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A. Content Classification and Evaluation

Submission category (please select the most adequate one and take this selection into account during the rest of the evaluation) 
(   research paper

(   literature review

(   theoretical/position paper

(   project/product presentation

                                                                 Lowest                                                                Highest 
	1. Relevance  to the field

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 


	2. Closeness to the area of  PsychNology Journal

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Closeness to other articles already published in PsychNology Journal (http://psychnology.org/251.php)
please quote here: 



	3. Subject mastery and reference to the literature

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	4. Novelty/Originality

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	5. Accuracy of the research procedure/of the description

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	6. Clarity of pictures and tables

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	7. Compliance with APA recommended standards for Abstracts

(listed at http://207.210.83.249/psychnology/index.php?page=authors)

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	8. Coverage of different options/perspectives in the literature

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	9. Did authors indicate whether informed consent was obtained and how participants’ privacy was protected?


	please write your answer here 



	10. Is there any ethical issue in the study reported in the submission that would require the approval from an institutional or national committee? In case there is, was approval obtained?
(Ethical Principles for Medical Research Involving Human Subjects, http://www.wma.net/e/policy/b3.htm)

	please write your answer here 




B. Writing Style

	1. Organization

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	2. English correctness

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	3. Adherence to the Journal’s formatting guidelines (http://207.210.83.249/psychnology/File/Materiale/PNJ_Formatting_Guidelines.doc)

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	4. Length

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 



	5. Clarity 

   (acronyms, tables descriptions, )

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	please explain your rating: 




C. Stylistic checklist 
Please tick each point that is satisfactorily fulfilled in the submission

· unfamiliar concepts are defined;

· difference with existing studies is explicitly identified and documented;

· one clear goal of the paper is identified in the abstract
· abstract is not vague and is selfsufficient
· traditional sections, if present (participants, design, ...) are clearly distinguished and their content is identified in the title

· figures and tables are explained and referred to in the text

· the content of each section of the paper is briefly described in the last paragraph of the introduction
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