PME Reviewing Guidelines

Reviewing is an important responsibility of each researcher within IGPME, since it is the main mechanism to ensure the scientific quality of the research presented and discussed on PME conferences. PME relies on members to take over this duty.
A reviewer is asked to review several Research Report submissions (typically three), and to provide an evaluation of whether each Research Report is suitable for presentation at the conference and inclusion in the proceedings. PME provides rough criteria to evaluate the contributions and to provide a recommendation to the International Programme Committee to accept or reject each contribution.

How are reviewers selected?

( See RR document (one sentence)

If you are eligible as a reviewer, the Conference Organizers will approach you some weeks before the submission deadline in January.

How do reviewers receive Research Reports and submit their reviews?

If you agree to be a reviewer, you login to the Conference Registration system and select the research topics, grade levels and methods of research that you are willing to review. You may also select the numbers you are willing to review. If you cannot be a reviewer, please inform either the Conference Chair or the Administrative Manager info@igpme.org.

The International Programme Committee assigns three reviewers to each Research Report during its first meeting in January in the year of the conference. This assignment is based on the research topics, grade levels, and methods of research that you indicated as you main area of interest.
Each author or co-author of a submitted Research Report, who is eligible as a reviewer, is expected to provide at least three reviews on Research Report papers for the same conference.
You will receive an e-mail stating that your assigned Research Reports are available for review in the Conference Management system in January. You should submit your reviews via an online form in the Conference Management System, generally in March (the due date is given when you receive your reviews).
What do I have to do when I review a PME RR?

As a PME reviewer, you should:

· First, inform yourself about the concept a PME Research Report and the current regulations for submission and reviewing (link). Please consider also the Submission Checklist provided for Research Report authors.
· Read the Research Report papers assigned to you thorroughly and try to identify their strengths as well as weaknesses in relation to the goals of research in IGPME.
· Inform the Conference Organizers in case a paper has any formal problems (not being in accordance with formatting guidelines, not being properly blinded). This does also apply if the research presented in the proposal has already been published in a very similar form elsewhere or on a previous PME conference.
· Inform the Conference Organizers in case you feel in any way prejudiced regarding a paper. This may occur, if you were involved in the research presented, or if the paper is not properly blinded and you feel that your knowledge of the authors’ identities will affect your judgement
.
· Evaluate the contribution according to each of the criteria provided in the review form. Please give a short, but substantial verbal comment. Moreover, indicate by a rating if the contribution meets the standards that are necessary to contribute to the main goals of IGPME („excellent standard“, „meets the standard“, „slightly below standard“ or „below the standard“) for each of these criteria.
· Give a recommendation to the IPC to accept or reject the proposal. 
A paper should usually be recommended for acceptance if does at least meet the standard in all aspects. A paper should usually be recommended for rejection, if it is considered to be clearly below the standard in any aspect or slightly below the standard in substantial or multiple aspects. Nevertheless, a reasoned recommendation may of course deviate from these very rough guidelines.

· Shortly before or during the conference, visit the Conftool system and check if any of the authors provided feedback on the review you wrote on their contribution.
Please consider what is special about reviewing PME Research Reports:

· Research Reports are not mere conference abstracts. They should present a substantial contribution to research in a field related to the major goals of PME.

· Research Reports are not journal articles. They are restricted to 8 pages and thus cannot give a comparably elaborate account as a longer book contribution or a journal article. What is important is a concise, but also clear presentation of the main aspects of the research presented.
· How much to write for the review? A Research Report review should not restrict itself to a mere rating of each aspect in the rating form. On the other hand, Research Report reviews cannot be as elaborate as reviews for journal or book contributions. At least a short, substantial comment relating to the paper should be included for each of the criteria. 
· PME Research Reports are evaluated and published in exactly the form in which they were submitted. This means that no revisions are possible by the authors.
· In particular, improperly formatted or improperly blinded contributions should be reported to the Conference Organizers.
· ...

Review Process

( Copy from RR document
Review Criteria

Please refer to the Research Report format description for general information. Apart from that, the following criteria... (( copy from RR document for the criteria)

Authors are requested to refer to related papers that have been presented at previous PME conferences.

Sample Reviews

Below are examples of helpful and less helpful comments in reviews of Research Reports, for submissions that would be accepted as well as those that would be rejected.

Helpful Reviews

	A Helpful Review of an ACCEPTED Paper
	A Helpful Review of a REJECTED Paper

	Rationale and research question(s):
The research question is clearly stated, is interesting, and the author provides sufficient context to make clear the significance of the problem.
	Rationale and research question(s):
The research questions are overly broad, and the rationale includes too much of the author's opinion and insufficient connection to educational issues/context.

	Theoretical framework and related literature:
This is a small-scale study that builds on prior work by ---- and ---- on the learning of rational number concepts. The theoretical framework is clearly laid out and provides justification for the choice of research questions.
	Theoretical framework and related literature:
The literature review on beliefs is not connected to the study undertaken, as described in the statement of purpose. There is no theoretical framework provided beyond the literature review.

	Methodology:
The study is primarily descriptive, with ongoing analysis of the data. The descriptions of students’ work, together with the verbal data, are well selected to support the points made by the author, although I would have preferred to see other evidence provided in addition to that here.
	Methodology:
The scales used to measure beliefs were not based on any theory, nor was any information provided on the reliability of the scales. One wonders about the validity of the study.

	Results:
The authors make a clear connection between their analysis of student learning and of the theoretical framework presented. The results are clearly presented and well substantiated by the data. 
	Results:
The authors make a number of unsubstantiated claims; for example, they say that males believe that all word problems should be able to be solved quickly, whereas females do not believe this, yet no data is provided to show this claim to be true.

	Clarity:
For the most part, the report is well written and easy to follow. The table, however, appears to be missing some of the data intended to be there (see column 2).
	Clarity:
The authors have not made good decisions about how to wisely use the eight-page limit. The introductory section contains too much detail, while the results are presented in a cursory fashion.

	Relevance to PME:
This work is well connected to previous PME work in this area, both in terms of its topic and development, and in terms of references to other PME work.
	Relevance to PME:
The purposed study would be of interest to many PME members but the manner in which the study was undertaken is not appropriate.

	Please select your final recommendation:
Accept as Research Report
	Please select your final recommendation:
Reject as Research Report

	Reasons for recommendation:
The paper is interesting to read, contains original data, and adds to our understanding of how students learn rational numbers. The authors are encouraged to see the recent article by --------- which would provide an interesting comparison to the work in this paper. The presentation should contain a corrected table.
	Reasons for recommendation:
I am sorry to reject this paper because the research question is interesting and relevant. However, the lack of any theoretical framework, the poor design of the study, and the questionable results make it unacceptable.


Unhelpful Reviews

	An Unhelpful Review of an ACCEPTED Paper
	An Unhelpful Review of a REJECTED Paper

	Rationale and research question(s):
Interesting questions.
	Rationale and research question(s):
Question has been addressed in other research.

	Theoretical framework and related literature:
Framework not one I’m familiar with.
	Theoretical framework and related literature:
None here.

	Methodology:
Appears to be fine.
	Methodology:
Poorly designed.

	Results:
Interesting findings.
	Results:
Appears to be fine.

	Clarity:
Well written.
	Clarity:
Poor

	Relevance to PME:
Of interest to some PME members.
	Relevance to PME:
Ok, if better designed.

	Please select your final recommendation:
Accept as Research Report
	Please select your final recommendation: 
Rejected as Research Report

	Reasons for recommendation:
Good paper. Should be accepted.
	Reasons for recommendation:
Doesn't meet PME standards.


�Actually, I have the feeling we are producing much more text than anyone would ever read.





Maybe it would be good to present only the headings on the web site, with the possibility to make the real text visible by clicking (similar as for the Submission Checklist)


�I think that yould be reasonable. If I know the names, but do not feel prejudiced (e.g., because I just do not know the people and can refrain from googling) it should not be a problem.





Nevertheless, I feel it might be adequate to leave this out.


�From the RR document


�???


�Also include in RR document!!!


�Copied here from the IGPME web site. It is an older document. Not perfect, but maybe still nice to include.





