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Purpose of a scientific review 
According to the philosophy of CIE, the purpose of the anonymous peer 
review process is to: 

• Ensure to authors a review about their work that is as objective as possible 
and based on criteria shared by the scientific community; 

• To help the authors to improve their manuscript and to improve skills in 
terms of scientific writing, within a constructive and formative evaluation 
spirit; 

• To offer to readers, articles that are as reliable as possible with regard to 
methodologies and content; 

General information 

Constructive feedbacks 

CIE collects contributions from authors with different levels of experience. 
There is no discrimination on the author's status in order to submit an article. 
This means that the referee could evaluate the contributions of authors with 
proven academic experience, as well as first time authors. For this reason, the 
editorial staff of CIE asks to always respond with all due respect and courtesy 
and above all with a constructive spirit. 

Every judgment should always be directed to the content of the manuscript 
and should contain, in addition to the critical issues that you want to 
communicate, practical suggestions on how to expand and improve the work 
presented. We would like that the authors who send articles to CIE might live 
the review process as an opportunity for professional growth and this depends 
largely on the attitudes and language of our reviewers. 

Accuracy of the comments 

Comments should be as specific and precise as possible; when the reviewer 
writes a comment he should try to put himself in the shoes of the author who 
will read it and should endeavour to provide all the information necessary to 
improve the text of the manuscript. 

It's also important that the reviewers always corroborate their comments, 
citing theories, models and data in the literature.  
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Specifications of the sources 

Every statement, every opinion or conclusion should always result directly 
from the data presented in the article (if it is a research paper) or derive from 
the work of other authors (who obviously must be cited), or develop logically 
from the author’s reasoning. Phrases that are vague and lacking in references 
should be re-sent to the author in order to be further specified. As an example, 
we report certain types of sentences that can not be considered acceptable and 
should be corrected or supplemented with information: 

• Various researches suggest that for young children, reading aloud is 
more difficult than reading in silence. 

• Play has a vital role in the psychological development of the child and 
then ...  

• The participants appreciated the proposed activity. 

The personal views of the author are obviously well accepted but in the text 
should clearly indicate that it is the author's subjective views. It is expected 
also that these are expressed in the final part of the article, usually under the 
"discussion" or "conclusions" headings. 

Stay on schedule 

It is important that the reviewer undertakes to meet the delivery times of 
corrections. If this is not possible, he shall promptly inform the CIE editor 
who sent the manuscript. 

Objectivity 

The reviewer may have personal opinions that led him to disagree with certain 
aspects of an article (eg, a certain theory of reference, a particular aspect 
relating to social policies, certain conclusions contained in the text). It is 
important to be aware of this in order to avoid that any personal point of 
views of the reviewer may somehow interfere with the scientific review 
process. 

The purpose of peer review is to ensure that the text has its own internal 
consistency, that is clear, straightforward and concise enough. It must also 
exhibit data, information and results that are based on analytical procedures or 
scientifically valid synthesis.  
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Absence of conflicts of interest 

Although the review process takes place according to a "blind" mode, it is 
possible that the reviewer perceives potential conflicts of interest with respect 
to the contents of the article that is submitted for correction. In this case, the 
reviewer is required to notify the editor of CIE and to resign from the review 
for potential conflicts of interest.  

	


