
	
	

REVIEW	CRITERIA	FOR	FULL	CONTRIBUTIONS		
	

Submitting	and	managing	a	contribution	to	SEFI	2022:	
Log	in	to	your	account	to	submit	a	contribution,	access	your	submitted	

contributions	and	view	the	results	of	the	reviewing	process.	As	a	reviewer	you	may	
enter	and	edit	reviews	(ConfTool).	

https://www.conftool.com/sefi2022/	
	
	
Review	criteria	are	consisting	of	general	review	criteria	and	submission-type	
(Research	paper,	Concept	paper,	Short	paper,	Workshop)	specific	criteria.	
	
Guiding	questions	for	evaluation	are	stated	for	each	criterion.	
	
For	all	criteria,	reviewers	are	asked	to	state	on	a	5-step	Likert	scale	how	much	they	
agree	with.	
	
Reviewers	also	have	the	opportunity	to	give	feedback	comments	to	the	author(s)	
and	to	the	Chairs	of	the	Scientific	Committee.	
	
	

GENERAL	REVIEW	CRITERIA	(independent	of	submission	type)	
Overall	clarity	of	the	contribution.	(10%)	

● Are	appropriate	and	simple	terms	used	to	describe	the	proposal?	(2%)	
● Is	the	use	of	the	English	language	appropriate?	(2%)	
● Is	the	proposal	coherent?	(i.e.	the	rationale,	foundation,	approach	to	the	work,	

findings	and	conclusions	are	all	included)	(2%)	
● Is	there	a	logical	sequence	and	cohesiveness	among	all	sections?	(2%)	
● Does	the	proposal	follow	the	template	guidelines?	(2%)	

	
	
SPECIFIC	REVIEW	CRITERIA	FOR	RESEARCH	PAPERS	
1. The	author(s)	describe	the	rationale	of	the	study	(background	/	introduction).	

(10%) 
- Does	the	introduction	include	a	purpose	/	problem	statement	/	hypothesis?	



- Is	it	clearly	understandable	what	research	question	was	being	investigated?	
- Is	it	clearly	understandable	why	this	question	is	important?	
- Does	the	proposal	build	on	existing	scholarship	in	the	field?	
- Does	the	proposal	identify	theories	and/or	conceptual	frameworks	used?	

2. The	author(s)	describe	the	methods	&	research	design.	The	chosen	methods	are	
appropriate	(data	assessment	and	analysis).	(18	%)	
- Does	the	proposal	define	the	study	population	and	the	sampling?	
- Are	manipulations	/	interventions	/	innovations	described	clearly?	
- Are	the	methods	for	data	assessment	described	sufficiently,	avoiding	undefined	

terms	and	unnecessary	jargon?	
- Is	it	clearly	described	how	the	data	were	analysed?	
- Are	the	chosen	methods	appropriate	for	the	research	question?	

3. The	author(s)	describe	the	data	analysis	and	results	appropriately.	The	results	are	
well	presented.	(18	%)	
- Are	the	results	summarized	adequately,	using	quantitative	terms?	
- Is	the	descriptive	analysis	of	the	data	appropriate?	
- Is	the	statistical	analysis	of	the	data	appropriate?	
- Do	the	statistical	tests	used	make	sense	with	the	data	presented?	
- Are	the	data	sufficient	and	presented	in	a	way	that	allows	the	reader	to	reach	a	

conclusion?	
4. The	author(s)	interpret	and	discuss	the	results	and	draw	appropriate	conclusions.	

(17%)	
- Is	it	clearly	stated	what	the	results	mean	in	relation	to	the	initial	problem	

statement	or	hypothesis?	
- Are	the	results	and	their	interpretation	discussed	in	the	context	of	existing	

scientific	knowledge?	
- Are	possible	limitations	of	the	study	described?	
- Are	lessons	learned	described?	

5. The	author(s)	estimate	the	impact	on	engineering	education	(EE),	recommend	
interventions	to	develop	EE,	and	identify	the	significance	for	EE.	(17%)	
- Are	specific	actions	within	engineering	education	recommended,	or	reported	as	

undertaken?	
- Are	the	actions/recommendations/control	measures	practical,	and	derived	

directly	from	the	results	presented?	
- Does	the	study	provide	clear	evidence	of	its	potential	or	actual	impact	on	

engineering	education?	
- Does	the	study,	in	both	its	topic	and	its	results,	have	a	clear	application	to	

improving	engineering	education,	and	is	this	application	obvious	to	the	reader,	
without	the	need	for	complex	explanation	or	extrapolation?	

- Does	the	proposal	provide	information	or	ideas	that	would	be	of	interest	to	the	
SEFI	community?	

6. The	author(s)	present	an	original	study	and	it	reflects	good	practice	in	Engineering	
Education	Research	(EER).	(10%)	
- Is	the	study	sufficiently	sound	(including	clarity	and	strength	of	results)	to	serve	

as	a	basis	for	taking	action	in	engineering	education?	
- Do	the	data	solve	an	immediate	problem,	or	build	on	existing	knowledge	

(rather	than	simply	repeat	what	is	already	known)?	



- Is	the	proposal	of	innovative	nature	within	engineering	education?	
- Does	the	paper	reflect	good	practice	in	Engineering	Education	Research?	

	
	
SPECIFIC	 REVIEW	CRITERIA	 FOR	 CONCEPT	 PAPERS	AND	 SHORT	
PAPERS	
1. The	author(s)	build	on	existing	scholarship	in	the	field.	(9%) 
2. The	author(s)	identify	theories	and/or	conceptual	frameworks	used.	(9%) 
3. The	author(s)	provide	appropriate	context.	(9%)	
4. The	author(s)	identify	the	rationale	for	the	work.	(9%)	
5. The	author(s)	clearly	describe	the	scope	of	the	work.	(9%)	
6. The	author(s)	explain	the	methodological	approach.	(9%)	
7. The	author(s)	describe	its	findings	in	an	appropriate	way	(e.g.	qualitative	and	

quantitative	results,	insights,	lessons	learnt).	(9%)	
8. The	author(s)	draw	appropriate	conclusions	based	on	the	findings.	(9%)	
9. The	author(s)	puts	its	findings	into	perspective.	(9%)	
10. The	author(s)	provide	information	or	ideas	that	would	be	of	interest	to	the	SEFI	

community.	(9%)	
	
	
SPECIFIC	REVIEW	CRITERIA	FOR	WORKSHOPS		
1. Motivation	and	learning	outcomes.	(25%)		

- What	are	session	participant’s	expected	to	learn?		
2. Background	and	rationale.	(20%)		

- Why	is	the	session	relevant?	
3. Workshop	design.	(25%)		

- How	are	session	participants	activated?	(Engagement	of	and	interaction	with	
session	participants	in	alignment	with	expected	learning	outcomes)	

- How	will	results	be	summarized?	(Take	home	message	for	session	participants).	
4. Significance	for	Engineering	Education	and	attractiveness	of	the	topic.	(20%)	

	
Reviewers	of	workshops	shall	in	particular	focus	on	how:	

• How	attractive	the	topic	could	be	for	the	audience	(how	many	participants	
could	there	be?	Is	the	title	conveying	the	topic	of	the	workshop	in	a	concise,	
sharp	way?)	

• How	engaging	the	session	is	(authors	shall	explain	how	they	plan	to	organize	
the	session	and	what	the	participants	are	expected	to	do	and	learn).	


