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findings? Does it contribute to the advancement of the field?
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6) Revisions & Appeals: Revised manuscripts are re-evaluated within 2 weeks.
Authors may appeal decisions with a point-by-point rebuttal, which triggers an
independent audit by the Editorial Board.
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2. QUALITY CRITERIA

Reviewers were instructed to assess the quality of submissions solely based on the
academic merit of their content along the following dimensions.

1) Originality and Innovation: Is the paper presenting new ideas, methodologies, or

2) Technical Soundness: Are the methods used sound and appropriate? Is the
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