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ARTICLE EVALUATION CRITERIA AND GUIDING QUESTIONS

SECTION I: THEORETICAL ARTICLES

Theoretical articles include conceptual developments, historical and epistemological
analyses, argumentative reviews, critical discussions, and proposals for theoretical

frameworks.

Expected Characteristics

A theoretical article should:

Articulate a clear and well-founded position, analysis, or interpretation
Demonstrate deep mastery of pertinent literature

Engage explicitly with relevant academic sources

Contribute to conceptual reflection through original synthesis, well-founded
critique, or innovative reinterpretation

Maintain argumentative coherence throughout the text

Make explicit the implications of its analysis

Guiding Questions for the Evaluation of Theoretical Articles

GENERAL QUESTIONS (apply to all theoretical articles)
On clarity and argumentative structure:

1.

2.

Is the central question, thesis, or problem clearly formulated?

Is the argumentation coherent? Do the premises adequately support the
conclusions?

Does the internal logic of the text avoid contradictions or
inconsistencies?

Could the manuscript benefit from reorganisation to improve
argumentative flow?

On theoretical and bibliographic foundation:

Do theoretical references articulate coherently, or is there criterion-less
eclecticism?

Are classic works and recent contributions in the field adequately cited?
Are important references missing for contextualising the
argumentation?

Are there effective dialogues between different theoretical perspectives?
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3. Onoriginality and contribution:
— Does the manuscript present a new synthesis of existing ideas, an
innovative reinterpretation, or well-founded critique?
— Isthe contribution sufficiently original and significant for the field?
—  Does it clearly distinguish itself from prior works by the same author(s)?
— Does it open new questions or perspectives for future research?
4. On relevance and potential impact:
—  Does the work address significant questions in its field?
— Does it contribute to the interdisciplinary dialogues the journal
promotes?
— Isit pertinent to one or more of the thematic axes of Episteme?
— Does it have potential to influence future research or reflections in the
field?
5. On presentation and writing:
— Isthelanguage precise and free from unnecessary ambiguities?
—  Are key concepts defined or referenced?
— Arethere writing errors, grammatical structure issues, or style problems
requiring correction?

CONDITIONAL QUESTIONS (where applicable)
6. If the article explicitly engages with the Piagetian tradition or another
theoretical perspective:
— Does the author demonstrate solid knowledge of the field?
— Isthe engagement fair, acknowledging both limitations and enduring
value?
— Isthe critique or reinterpretation well-founded?
7. If the article proposes a theoretical framework or conceptual synthesis:
— Isthe proposed framework sufficiently systematic and coherent?
— Does it adequately explain how concepts are integrated or reorganised?
—  Whatis the added value of this synthesis or conceptual reconfiguration?
8. If the article is primarily a critical literature review:
— Does the review representatively cover the principal perspectives or
justify its scope?
— Doesit critically analyse different approaches, or merely summarise
them?
— Does it clearly identify points of convergence, tension, and divergence
among authors?
— Does it draw conclusions that go beyond enumeration of works?
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SECTION II: EMPIRICAL ARTICLES

Empirical articles include qualitative, quantitative, or mixed studies; clinical or
intervention research; and documentary corpus analyses with explicit methodology.

Expected Characteristics
A high-quality empirical article in Episteme should:

«  Formulate a clear and well-justified research question

«  Provide sufficiently detailed description of context, participants, materials, and
procedures

«  Employ a methodological design appropriate for the research question

«  Conductrigorous and transparent data analysis

«  Presentresults clearly and in organised fashion

«  Establish explicit connection between findings and theoretical framework
(where applicable)

«  Honestly acknowledge limitations

Guiding Questions for the Evaluation of Empirical Articles

GENERAL QUESTIONS (apply to all empirical articles)
1. On the question, objectives, and justification:
— Istheresearch question clearly formulated?
— Arethe study’s objectives well justified?
— Isitexplained why this question is significant for the field?
— Isthe potential contribution of the study adequately articulated?
2. On context, participants, and data access:
— Isthe study context described in sufficient detail?
—  Are participants or the sample adequately characterised?
— Are sampling or selection decisions justified?
— Isitclearly indicated how data were obtained or document access
established?
— Are ethical considerations of the field respected (informed consent,
anonymity, etc.)?
3. Ondesign and procedures:
— Istheresearch design appropriate for the research question posed?
— Aredata collection procedures described clearly?
— Aretools, instruments, or resources used explained?
— Are methodological choices justified?
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4. Ondata analysis:
— Are analytical procedures explained clearly?
—  Arecriteria for interpretation described?

— In qualitative studies, is it indicated how data were coded or how
categories developed?

— Inquantitative studies, are the statistical tests used justified?

— Isthere transparency regarding complex analytical decisions or
alternative interpretations?

5. Onresults and their presentation:
— Areresults presented clearly and in organised fashion?
— Do tables, figures, or graphs effectively contribute to understanding?

— Isthedistinction between results, interpretation, and speculation clearly
established?

6. On validity, reliability, and limitations:
— Areinternal/external validity or reliability issues addressed
appropriately?
—  Are study limitations honestly acknowledged?
— Aretheimplications of these limitations for interpretation discussed?
— Aredirections for future research suggested?
7. Ontheoretical integration:
— Areresults connected to the theoretical framework presented?
— Aretheresearch questions posed answered?
— Are conclusions grounded in the data presented?
— Isoverinterpretation or unjustified extrapolation avoided?
8. On presentation and writing:
— Isthelanguage precise and technically appropriate?

—  Are procedures described in sufficient detail for a reader to understand or
reproduce the study?

— Isthe presentation of complex data clear?
—  Arethere writing or structural errors requiring correction?

CONDITIONAL QUESTIONS (according to empirical subtype)
9. Ifitisa qualitative study:
— Isthe qualitative approach used made explicit (phenomenological,
narrative, ethnographic, etc.)?
— Isitjustified why the qualitative approach is appropriate for this
question?
— Arerigour issues addressed (triangulation, confirmability, credibility)?
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— Isthere reflection on researcher positioning or possible biases?
10. If itis a quantitative study:
— Are measures, scales, or instruments used adequately described?
— Arereliability or validity indices of instruments reported?
— Isthe sample size sufficient for the analyses conducted?
—  Are statistical results appropriately reported (p values, confidence
intervals, effect sizes)?
1. If itis a mixed-methods study:
— Are qualitative and quantitative components clearly articulated?
— How are the two data sources integrated?
—  Why were both data types necessary?
12. If itis a corpus or archival analysis:
— Isthe corpus sufficiently described (size, period, inclusion criteria)?
— Isthe analysis methodology made explicit (content analysis, discourse
analysis, etc.)?
— Arerepresentative examples or fragments documented?
— Are conditions for accessing sources indicated?
13. If itincludes special ethical considerations:
— Isit clearly described how informed consent was ensured?
—  What measures were taken to protect confidentiality and privacy?
—  Was there ethics committee approval?

SECTION I1l: ARTICLES INTEGRATING THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL
ELEMENTS

These manuscripts combine a theoretical framework with data analysis, case studies,
or practice analyses. They include articles that use empirical data toillustrate or
examine theoretical propositions, as well as articles that develop theory inductively
from data.

Expected Characteristics

An article integrating theory and empirical base, without placing all weight on the
latter, should:

«  Clearly articulate how theory and data relate to one another

«  Demonstrate that theory is responsive to the data (not merely ornamental)

«  Provide sufficient methodological detail for readers to understand how data
were generated or selected

«  Present theoretically-informed analysis of data
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Guiding Questions for the Evaluation of Hybrid Articles

GENERAL QUESTIONS
1. Ontheory-data integration:

— How are theory and data explicitly related? Is a coherent connection
established to justify that this is an article addressing both poles
simultaneously?

— Arethey presented as separate components or as integrated research?

— Isdata analysis sensitive to the theoretical nuances introduced?

— Does theory illuminate the data, or does it appear to be merely
ornamental?

2. On the question and justification:

— Isthe question or problem motivating the integration of theory and data
clearly formulated?

— Isitjustified why this combination is necessary and productive?

3. Onthe data:

— Isthetype, origin, and characteristics of data described sufficiently?

— Isthe selection of these data justified for examining the proposed
theory?

— Are analytical procedures explained?

4. On the contribution:

— Does the manuscript advance theory and illuminate data?

— Isthe contribution sufficiently original and significant?

— Does it open new questions or perspectives?

CONDITIONAL QUESTIONS (where applicable)

5. If theory generates the empirical questions:
— Aretheoretical predictions or propositions clearly formulated?
— Does data analysis genuinely test these propositions?
—  Are both positive and negative findings reported?

6. If data generate theoretical developments:
— How did concepts or theoretical frameworks emerge from the data?
— Arethere data examples or fragments supporting theoretical claims?
— Arealternative interpretations acknowledged?

7. If using case studies or examples:
—  Were cases selected deliberately and justified?
— Issufficient detail provided about each case?
— Istransferable or generalisable learning extracted?
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CROSS-CUTTING ASPECTS

Regardless of article type, evaluate these aspects:

Formal Aspects
«  Title: Does it adequately reflect the content of the manuscript?

«  Abstract: Does it concisely present the question, approach, and main
conclusions?

«  Keywords: Are they representative of the content?
« Length: Does it conform to the call’s requirements?
« Format and references: Does it consistently follow APA 6th or 7th edition?

«  Figures and tables: Are they necessary? Do they have descriptive titles? Are
they cited in the text?

Ethical Aspects and Integrity
«  Originality: Is there evidence of plagiarism or self-plagiarism?

«  Ethics declaration: Where applicable (research with participants), is ethics
committee approval indicated?

«  Conflicts of interest: Are there indications of undeclared conflicts?
« Data availability: In empirical research, are conditions for data access specified?

RECOMMENDATION OPTIONS

At the conclusion of your evaluation, please select one of the following
recommendations:

1. ACCEPT WITHOUT REVISIONS

Criteria: - The manuscript fully meets all quality criteria - There are no significant errors
in argumentation, methodology, or presentation - It is ready for publication as
presented.

This is an infrequent recommendation. Consider it only when the work is of exceptional
quality without need for improvements.

2. ACCEPT WITH MINOR REVISIONS

Criteria: - The manuscript is fundamentally sound and original. Identified problems are
minor and easily correctable. Problems do not affect the validity or significance of the
contribution. Examples: writing corrections, minor clarifications, paragraph
reorganisation, missing references.
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Provide a clear list of specific changes to be made. The editor may accept the
manuscript after verifying that changes have been completed.

3. ACCEPT WITH MAJOR REVISIONS

Criteria: - The manuscript has merit and significant potential, but still requires
considerable development in one or several key aspects. It requires substantial but
viable changes to strengthen the contribution. Problems do not fundamentally
question the validity of the work. Examples: important clarification of argumentation,
additional data analysis, deeper discussion of implications, expansion of certain
sections, more complete treatment of literature.

Be very specific. Indicate exactly what changes you expect and in which sections. The
manuscript will be re-evaluated by you or another reviewer after modifications.

4. REJECT

Criteria: - The manuscript has fundamental deficiencies which, as currently conceived,
cannot be resolved through revision. It does not meet minimum standards for scientific
quality, originality, or relevance. Examples: substantial plagiarism, deeply flawed
methodology, complete lack of originality, outside the journal’s scope, insoluble
incoherent argumentation.

Provide clear and constructive justification. Even in rejection, be respectful and help the
author understand why the manuscript is not suitable, without discouraging future
work or submissions.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A CONSTRUCTIVE REPORT

«  Be specific: rather than “this is unclear,” indicate which exact phrase is
problematic and how it could be improved.

«  Provide examples: when identifying a problem, offer a concrete example from
the manuscript.

«  Constructive suggestions: when finding a problem, offer alternatives or
perspectives for resolving it.

« Balance: acknowledge both strengths and weaknesses.

«  Respect: critique ideas and arguments, not people.

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS IN EVALUATION

Q: Should | expect all articles to answer all the questions? A: No. Use the questions
as a guide. Some will not apply depending on article type or specific approach.
Emphasise questions corresponding to your work type.
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Q: How detailed should my report be? A: A useful report is typically between 1and 3
pages. Be comprehensive without being redundant. Authors need sufficient feedback
to improve, but not comments on every sentence.

Q: Should | point out minor writing errors? A: Yes, but not exhaustively. If there are
many errors, note this generally. If there are a few, you can point them out directly.

Q: What do | do if I’'m unfamiliar with a specific method or theory mentioned? A: Be
honest. Indicate in your report that certain sections fall outside your expertise, but
provide feedback on aspects you can evaluate. Editors can seek additional reviewers if
necessary.



