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ABSTRACT 
In this study, the researchers will explore the process of designing 
and validating a rubric to evaluate the adaptation of scientific 
articles in the format of the American Psychological Association 
(APA). The rubric will evaluate certain aspects of the APA format 
that allow authors, editors, and evaluators to decide if the scien-
tific article is coherent with these rules. Overall, the rubric will 
concentrate on General Aspects of the article and on the Citation 
System. To do this, 10 articles that were published within 2012-
2016 and included in the Journal Citation Report will be analyzed 
using technical expertise. After doing 5 pilot studies, the results 
showed the validity and the reliability of the instrument. Further-
more, the process showed the evidence of the possibilities of the 
rubric to contribute to uniform criteria that can be used as a di-
dactic tool in different scenarios. 

KEYWORDS: INVESTIGATION, SCIENCE, STANDARDIZATION, 
MEASUREMENT 

1 INTRODUCTION 
The Manual for Publication of the American Psychological 
Association (hereby referred to as the Manual) was published for 
the first time in 1929 as a seven-page document (APA, 2010) 
that offered a series of rules to define how to present scientific 
information. Since then, the manual has continued to evolve to 
its current edition—sixth edition in English and the third in 
Spanish. Even though traditionally it has been used as a citation 
tool, the Manual is a valuable tool and a “fountain of authority 
in all aspects of written academic work” (APA, 2010, p. 3), 
since it offers a series of rules and methods to achieve maximum 
precision in written academic work. It helps to identify the best 
practices and ethical and responsible use of the manuscript 
throughout the process of publication. Even though the Manual 
offers a set of specific guidelines for different aspects of written 
academic work, per the experts, who conducted this 
investigation, there are serious deficiencies in the application of 
APA style that obstruct the revising process of scientific articles. 

The normalization in the publications of these periodicals 
facilitates the communication and the diffusion of scientific 
information. It is important to unify the formats and procedures 
of editing the scientific articles to achieve the end goal of 
transferring, interchanging and possessing information. The 
process of selection and evaluation of the scientific articles with 
arbitrary or paired revision, using periodical or scientific 
publications, is a resource to assure that the articles have certain 
style and content standards. This process represents one of the 
pillars that distinguishes the quality of scientific literature 
(Giménez, 2014). 

Measuring the quality of an investigation is a complex 
process, but there exist common variables that allow one to 
create homogenous measures. Floyd et al. (2011) signal different 
reasons as to why the manuscripts that are presented to the 
publications for evaluation are rejected and imply the fact that 
the selection of said works by the editors is centered around 
general aspects, as well as other specific reasons. Among 
variables to evaluate are: the theme of investigation, 
methodology, writing, and the format of the manuscript.  In the 
specialized revision, which is the evaluation of the expert 
editors, the quality of the content is especially valued, the 
relatedness of the previous investigation and its contributions to 
science, as well as to determine if these contributions are 
scientifically valid. Nevertheless, the editors and the reviewers 
can react negatively to a solid manuscript that shows signs of 
rushing, or a lack of care in its preparation (Nickerson, 2005). 
Also, deficiencies in writing and organization are common 
reasons that manuscripts are returned to the authors before 
having passed a complete revision. Because of this, we agree 
with Camacho, Rojas, and Rojas, (2014), who maintain that the 
author should auto-evaluate content and organization before 
sending the article to a journal; this is important to ensure that 
the ideas are presented in a clear and coherent manner and 
shown in an accessible, interesting, and understandable way to 
the reader. 

Determining which manuscripts are acceptable for publication 
is an objective manner that requires good methods for both the 
authors and the editorial teams of the journal. Also, this ideal 
method would evade suspicions from the editors in the sense that 
the evaluation process was not neither completely objective nor 
transparent. In this regard, it is necessary, especially in the social 
sciences that the instrument is feasible, trustworthy and based on 
a quantitative scale. 
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It is important to highlight that the term rubric is used in in 
many ways in the academic context. With this train of thought, 
Hafner and Hafner (2003) argue that the concept is confusing, 
but in the academic context it is used to describe an evaluative 
instrument that allows one to categorize and place value on 
different levels of performance of a work, particularly in the 
results based on specific contexts. 

The analytic rubric proposed by Moskal (2000) and Moskal 
and Leydens (2000) for the development of the evaluation in the 
educative ambit guarantees the promotion of fairer practices 
(Picon, 2013). Andrade (2005) and Peat (2006) highlight the 
importance of the use of the rubric, because it offers defined and 
explicit criteria that are conducive to more objectivity in the 
evaluation process and allow one to assess many dimensions. In 
the ambit of research standardization, the rubric has been 
scarcely used; only in the past few years have efforts begun to 
create assessment matrices for the specific purpose of reports of 
investigation, especially in the empirical character (Greenberg, 
2012). 

The meager experiences of the rubric in the assessment of 
research show the need for a measurement instrument that 
demonstrates its reliability and validity: the reliability, in the 
sense that it produces coherent results, which are achieved by 
the evaluators’ calculations by a description and careful analysis 
of specific uniform criteria, which are met when the subjective 
opinions of the paper are minimized (Newell, Dahm, & Newell, 
2002). The measurement of reliability in an instrument, per 
Hernández, Fernández and Baptista (2003), is the extent to 
which its repeated application to the same subject produces the 
same results. Similarly, the validity, or repeatability, as argued 
by Moskal and Leydens (2000), Stellmack et al. (2009) and 
Thaler, Kazemi and Huscher (2009), is the extent to which the 
instrument measures the variables’ underlying interest. Finally, 
in the literature associated with the rubric’s design the term 
precision appears (Brown, Glasswell, & Harland, 2004), which 
refers to the psychometric position of quality between validity 
and reliability indicators, which is normally expressed by an 
exact percentage of correlation between the two factors (Cho, 
Schunn, & Wilson, 2006; Jonsson & Svingby, 2007). 

Based on this, the goal of this study is to design and validate 
an instrument to evaluate the adequacy of scientific articles in 
APA format. 

2 METHODS 
For the design and validation of the rubric, we use the expert 
technique, which is the base for the Delphy Method (Steurer, 
2011). This technique, which favors the creation of guidelines 
(Roddy et al., 2006), has been used especially in the medical 
field, in the public politics, and in the evaluation of education 
and social sciences (De Villiers, M. R., De Villiers, P. J., & 
Kent, 2005). It is supported in the selection of qualified experts 
that analyze a theme, an instrument, or a research question. The 
expert technique includes commentaries, reports, and critiques 
that are anonymous, where each specialist gives their expert 
opinion. These critiques are collected in a systematic process, 
which is centered on personal points of view and are agreed 
upon by the larger group (Steurer, 2011). Among the advantages 
of this technique is the possibility that the experts can be from 
different parts of the world and can participate electronically 
because there is not a mutual influence between them (Burt et 
al., 2009). Having considered these premises, in this study, three 

APA specialists participated, each of which has ample 
experience in the evaluative and editing processes of scientific 
articles, and in the editing of journals in both English and 
Spanish. Ten articles published between 2012 and 2016 in 
different journals were analyzed. These articles were from the 
social sciences, which were included in the Institute for 
Scientific information (ISI), Thomson Reuters, or Journal 
Citation Reports, whose “instructions for the authors” 
recommend APA style as a reference guide for elaboration. The 
factors of the impact of Thomson Reuters provide an index for 
the effect of the articles, which appear in a journal in a set time, 
normally two years before the measurement; said indicators 
make sense if compared with the indicators of another journal in 
the same field. 

3 RUBRIC DESIGN: THE PROCESS  
3.1 First stage 

Initially, it was proposed as a goal to design and validate a rubric 
to evaluate the use of APA style in scientific articles. It was 
clear that the proposed instrument would not be able to 
encompass all the proposed normative aspects set forth by the 
Manual and that there would have to be a selection of the most 
important factors of APA style. In the beginning, it was 
considered that the citation system was referring to specific 
guidelines in chapter 6 of the Manual with the title, References 
Citation (APA, 2010, p. 169-192). This set of rules includes that 
direct citation of the references, the paraphrasing, the reference 
citation of the text, and the list of references.  

Other than the citation system, it was determined that it would 
be necessary to add other aspects that are crucial in scientific 
writing, such as the sections of the article, the structure, and the 
use of non-discriminatory language. Knowing this, the 
consensus of the rubric was that it would have two sections 
General Aspects and Citation System with their respective 
categories. Table 1 illustrates how each evaluation category was 
arranged. 

Table 1. Categories of General Aspects and Citation System 

General aspects System of citation  
Title Direct citations and 

paraphrases 
Sections References in the text 
Name of the author’s institutional 
affiliation  

List of references 

Summary  
Introduction   
Method  
Results   
Commentary (Discussion)   
Structure of the articles  
Language used free of discrimination   

 
The next goal was to identify the parameters to evaluate every 

category. With respect to General Aspects, it was remembered 
that every category should be aligned in a strict manner with the 
guidelines of the Manual. In accordance with this, the following 
parameters were stipulated: 
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Table 2. Parameters to evaluate General Aspects 

1. The article contains the proposed section in APA style: summary, 
introduction, method, results, commentaries (discussion). 

2. The name of the author and institutional affiliation are linked to the 
criteria indicated by the APA style. 

3. The summary is precise, not evaluative, coherent, legible and 
concise. 

4. The instruction poses the problem and describes the strategy of the 
research. 

5. The methods section includes a complete description of the 
methods used. 

6. The results section presents relevant data that will sustain the 
conclusions. 

7. The commentary section examines, interprets, and grades the 
results, emphasizing their theoretic consequences o theories or 
practices. 

8. The article has a structure characterized by the utilization of 
different levels of headers to indicate the hierarchy of information. 

9. The language used is free of discrimination toward groups and 
people.  

10. The article contains the proposed section in APA style: summary, 
introduction, method, results, commentaries (discussion). 

 
In relation to the Sections of an article (Parameter 2), the 

Manual proposes to include the Summary, Introduction, 
Methods, Results, Commentary (Discussion), and References. It 
is unobjectionable to count on said sections because they offer 
the base for an organized distribution of information in the 
article, which also results in a very useful guide for the reader. 
However, the Manual doesn’t stipulate that the scientific articles 
should have these specific sections. It states, “the Publication 
Manual presents explicit requirements for style but recognizes 
that sometimes, alternative ways are necessary. The authors 
should balance the rules of the Publication Manual with good 
judgment” (APA, 2010, p. 5). 

As a following step, it was determined that the names given to 
the sections were not important, but rather that the article 
presented the necessary sections to report the results of the 
investigation, and that the information was duly organized in 
way to facilitate comprehension and communication. From this, 
it was concluded that the editor would have to apply their “good 
judgment” to evaluate this aspect. Once the categories and 
parameters were defined, it was determined to use a fixed scale 
from 0 to 5 to evaluate each one of the categories. 

3.2 Second Stage 

With this scaffolding in place, Pilot Test 1 began. This consisted 
of the 3 experts independently evaluating articles A, B, and C 
with the criteria of the category of General Aspects. Considering 
that this category counted on 10 parameters, it was determined 
that an evaluative scale from 0-10 would be used. The test gave 
a result that was 65% in agreement with the set scale and 35% in 
disagreement. Even though it was counted with defined criteria 
to evaluate each one of the categories, it was evident that the 
evaluation was still rooted in the point of view of each specialist.  

It was also warned that even though the Manual offered clear 
guidelines regarding each section, the scale from 1 to 5 
represented a scale that was ambiguous and which did not 
conform to the guidelines of the Manual. Nevertheless, it was 
determined that the evaluative scale should be reduced to 2 
options: “Fulfills” or “Does not fulfill”. 

3.3 Third Stage 

After this modification, Pilot Test 2 began, which consisted of 
the 3 experts, once again evaluating the articles D, E, and F, in 
an independent manner and using the criteria in the category 
General Aspects. The test gave a result of 90% in agreement and 
10% in disagreement. With this information, it was concluded 
that the parameters and the adequate scale to qualify each 
category had been identified.  

In relation to the section Citation System, it was determined 
that to evaluate each of the categories, the editors would need to 
use the following tables and rate each case with the options: 
“Fulfills” or “Does not fulfill” (Tables 3, 4 and 5). 

Table 3. Evaluation matrix: Citations and References 

Case Fulfills Does not fulfill 
1.    
2.    
3.   
4.    
5.    
6.   
7.   
8.   
9.   
10.   
11.   

 

Table 4. Reference’s matrix 

Case Fulfills Does not fulfill 
1.    
2.    
3.   
4.    
5.    
6.   
7.   
8.   
9.   
10.   
11.   

 

Table 5. List of reference’s matrix  

Case Fulfills Does not fulfill 
1.    
2.    
3.   
4.    
5.    
6.   
7.   
8.   
9.   
10.   
11.   

 
The instructions indicated that each one of the citations and 

paraphrases of the article, all the text references, and the 
complete list of references should all be evaluated. In this way, 
the previous graphics would be able to expand according to the 
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registered cases. It was proposed that each case be numbered in 
the article and then evaluated in the corresponding table. To 
obtain the result on a scale of 1 to 10, a rule of three will be used 
for each of one of the three categories evaluated: direct citation, 
paraphrasing, text references and list of references. 

3.4 Fourth Stage 

Using the previous parameters, Pilot Test 3 was conducted. It 
consisted in evaluating article G. The results presented 25% 
agreement and 75% disagreement. In analyzing the results it was 
found that different criteria were being applied to define 
“Fulfills” and “Does Not Fulfill”. Because of this, the 
parameters were defined for the direct citation, paraphrasing, 
text references and list of references (see Tables 3 and 5 in 
Appendix 1). 

The biggest difficulty in this stage was in editing labor, 
checking all the direct citations, paraphrases, text references and 
list of references, which required many hours of work. Since the 
goal was to design an easy-to-use instrument, it was determined 
that only 10 cases of direct citations, paraphrasing, text 
references and list of references would be analyzed. In order to 
have the three experts evaluate the same work, it was decided 
that the selected text would always be the first 10 cases 
identified after the introduction (for direct citation and 
paraphrasing, as well as text references) and the first 10 cases of 
the List of References. It was also established that if the article 
did not contain the 10 cases of any of the categories, then a rule 
of three would be made to work. Finally, it was determined that 
if the article did not contain any case, (which might occur in the 
category Direct citation and paraphrasing) it would be 
consigned with the text “Not evaluated” at the end of the table.  

3.5 Fifth Stage 

In arriving to this point, Pilot Test 4 was conducted. It consisted 
of the three experts evaluating articles H, E, and I. The results 
presented 90% agreement and 10% disagreement, without any 
major discrepancies surfacing. With this information, it was 
concluded that criteria and an adequate scale to grade this 
category had been identified Citation System. 

3.6 Sixth Stage 

Finally, it was determined to do a 5th pilot test, which would 
unite the sections General Aspects and Citation System. The test 
consisted of the three experts evaluating article J. The results 
presented 90% agreement and 10% disagreement. Therefore, the 
instrument was determined to have reliability and validity. 

In seeing the results, the necessity of ensuring the three 
categories of Citation System (citation and paraphrasing, text 
references, and list of references) was detected, which was 
alluding to the same case and being applied to the same criteria 
in order to evaluate it. Because of this, it was determined that 
each table be named Name of author or authors. The idea was to 
be able to easily locate the citations in the article, in case of a 
discrepancy among the raters. The Commentaries section 
specified the reasons why it had not fulfilled the determined 
criteria, thus making the process clearer. Here are a couple of 
examples: 

Table 6. Text references 

Case Name of 
author(s) 

Fulfills  Does 
not 

fulfill 

Commentaries 

1. PISA  X  The complete name of the 
instiruction was not written 
before the abreviation as 
determined in the Manual 
when it is first mentioned. 
(APA, 2010, p. 177).   

2. (Aravena & 
Caamaño, 
2013) 

 X Dealing with authors in 
parenthesis the ambersand 
should have been used 
instead of and.  

 

Table 7. Reference list 

Case Name of 
author(s) 

Fulfills  Does  
not 

fulfill 

Commentaries 

1. Afonso, M. 
C. 

 x Since dealing with a thesis 
the name of the instiucuion 
should have been placed 
after the name of the loca-
tion. (APA, 2010, p. 207). 

2. Aires, A. 
P., Campos, 
H. and 
Poças, R. 

 x  Instead of and a coma and 
ambersand should have been 
used before the last author. 
Also, italics were not used in 
the number of the volume 
and the abreviation “pp” 
should have been used 
(Manual, p. 186). 

 
After appreciating the advantages of these inclusions, it was 

decided that it would be very useful to put them into the rubric 
to recognize the author, the punctuation, the precise location of 
the case and the reason why it did not meet the criteria. 

Having arrived to this point in the process, it was considered 
essential to determine the validity and the reliability of the 
rubric. The first step consisted in evaluating the validity of the 
content of the instrument, which was achieved thanks to the 
ample knowledge of the experts on the APA guidelines. Later, 
since it was shown in the previous sections, the validation was 
done in the dimensions of the instrument, to determine the 
theoretical validity of the constructs. This rigorous process was 
based not only on a strict adherence to the Manual since it was a 
permanent exchange of point of views between experts. 

Once the qualitative validity of the instrument was in effect, 
the experts proceeded to determine its reliability. In accordance 
with Cooksey (2014) and Gwet (2014), it is crucial to determine 
the reliability of an instrument because different reviewers can 
interpret the same data in distinct manners. Consequently, with 
the goal of statistically verifying the obtained results, the experts 
conducted Fleiss’ kappa test. This test measures the percentage 
of agreement between the observers. Fleiss’ kappa test is an 
extension of Cohen kappa, which is utilized when the number of 
observers is greater than two and there exist a fixed number of 
elements. In this test, the coefficients varied between 0 and 1, 
where 0 signifies that there is no agreement and 1 signifies that 
there is perfect agreement. It is considered that a value of Fleiss’ 
kappa test equal to or greater than 0.7 represents a reliable 
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instrument. The value obtained is k=0.7, which indicates that the 
force of agreement between the raters is consistent and therefore 
the instrument is reliable. 

Table 8. Fleiss’ Kappa, percent of agreement between the experts 

Proportion in agree-
ment with the ele-

ments 

Proportion in agree-
ment with the catego-

ries  

P 
Bar 

P e K 

0.25 1.00 .72 0.06 .7 
- 0.17    
- 1.00    

0.42     
 
Once it was concluded that the rubric was valid and reliable, 

the instructions for its use were elaborated. The rubric is 
presented in Appendix 1 and it is expected to be used by any 
interested party. 

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
This investigation was initially proposed to design and validate a 
rubric to evaluate scientific articles and their conformity to APA 
style. During this process, many findings were found, allowing 
for the final configuration of the rubric for the reworking of the 
initial goal. The first step of this process was to recognize the 
impossibility of elaborating a rubric to evaluate all the elements 
contained in the APA style. Because of this, it was necessary to 
accept that the instrument would not evaluate all the aspects of 
APA style, but only a few. The second step was to identify the 
susceptible categories of evaluation and the parameters that 
would be evaluated. Once confirmed, and after the pilot tests, 
the experts arrived to the conclusion that it was not viable to 
review all the article’s elements in accordance with the citation 
system, since this would mean many additional hours of work 
for the reviewers. Thus, it was determined that to have an agile 
rubric, it was necessary to reduce the size of the data to 10 cases 
per category. 

After putting into effect the necessary tests, the experts arrived 
at the conclusion that there was a reliable instrument, albeit with 
some limitations: the instrument was not capable of evaluating 
all the aspects of the APA style contained in a scientific article, 
or the totality of the citation system in an article. Nevertheless, 
weighing the aforementioned limitations, it was determined that 
the rubric had the merit to present very clearly to the reviewer, 
both graphically and punctually, which key aspects to analyze, 
thus allowing the reviewers not to get lost in the complexities of 
the Manual. Similarly, the rubric could be useful to the author in 
identifying their strengths and weaknesses in their use of APA 
style. 

Per the experts’ professional opinions, there are different ways 
to use the criteria in APA style, even between researchers in the 
same study or academics in the same university. This diversity 
in the criteria means loss of time and many other wastes: 
controversies between colleagues, conflicts between authors and 
reviewers, or style editors. The experts hope to bring forth some 
key elements of APA style that are presented in the rubric. The 
rubric is presented with the hope that it brings conformity and 
uniformity to the redaction process and to the revision of 
scientific articles. It is also expected that it will be a help to the 
authors, editors, and reviewers of scientific articles. 

One finding in this process indicated that the rubric had 
acquired a different function in addition to the original goal. 
Rather than simply offering a rating, the instrument revealed to 

have a didactic function that shows the key aspects that need to 
be considered and informs the authors of the errors that they 
should correct. 

In employing this rubric and in comparing the results, it was 
evident that it could be very useful that the reviewers, comparing 
the results, fine-tune their knowledge of the APA style. The 
experts also arrived to the conclusion that the instrument could 
contribute to the unification of criteria in academic institutions. 
This rubric could be used to teach the APA style in the creation 
of research courses by professors, and those professors could use 
the rubric to begin practices that could then be used by their 
students in APA style.  

One of the advantages of the rubric is its flexibility to be 
adaptable to the needs of any user. For example, in the section 
Citation System, the example could be expanded to two or more 
sections. In the case of teachers, they could modify the section 
General Aspects with the parameters that they consider 
pertinent, to evaluate the academic essays of their students. 

Finally, one hopes that this research would inspire further 
studies, due to the fact that the instrument is enriching and 
applicable in different domains of the scientific and academic 
writing, in different fields and not only Spanish. 
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APPENDIX 1  

RUBRIC 
This rubric is an instrument that has been designed with the 
objective of giving the author(s) of scientific articles a first 
evaluation with respect to their management APA style, in 
accordance with the guidelines of the Manual of Publications of 
the American Psychological Association (in the successive 
Manual), in their Third edition in Spanish published in 2010. 

It is understood that the rubric does not offer a complete 
evaluation of the articles or a complete evaluation of the 
reviewed aspects. The rubric specifically considers two sections 
that we have named: General aspects and System of citation. 
The following table illustrates the categories that can be 
evaluated in each of these two sections: 

Table 1. Categories of the General aspect and the System of citation  

General aspects System of citation  
Title Direct citations and paraphrases 
Sections References in the text 
Name of the author’s institutional 
affiliation  

List of references 

Summary  
Introduction   

Method  
Results   
Commentary (Discussion)   
Structure of the articles  
 Language used free of discrimi-
nation  

 

In the next section the instructions are provided to fill out the 
table, allowing the assessment of the stated categories. 
Throughout the evaluation it is essential to consult the Manual. 
The page number or pages of references will be provided in 
parentheses.   

INSTRUCTIONS 
General aspects 

The general aspects will be reviewed in accordance to the 10 
parameters that will be described in the following table.  

Each of the parameters will have a score of 1 if it fulfills, and 
0 if it does not. In the corresponding section the reviewer will 
add commentaries that they consider to be pertinent feedback to 
the author. At the end of the table the total score obtained will be 
recorded.  

Table 2. Table to evaluate the General aspects  

General aspects Fulfills Does 
not 

fulfill 

Commentaries 

The title synthesizes the main 
idea of the writing in a simple 
manner and in an educated 
style.  

   

The article contains the pro-
posed section in APA style: 
summary, introduction, method, 
results, commentaries (discus-
sion)i. 

   

The name of the author and 
institutional affiliation are 
linked to the criteria indicated 
by the APA style.  

   

The summary is precise, not 
evaluative coherent, legible and 
concise.  

   

The instruction poses the pro- 
blem and describes the strategy 
of the research.  

   

The methods section includes a 
complete description of the 
methods used.  

   

The results section presents 
relevant data that will sustain 
the conclusions.  

   

The commentary section exa- 
mines, interprets, and grades the 
results, emphasizing their 
theoretic consequences o theo-
ries or practices.  

   

The article has a structure 
characterized by the utilization 
of different levels of headers to 
indicate the hierarchy of infor-
mation.  

   

The language used is free of 
discrimination of groups and 
people.  
 

   

Total:    
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Note: In the event that one section is not included as a result of the 
nature of the article not having to present it is categorized as “Fulfills”i. 

Direct citation and paraphrases 

The reviewer will analyze 10 cases (whether direct citations with 
fewer than 40 words, cites in block or paraphrase), which will be 
the first ones to be localized in the article after the introduction.  

Next the parameters will be described to evaluate this 
category: 

Table 3. Parameters to evaluate the Direct citation of paraphrases 

Fulfills 
• The direct citations (fewer than 40 words) should contain 

the following elements indicated by the APA style: author, 
year, specific page of the citation, and the opening and clo- 
sing quotation mark. 

• Regardless of the distinct format, the page number should be 
found at the end of the citationii, and preceded by a coma.  

• Citations with more than 40 words should be but into a 
block without quotations (APA, 2010, p. 171). At the end of 
the block the author and specific page of the citation or only 
the citation when the author was previously mentioned 
should be given.  

• For this rubric, a “paraphrases” will be considered those that 
have not only an author and year but also page numberiii. 
The cases that follow the format “author-year” will be re-
viewed in the category text references. When two authors 
are cited in parenthesis, the ampersand (&) symbol should 
be used.  

• When three or more authors are cited in parentheses, a coma 
before the ampersand (&) symbol should be used.  

Note:  
• The use of upper and lower case in a direct citation or in a 

paraphrase will not be subject to evaluation.  
Does not fulfill 

• Direct citation lack of the following elements: author, year, 
page number, or the use of quotations.  

• Citations with more than 40 words are not arranged in a 
block or are presented in a block with parentheses. At the 
end of the block the specific page number of the citation is 
not provided.   

• The paraphrases are missing author or year.  
• Ampersand is missing in between authors that are cited in 

parentheses. 
 
Each one of the cases will be evaluated in the criteria 

“Fulfills” or “Does not fulfill.” Since the author of the articles 
can find the cases in question, the reviewer will give the name of 
the author or authors of the case reviewed. In the 
“Commentaries” section the reasons that a not fulfilled was 
given in a specific section will be specified.  

Next the table for evaluating this category is presented: 

Table 4. Table to evaluate the Direct citation and paraphrases 

Case Name of au-
thor(s) 

Fulfills  Does not 
fulfill 

Commentaries 

1.     
2.     
3.     
4.     
5.     
6.     
7.     
8.     
9.     
10.     
Total:     

 
If the article has fewer than 10 cases, the score will be given 

through a rule of three. If the article does not have direct 
citations, citations in block or paraphrases, this section will not 
be subject to evaluation. In that case the section of “Total” will 
be placed in the legend “Not evaluated”.  

In text references 

The reviewer will analyze 10 cases, which will be the first found 
in the article after the introduction.  

Next the parameters to evaluate this category will be 
described: 

Table 5. Parameters to evaluate in text references  

Fulfills 
The in text references should fulfill the system of author-date, stipulat-
ed by the APA style (APA, 2010, pp. 174-179).  
Next details will be given about some point that the reviewer must keep 
in mind: 

• In the box on page 177, the Manual promptly indicates the 
format one should follow for in text references. These de-
pend on two factors that always correlate: a) the type of cita-
tion and b) if it is the first reference in the text or of it is a 
subsequent reference (APA, 2010, p. 177).  
The type of citation indicates of the work was done by one 
author or by two or more, etc. With respect to the second 
factor, one should consider if the references are or are not in 
parentheses.  

• When two or more authors are cited in parentheses the am-
persand (&) symbol should be used before the last author.  

• When three or more authors are cite d in parentheses the 
ampersand (&) symbol should be used before the last au-
thor.  

• In the case that references are in between parentheses a co-
ma should be inserted before the date.  

• In case that two or more works are cited in the same paren-
theses, they should be listed alphabetically by last name of 
the authors. In these cases a period and coma should be used 
in between the authors, as in the given example:  
Diverse studies (Allen, 2012; Miller, 1999; Safranske, 1998) 
state that… 

Does not fulfill 
• The references some of the following elements: author or 

date.  
• The citation contravenes the format indicated for each case.   
• The stated use of the ampersand or coma for each case is 

omitted. 
 

Each of the cases will be evaluated according to the criteria 
“Fulfills” or “Does not fulfill”. No only the references that the 
work indicates (written by one or more authors) will count as a 
case, but also the references that mention various works of 
district authors. For better comprehension the following 
examples are offered:   

Table 6. Examples of references 

Reference 
1 

Kesller (2003) One work with one 
author 

Reference 
2 

Kisangau, Lyaruu, Josea and Joseph 
(2007) 

One work with 
various articles 

Reference 
3 

Diverse studies (Allen, 2012; 
Miller, 1999; Safranske, 1998) state 
that… 

Various works 
with various 
authors 
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After the author of the article can find a case in question, the 
reviewer will give the name of the author (s) of the case that was 
reviewed. In the “Commentaries” section the reasons that a 
parameter was marked as does not fulfill will be specified.  

Next a table to evaluate this category is presented:  

Table 7. Table to evaluated in text references 

Case Name of au-
thor(s) 

Fulfills  Does not 
fulfill  

Commentaries 

1.     
2.     
3.     
4.     
5.     
6.     
7.     
8.     
9.     
10.     
Total:     

List of references 

The reviewer will analyze 10 cases, which will be the first to be 
found in the list of references.  

Next the parameters to evaluate this category are described:  

Table 8. Parameters to evaluate List of references  

Fulfills 
• Each reference should have the elements indicated by the 

APA style and follow the format stipulated by the type of 
publication (book, printed articles, online article, thesis, etc. 
(APA, 2010, pp. 184-215). 

• It should be considered that it fulfills the references in the 
list.  

• When dealing with two or more authors, a coma and the 
ampersand (&) should be used before the last author.  

Notes: 
• The use of spacing indent different from that stated in the 

APA list of references will not be subject to evaluation.  
• The abbreviations different from those stated in the APA 

style will not be subject to evaluation. 
Does not fulfill 

• The reference lacks some of the elements indicated by the 
APA style or does not follow the format stipulated by the 
type of publication. 

 
Each one of the cases will be evaluated with the criteria 

“Fulfills” or “Does not fulfill”. After the author of the article can 
find the case in question, the reviewer will give the name of the 
author(s) of the case that was reviewed. In the “Commentaries” 
section the reasons that a parameter was given does not fulfill 
will be specified.  

Next a table is presented to evaluate this category:  

Table 9. Table to evaluate List of references 

Case Name of au-
thor(s) 

Fulfills   Does not 
fulfill  

Commentaries  

1.     
2.     
3.     
4.     
5.     
6.     

7.     
8.     
9.     
10.     
Total:     
 

Rubric 

The following table illustrates in a global manner the different 
levels of domain that the author can reach in each of the 
evaluated aspects. The reviewer will shade the score on the table 
obtained in each one of the reviewed aspect and the total level 
reached (Very good, Good, Regular, Deficient) in accordance to 
the total of the four aspects.  

Table 10. Global result of the evaluation  

 General 
aspects 

Direct citations 
and paraphrases  

In text refer-
ences  

List of refer-
ences 

Very 
good 
(40-36) 

(10 
points) 
A very 
good is 
given for 
the  
handling 
of general 
aspects.  

(10 points)  
The 10 citations or 
between 99% and 
90% of the 
citations follow 
the APA guide-
lines.  
 

(10 points) 
The references in 
the text are in 
accordance to the 
standards stated 
by the APA style.  

(10 points) 
The references 
follow the 
standard 
indicated by the 
APA style.  

Good 
(35-31) 

(9-8 
points) 
A good is 
given for 
the  
handling 
of general 
aspects  
  

(9-8 points)  
Between 9 y 8 
citations or 
between 89% and 
80% of the 
citations follow 
the APA guide-
lines.  
  
 

(9-8 points) 
Between 9 and 8 
of the references 
are found in the 
text in accor- 
dance to the 
standard indica- 
ted by the APA 
style.  

(9-8 points) 
Between 9 and 
8 of the 
references 
follow the 
standard 
indicated by the 
APA style.  

Regular 
(30-26) 
 

(7-6 
points) 
A regular 
is given 
for the  
handling 
of general 
aspects.  
  

(7 a 6 points) 
Between 7 y 6 
citations or 
between 79% and 
70% of the 
citations follow 
the APA guide-
lines.  

(7 a 6 points) 
Between 7 and 6 
of the references 
are found in the 
text in accor- 
dance to the 
standard indica- 
ted by the APA 
style. 

(7 a 6 points) 
Between 7 and 
6 of the 
references 
follow the 
standard 
indicated by the 
APA style.  

Deficient 
(fewer 
than 25) 
 

(5 points 
or fewer) 
A 
deficient 
is given 
for the  
handling 
of general 
aspects.  
  

(5 points or fewer) 
Five citations or 
fewer than 69% of 
the citations 
follow the APA 
guidelines.  
 

(5 points or 
fewer) 
Fewer than 6 of 
the references are 
found in the text 
in accordance to 
the standard 
indicated by the 
APA style. 

(5 points or 
fewer) 
Fewer than 6 of 
the refe- 
rences follow 
the standard 
indicated by the 
APA style.  

It is understood that in the case that one of the aspect was not evaluated 
because of lack of cases, the score will be adjusted to obtain the level 
reached. 
 
 
i The authors need to “put the rules of the Manual on equilibrium by 
using good judgment” (APA, 2010, p. 5). The Manual does not stipulate 
that scientific articles should solely count with the said sections. In fact, 
it states: “The Manual of publications presents explicit requisites, but 
recognizes that the alternatives are sometimes not necessary.  
ii Even if it is not explicitly mentioned in the Manual, it is clear by its 
examples that the page number is located at the end of each citation. In 
http://blog.apastyle.org/apastyle/2010/03/how-to-cite-direct-
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quotations.html offering different formats of citation, thus confirming 
the criteria 
iii The Manual states that in the paraphrases “it is advised to put the page 
or paragraph” (APA, 2010, p. 170), but is understood that is not 
mandatory. 
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