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Part II: Review of the article 

 

1. Relevance & Originality of the Topic 
Does this paper make an important contribution to translation history (and its 

methodological/theoretical reflection)? Does it contain novel/innovative elements? Is the paper likely to 

stimulate discussion in translation history/translation studies and/or beyond? 
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2. Theoretical foundations 
Is the chosen theoretical framework evident/convincing? Does the paper formulate relevant questions 

concerning the chosen topic? Does the author refer to important previous research? 
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3. Consistency of the analysis/argumentation – Research design  
Is the analysis and argumentation clearly traceable and consistent (problem formulation, structure, and 

theses)?  

Regarding empirical studies: Is it sufficiently connected to theoretical and methodological questions? 

Regarding theoretical studies: Is it sufficiently connected to the empirical data? 
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4. Style & Clarity 

Is the paper well-written? Is it well-organized and clearly presented? Are (newly) introduced concepts 

sufficiently explained? 
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