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Evaluation form for a systematic literature review

The evaluation process is carried out through the journal's OJS platform. This is a guide to the criteria applied by peer reviewers for the assessment of manuscripts. Learn more here. 

Title of the manuscript




Conflict of interest

· I declare that I have no conflicts of interest related to this review.
· I declare that I have a conflict of interest and cannot carry out this review.

Personal data

	Name of evaluator
	

	Email address
	

	Highest academic degree
	

	Institutional/academic affiliation
	

	ORCID
	



Evaluation of the content of the systematic literature review

Please provide detailed, critical, and well-supported comments in each section, guided by the questions below. We suggest a pedagogical tone that allows the author/s to learn from their weak points.

Originality and contribution
· Does the article address a relevant and current problem in the field of communication?
· Does the review provide a novel, critical, or integrative synthesis of the state of the art?
· Are gaps, trends, or future research agendas identified?
· Is the scope of the study clearly defined?

Comments: 
	




Objectives and research questions
· Are the objectives or research questions clearly formulated?
· Are they appropriate for a systematic review or scoping review?

Comments: 
	


Search strategy and literature selection
· Does it follow PRISMA 2020 guidelines or a similar framework?
· Are the databases consulted relevant and sufficient?
· Are the keywords and search criteria explicitly stated?
· Is the time period justified?
· Is the study selection process transparent and reproducible?
· Are clear inclusion and exclusion criteria presented?
· Is a flow diagram (PRISMA-type) or another description of the process included?

Comments: 
	


Study corpus
· Is the number of sources analyzed sufficient to support the conclusions?
Typically ≥ 30–50 studies for systematic reviews and ≥ 40–100 for scoping reviews. 
· Is the corpus relevant to the study’s objective?

Comments: 
	


Quality assessment and methodological rigor
· Is the quality of the included studies assessed (when applicable)?
· Are potential biases or corpus limitations acknowledged?
· Is the analytical procedure consistent with the type of review?
· Is there a distinction between description and critical analysis?

Comments: 
	



Synthesis and analysis
· Is the literature integrated comparatively rather than merely descriptively?
· Are patterns, trends, categories, or interpretive frameworks identified?
· Does the analysis help to understand the evolution of the field?
· Are conceptual or theoretical contributions generated?

Comments: 
	


Discussion and conclusions
· Are the conclusions supported by the reviewed evidence?
· Are implications for future research, policy, or practice discussed?
· Are the study’s limitations acknowledged?

Comments: 
	


Transparency and access to the corpus
· Is sufficient information provided to identify the included studies? 
Contratexto recommends that the full corpus be presented as an appendix to the article or be available in a public repository (e.g., OSF).
· Would access to the corpus allow the review to be replicated or expanded?

Comments: 
	


Writing quality
· Is the manuscript well organized and clearly written? 
· Are the grammar and style appropriate?
· Does it follow the journal's editorial guidelines (e.g., APA 7th edition, etc.)?
· Would access to the corpus allow the review to be replicated or expanded?

Comments: 
	




Final opinion

· The manuscript must be published.
· The manuscript can be published with minor modifications.
· The manuscript can be published with major modifications.
· The manuscript must not be published.

Comments for the editor (they will not be shown to the author/s)

	


For any problem or inquiry, please do not hesitate to contact us at: contratexto@ulima.edu.pe. 

Kind regards, 
Contratexto Journal
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