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Assessor’s check list for original submissions

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

	No.
	Questions
	Yes
	No

	1.
	Importance: Are the findings or ideas expressed in the paper important in the field?
	
	

	2.
	Originality: Does the paper contain New ideas/findings?

If not – Does it present old material better?
	
	

	3.
	References: Are all major relevant references included?
	
	

	4.
	Reference style: Are the references complete and in the standard format adopted by MSM (Harvard style)?
	
	

	5.
	Word limit: Does the paper maintain word limit criteria for given section?
	
	

	6.
	Conflict of interest: Are the ethical considerations adequately addressed?
	
	


SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

	No.
	Questions
	Yes
	No

	1.
	Title: Is the title appropriate to the text?
	
	

	2.
	Literature review: Is the review of literature comprehensive and relevant?
	
	

	3.
	Indian/Local work: Does Indian work/local work in the area figure in the review?
	
	

	4.
	Justification for work: Does the author mention rationale of the study?
	
	

	5.
	Aims and Objectives (if applicable): Are aims and objectives clearly specified?
	
	

	6.
	Sample (if applicable): Is the sample adequately described?
	
	

	7.
	Sampling method (if applicable): Is the sampling method clarified?
	
	

	8.
	Data collection method (if applicable): Are the data collection instruments, including questionnaires clearly described?
	
	

	9.
	Experimental method (if applicable): Are the instruments appropriate for the study?
	
	

	10.
	Adequacy of information (if applicable): Is more information regarding methodology required?
	
	

	11.
	Research design (if applicable): Is the research design adequate to achieve the objectives of the study?
	
	

	12.
	Statistics (if applicable): Are the statistical tests justified?
	
	

	13.
	Statistical consultation (if applicable): Is the opinion of statistical consultant needed?
	
	

	14.
	Tables (if applicable): Are the tables clear and titled?
	
	

	15.
	Table/figure appropriateness (if applicable): Are the tables, figures or photographs useful and relevant; which, if any, should be deleted?


	
	

	16.
	Results (if applicable): Do the results address the aims of the study?
	
	

	17.
	Discussion: Does the discussion explain the findings in comparison with other data available?
	
	

	18.
	Conclusions: Are the conclusions appropriate?
	
	

	19.
	Validity of conclusions: Does the author draw conclusions or make generalizations beyond what the findings or arguments support?
	
	

	20.
	Limitations: Do the authors mention the limitations of the study?
	
	

	21
	Analysis: Is the conceptual analysis coherent and relevant to the subject? 
	
	

	22
	Terms and concepts: Are the terms and concepts used relevant to the topic discussed? If extraneous, point out which?
	
	

	23
	Integration: Are new and/or earlier concepts integrated with the central idea of the paper?
	
	

	24.
	Paragraphs: Is the write up broken up into suitable paragraphs?
	
	

	25. 
	Laboured writing: 

1. Is the writing unnecessarily long winded? 

2. Is it stilted?
	
	

	26. 
	Examples: Are points in the text explained adequately with examples/case studies?
	
	

	27.
	Middle path: 

1. Does the write up retain balance even while making strong points? 

2. Does it give sufficient weight age to contrary viewpoints?

3. Does it make for interesting reading even while presenting/discussing research evidence?
	
	

	28.
	Evidence: Does the write up back up its contentions with suitable evidence?
	
	

	29.
	Comprehensivity: Does the write up tackle concepts, and the topic, in a comprehensive manner? 
	
	

	30.
	Eclecticism: 

1. Does the write up acknowledge there may be different ways of looking at the same problem? 

2. Does it mention some of them?

3. Does it give them due importance?
	
	

	31. 
	Viewpoint validity: Does the write up have a viewpoint to convey that will add to the knowledge corpus in the field?
	
	

	32
	Crispiness of write up: Does the write up hold attention?
	
	

	33.
	Clarity, Lucidity: Does the write up present its ideas clearly? Are the explanations/arguments offered lucid?
	
	

	34.
	Precision of Language: Does the write up use precise concepts and words to convey its ideas (see also point 25)
	
	

	35.
	Overall elegance: Does the write up retain overall elegance even as its makes forceful points, or handles staid subjects?
	
	

	36
	Take home message: Does it encapsulate the paper’s message in a neat sentence or two?
	
	

	37
	Questions that the paper raises: 

1. Are the questions insightful enough to make the reader/researcher think further? 

2. Do they help forward the line of enquiry of the author?

3. Are they typical textbook questions just meant to fulfill the criteria?
	
	


RECOMMENDATION

Please rate the following measures of desirability for publication in MSM as:

NA (not applicable) or 1 (lowest) to 5 (best).

Measures

_____ Originality of concept

_____ Abstract accurately reflects all essential aspects of study (including all major results and limitations)

_____ Quality of the study methodology and design

_____ Conclusions supported by results

_____ Limitations are addressed

_____ Composition is clear, organized, and complete

_____ Scientific importance of the results

_____ Overall desirability for publication in MSM

If accepted for publication, should this article be accompanied by an editorial? 

 Yes  No

	No.
	Questions
	Yes
	No

	1.
	Suitability: Is the paper/monograph/submission suitable for publication?
	
	

	2.
	Acceptance in Toto: Accept as it is?
	
	

	3.
	Revise and Review: Ask for revision according to comments to authors and review again?
	
	

	4.
	Condense and Review: Ask for condensation (to musings/reflections/ shorter article / Brief communication / Readers respond) and review again.
	
	

	5.
	Recommendation

[MSM is a viewpoint forum, so before you recommend, evaluate whether the submission makes a valid and/or original viewpoint, is balanced in its approach, and makes for enlightening reading. –Ed.]

Article recommended for 

· Acceptance as it is

· Acceptance with modifications suggested and subsequent review

· Rejection in its present form


	
	

	6.
	Comments to the author/s (to be communicated to them)

(Please use additional sheet if provided space is not sufficient)

Comment From Reviewer (Add comment below)

1. General Comments

2. Specific Comments


	
	


Note: 

1. Comments for Editor Only (not for communication to the author/s)

2. Please mail this checklist (along with the comments to the author/s) by E-mail to (mensanamonographs@yahoo.co.uk ) Dr. Ajai R. Singh , Editor, Mens Sana Monographs, 14, Shiva Kripa, Trimurty Road, Nahur, Mulund (West), Mumbai, India 400080. 

Assessor’s Signature

Date
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	Recommendation

Article recommended for 

· Acceptance as it is

· Acceptance with modifications suggested and subsequent review

· Rejection in its present form


	
	

	Comments to the author/s (to be communicated to them)

(Please use additional sheet if provided space is not sufficient)

Comment From Reviewer (Add comment below)

1. General Comments

2. Specific Comments


	
	


