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Paper Preparation Instruction 

Structure: Title, abstract, introduction, materials/methods, results, discussion, conclusion, references. 

Title and Key words: The title should be both descriptive and concise. To ensure optimal visibility in 

search engines and academic databases, it is recommended that it not exceed 15 words. 

Abstract: Preparing an article requires a structured approach. The article should include a concise abstract 

of approximately 250 words, without references, a clear and informative title, and a well-organized main 

body. The abstract must follow the IMRD format (Introduction, Methodology, Results, 

Discussion/Conclusion) and be accompanied by 3-5 keywords. These keywords should be carefully 

selected to reflect the article’s specific content and to facilitate its discoverability in academic databases. 

Formatting: Manuscripts must be typed in a standard font (Times New Roman, 12 pt) with 1.5 line spacing. 

Font: Times New Roman 

Font size: 12 pt 

Line spacing: 1.5 

Title: centred, font size 14 pt, bold 

Author’s first name and last name: centred, font size 12 pt, italic 

Place of employment: centred, font size 12 pt, italic 

Margins: right margin 2.5 cm, left margin 2.5 cm, top margin 2.5 cm, bottom margin 2.5 cm (do not indent 

the first line) 

 

Figures and tables should be numbered consecutively, either within the text or as separate uploaded files. 

Figures should be submitted at a high resolution of 300 dpi for photographs and colour images and 1000 

dpi for line graphs. It is recommended that there are no more than 10 figures and tables. 

Appendices are not a required component, additional materials that supplement the main text may be 

included after the bibliography if necessary. They are cited in the main text and designated as “Appendix 

1”, “Appendix 2”and etc. 

Verification of sources and references should follow APA style when citing academic works. Please 

manually check any citations generated by software. 

The citation should be written in brackets and include the author's surname(s) and the year of publication. 

(McCormic, 2026). 

If a work is published in the same year as another work by the same author, a lowercase letter is added after 

the year of publication. For example: (Boysen, 2015a).  

If there are two authors, join their last names with “&” (Feistauer & Richter, 2016).  

When citing in the text, if there are more than two authors, the surname of the first author is followed by 

“et al.” (Dommeyer et al., 2004), and all authors are listed in the reference list at the end of the paper. 

Direct quotations must be accompanied by the corresponding citation with page numbers in parentheses. 
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References  

A list of sources used, titled “References”, will be placed at the end of the text in accordance with the 

following guidelines: 

o All works cited in the text are listed in the references. 

o If a Digital Object Identifier (DOI) is available, it is added to the end of the source. 

o The list of references should be arranged in alphabetical order by the authors' surnames. 

o If multiple works by the same author are cited, they should be listed in chronological order. 

o If the same author is the author of a work, as well as of works he or she has edited, and a co-author, 

then his or her own work is listed first, followed by the works he or she has edited, and finally the 

work published in collaboration with others. 

o If a book is available in electronic format, this is indicated by the author, year of publication, book 

title, publisher, and electronic link - author’s last name, initials (year). Book title. Publisher. Link 

(URL) or DOI. 

o If the book is available on an online platform and does not have a DOI, the corresponding URL 

will be provided instead. 

o When citing online video content, include the following information: author’s name or channel 

name; publication date; video title; format; platform; and link. - Author’s name/channel name. 

(Year, month, day). Video title [video]. Platform. URL. 

o A bibliographic citation for a dissertation or master's thesis should include the author's name, the 

year of publication, the title of the work, the type of work, the name of the university and, if 

available online, a web link. Author’s last name, initials. (Year). Title of work (dissertation, name 

of university). Database or URL. 
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