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Yahontova T. V. Anonymous peer review: functional structural and linguistic character-
istics. The aim of the article is to reveal, analyze and generalize the most prominent features of 
the anonymous peer review  a latent genre of English research communication, which plays an 
important role in ensuring appropriate quality of research products. 
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   Conclusions,    6% .
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 :    There is much to like about this paper. It offers some interesting 

data about student attitudes and educational experiences; it is well and interestingly referenced... and 
it is a nice example of what an instructor can do by way of producing an interesting, student-centered 
research project.    However, there are a couple of nagging issues that I think the 
author should address.         -
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although, but, nevertheless, nonetheless        
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 )     :  The author studied 

the problem of...    The mathematical analysis seems to be correct, although section 
2 is borrowed from C. et al. [2004]. No deductions or comparison of results has been made with 
existing ones. The insuf  cient discussion and physical interpretation of numerical results /contours 
limits the value and applicability of the paper. The presentation of the paper is also not up to required 
standards…        ’   
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(I do not completely agree with the results and literature review of this paper);
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, , ,    (Unfortunately, none of the de  nitions of 

compound, full-sentence and question title types are correct);
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publications ... which have not been cited in this paper);

4)      ,     -
     ;    , -

           ,  
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     (I think the Major Findings section would bene  t from 
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   (In addition to the above, the paper is full of various other errors which 
could have been eliminated through careful proof-reading).
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