and has a fair 
distribution of past worldview literature.  
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Citations (in-text & in-parentheses) are in the reference list.    √   
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