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Reviewer Guide 
 

Criteria 
Score 

(1-low to 5-high or n/a) 
Comments 

Abstract 
The abstract tells the reader what the 
manuscript is about and highlights 
findings. 

  

Framing 
The problem is clearly defined. 
 

  

The purpose is clearly defined. 
 

  

The objectives and/or research 
questions are clearly articulated. 

  

Analysis 
The data sources are clearly 
identified. 
 

  

The methodology is clearly 
described. 
 

  

The limitations are identified. 
 

  

Findings/Results 
The results are clearly explained. 
 

  

The tables and figures supplement 
the text. 

  

The author distinguishes clearly 
between what is factual and what 
may be his/her interpretation of the 
data. 

  

Structure 
The manuscript has a logical flow.   
The manuscript is well-written.   
The tables and figures are labeled 
appropriately. 

  

Use of references reflects an 
understanding of the literature. 

  

Comments for the author(s) 
What are the strengths of the article? 
 
In what ways could the author improve the manuscript? 
 
Comments for the editor 
Why would this article be of interest to readers? 
 
Confidential thoughts for the editor. 
 

 


