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The author (or authors) must indicate what is the 

“research/scientific question” he, she or they want 

to answer in the paper. China is a very important 
country and Chinese experiences may be extremely 

useful object of scientific research.   It is closer to a 

journalistic essay.Is paper contributing to our 

knowledge on sociology, anthropology, economics, 
psychology, all of them or neither of them? I could 

not identify in which area of science the paper is 

contributing to.The author´s lack of care when using 
concepts is astonishing. He or she uses “passive 

urbanization”, “forced urbanization”, “new-style 

urbanization” without a rigorous and let the reader 
guessing what are their meaning and differences.  

A scientific piece must be coherent (logical quality) 

and consistent (capable of surviving contra-
arguments). This paper lacks both. There are many 

sentences that are “wishful thinking” not scientific 

writing (for example, lines 211 and 212; lines 231 to 

235; lines 248 to 251; among others.  
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