Guidelines for Reviewers
The identity of each reviewer will be kept strictly confidential. Only an anonymized version of your report will be shared with the author.
We would be grateful if you could address the following points in your review:
1. Originality and scholarly contribution
Does the manuscript make an original and significant contribution to scholarship in its field? Does it engage meaningfully with current debates and relevant primary and secondary sources? If not, please indicate how the article could be strengthened.
2. Subject knowledge and bibliography
Does the author demonstrate adequate knowledge of the subject and of the relevant scholarly literature? Is the bibliography current, accurate, and sufficiently comprehensive? Please identify any important omissions, including relevant primary sources, editions, translations, or secondary studies.
3. Argument, method, and use of evidence
Is the central argument clearly stated, persuasive, and supported by appropriate evidence? Are the methodology, interpretation of sources, and conclusions sound? Please note any factual errors, problematic assumptions, or claims requiring further substantiation.
4. Organization and style
Is the manuscript clearly organized and appropriate in structure, length, and style for the issues it addresses? Are the title, abstract, section headings, notes, quotations, and references clear and consistent?
5. Illustrations, tables, maps, and other visual material (if applicable)
Where applicable, do the illustrations, tables, maps, figures, or other visual materials adequately support the argument? Are they necessary, correctly numbered, sufficiently clear, and properly cited? 
6. AI-assisted materials
If you suspect that the manuscript contains undisclosed AI-generated text, translations, images, references, or data, or if AI-assisted material appears to have introduced inaccuracies, fabricated citations, or problems of authorship, please notify the editor confidentially. 
Recommendation
Please select one recommendation and explain your reasoning:
· Accept without revisions
· Accept subject to minor revisions
· Revise and resubmit following major revisions
· Reject

Confidential Comments to the Editor.
Please provide specific, constructive comments that will help the author revise the manuscript. Comments intended only for the editor should be clearly identified as 
Ethical and editorial matters
Please inform the editor immediately if you have a conflict of interest or believe that you cannot provide an impartial review. Manuscripts submitted for review are confidential documents and must not be shared, cited, or used for personal research purposes. If you identify possible plagiarism, duplicate publication, inaccurate citation, image manipulation, or other ethical concerns, please report these confidentially to the editor.
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