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PEER REVIEW

Peer review?

• To determine an academic paper's suitability 
for publication

• Justification
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PEER REVIEW

What do the editors look for in reviewers?

• Expertise in one or more areas of paper
• Objectivity
• No conflicts of interest
• Good judgment
• Able to think clearly and logically
• Able to write a good critique

– Accurate
– Readable
– Helpful to editors and authors

• Reliable in returning reviews
• Able to do the review in the allotted time frame
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Peer-review Process

When a paper arrives at a journal’s editorial 

office a few things can happen:

A. Editor reviews paper herself/himself

B. Editor assigns to Associate Editor

C. Editor or AE assigns to Peer Reviewers
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Time? Amount?

• The review may require 1—3 hours and 

500 to 1,000 words

5



PEER REVIEW

When?

• Workflow
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file:///C:/Users/Sia/NEW/KOWSAR/Presentation/PeerReview_Mashahd_Miri/Workflow-3.pdf
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Number of Reviewers

• How many reviewers (1, 2, 3?)



PEER REVIEWA course developed with the support of the 
HHS Office of Research Integrity

Do you have any real or apparent conflicts 
of interest

• Institutional affiliations
– Through current institution
– Past institution (recent enough to have close associations)
– Future institution (e.g.  negotiating for a position)
– Consultant to author’s institution

• Collaborators and colleagues
– How close?
– When?

• Other relationships with the authors
– Family
– Personal friends
– People you detest

– People you would be reluctant or afraid to give a harsh review to



PEER REVIEWA course developed with the support of the 
HHS Office of Research Integrity

How do you handle the paper?

• Manuscripts under review are confidential 
documents.

• They contain unpublished data and ideas, which 
must be kept confidential. 

• You cannot share the paper or its contents with 
your colleagues. 

• Manuscripts should be kept in a secure place, 
where they will not be readily accessible to the 
curious or unscrupulous. 
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Methods of Peer Review

• Anonymous (blind) peer review
– The reviewers do not know the author's identity.

– Limited for reviewing controversial research topics.

• Open peer review
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Experiments with peer review

• Neuroscience peer review consortium
– A consortium of journals who have agreed to accept 

manuscript reviews from other members of the 
Consortium

• BMC Biology Direct
– Authors are responsible for obtaining reviewers' reports, 

via the journal's Editorial Board

• EMBO
– Reviewers comments are posted alongside the article to 

allow users to see how the article developed



PEER REVIEW 12



PEER REVIEW

The Best Sample

• Review Process
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Download the file at: 
http://www.nature.com/emboj/journal/v31/n3/extref/emboj2011434s2.pdf
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http://www.nature.com/emboj/journal/v31/n3/extref/emboj2011434s2.pdf
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Superjournals – minimal review

• PLoS One
– Articles are posted after initial review (technical not 

subjective concerns), and are then available for post-
publication review and comment from users.

• BMJ Open

– decisions …based on the scientific and ethical soundness 
and transparency of the research …rather than on its 
apparent interest to any particular readership

• Open Biology, Scientific Reports, SAGE Open, G3, etc.
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Reviewer’s Activity
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Invitation Email
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New Invitation
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Types of Comments

• Confidential Comments

• (Open) Formal Comments
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PEER REVIEW

Peer-review Process

What to look for

1. Appropriateness for the journal

• Is the topic relevant to the journal?

• Is the topic timely?

• Is the topic significant?

• Is the study unique? If so, How?
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Peer-review Process

What to look for

2. What type of paper/research is it?

• If research, how is it structured?

– Randomized, controlled, blinded Meta-analysis?

– Retrospective?

– Case series or single case



PEER REVIEW

Editors and Peer-review Process

Editors/Peer Reviewers look for:

Did the author follow the instructions of the journal?

• Correct Number of Authors?

• Conflict of Interest/Disclosure Statement?

• Copyright release signed?

• Informed consent (if applicable)/Ethics 

considerations
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Peer-review Process

Did the author follow the Instructions of the journal?

• Is the article format correct?

– Structured abstract?

– Correct article format (Abstract, Introduction, 

Methods, Results, Discussion, Conclusion, 

Refs?)

– Are References in correct format?
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Peer-review Process

Peer Reviewers look for:

Are the technical aspects correct?

• Research Structure:

–Correctly described and performed?

• Statistics:

–Correct analysis? 

–Accurate interpretation? 

–Clear presentation?
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Peer-review Process

Editors/Peer Reviewers look for:

Technical aspects, continued

Tables and Figures:

–Accurate and clear structure, 

presentation, and presentation?

–Do the numbers add up?

–Are the data consistent with the body 

of the paper?
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Peer-review Process

Editors/Peer Reviewers look for:

Technical aspects, continued

Tables and Figures:

• Abstract & Body of paper

–Do number of patients, other data 

match?

–Conclusions consistent?
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Peer-review Process
REJECTION:

Most journals accept 30% or less (NEJM, BMJ 
accept ~ 10%)

What is rejection rate in your journal?
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Duplicative publication or plagiarism

• The reviewer may recognize much or all of the 
paper, because some or all of the paper has 
been published previously by the same 
authors.

• The reviewer may find text or ideas which 
have been copied without permission or 
appropriate attribution from the works of 
others. 
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Peer Review Checklists
GENERAL Checklist for all types of studies

STROBE Checklist of items that should be included in reports of cross-sectional studies 

STROBE Checklist of items that should be included in reports of case-control studies

STROBE Checklist of items that should be included in reports of cohort studies

STROBE Checklist of items that should be included in reports of observational studies

CONSORT Checklist of information to include when reporting a randomised trial

PRISMA Transparent reporting of systematic reviews and meta-analyses

STARD Checklist for reporting of studies of diagnostic accuracy

TREND Non-randomised evaluations of behavioural and public health interventions

REMARK Checklist for Tumour marker prognostic studies

COREQ
Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research: a 32-item checklist for 
interviews and focus groups
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all checklists are available for downloading at: http://hepatmon.com/?page=public_pages&name=new_guidelines_for_authors
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The problem of peer review

• Identifying suitable reviewers

• Receiving reviews on time

• Motivating and rewarding reviewers



PEER REVIEW

Identifying suitable reviewers

• Where do reviewers come from?
– Searching the indexes

– Recommendations from colleagues

– Suggestions from editors and authors

• Build and maintain a database
– Name/contact details

– Records of articles they have reviewed

– Notes about their reviews (always negative? 
Always late?)
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Receiving reviews on time

• Ask if they are free before sending the article

• Give reasonable length of time (but not too long!)

• Send reminder before review is due back

– Email most suitable? Personal call?

• Send reminders after review is due

• If not received sent polite “we understand you are 
busy…” message to signify that you no longer expect 
it
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Receiving good reviews

• Guidelines

• Easy demands from the journal (don’t ask too 
much)

• Online submission of review?

• Feedback (“we agree…” “we didn’t agree…”)
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Motivating and rewarding reviewers

• Why do people review? What do they get out 
of it?

• Private and public thanks

– Listing at end of article(?), end of the issue, or end 
of volume

• Rewards for good reviewers

– Free subscriptions, gifts, invitations to party?
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Drafting the Review

The Big Picture

Primary roles of the reviewers : 

(a) A “consultant” to the Action Editor 

(b) To provide feedback to authors about ways 
to improve the science and the communication of 
that science
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PEER REVIEW

The Big Picture

Reviewers should:

• Maintain a professional and respectful tone 

• Offer corrective feedback: improves the 
scientific merit of the manuscript. 

• Avoid False hope= Do not tell a long list of 
comments

• Uncorrectable fatal flaws = Shorter reviews
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The Big Picture

Reviewers should:

• Not comment on all aspects of a manuscript, 
particularly if a part (e.g., assessment techniques, 

methodology, or statistical analyses, to name a few) are 
beyond their expertise. 

• Be assured that Action Editors will attempt to 
choose reviewers who, collectively, will 
provide a strong set of reviews for a particular 
manuscript.
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Opening Paragraph is …

1) The reviewer’s overall opinion about the 
manuscript. 

– Highlight something new? 
– Contradict existing findings? 
– Generate additional research?

2) Highlight both the manuscript’s strengths and 
weaknesses. 
• Authors have put in time and effort to draft the 

manuscript, and even the weakest studies will have some 
positive attribute. Major concerns, particularly those that 
may make the manuscript unpublishable, generally 
conclude the opening paragraph.
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A Synopsis: Do we need?

• Manuscript title and a brief synopsis of the 
article? 

• it does provide the Action Editor and author(s) 
with a “check” to ensure the reviewer 
understood the main focus of the article. 
However, the Action Editor can judge reviewers’ 
understanding based on the content of the 
reviews. 

• If a synopsis is provided, it should not be in lieu of 
making evaluative comments about the 
manuscript.
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Separating Major from Minor 
Concerns

1. Use a “major–minor” approach 
2. Move section by section

Major Concerns: 
• Those that threaten the validity of the study
• Expose a theoretical confusion
• Reveal a mistaken use of a particular statistical 

technique
Minor Concerns:
• An additional analysis
• an addition of a study to the literature review; 
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The best reviewers

• An editor must be able to easily identify the 
major concerns that, in the reviewers’ 
opinions, would preclude publication of the 
manuscript.

• Very helpful: Reviewers number their 
concerns: if a revision is encouraged, the 
author(s) can refer to specific points raised by 
each reviewer in the resubmission letter.
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How to write a formal peer review?

1. First describe the intent and potential 
value of the manuscript, and note any 
strengths

2. The reviewer next turns to a critiques as
Major or Minor comments. 

3. Make a clear decision
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Make a clear decision

• Accept: only minor copy-editing changes

• Revisions required: Changes are necessary, but 
these are not major. 

• Revise and resubmit: The manuscript has 
promise, but with significant changes

• Reject: not publishable with a reasonable amount 
of revision

• Not suitable for this journal: on different topics 
or orientations
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9 Do & Don’t

1) Do make your overall enthusiasm for the 
paper clear to the authors in your written 
review. 

Don’t state in the comments to the authors your 
recommendation to the Action Editor (i.e., 
reject, major revisions, minor revisions, or 
accept).
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9 Do & Don’t

2)  Do be consistent to the authors and Action 
Editor. 

Don’t laud a manuscript in the comments to the 
authors while disparaging it in confidential 
comments to the Action Editor. Your 
recommendation should match your comments. 

A reviewer says: “YES” to Author while “NO” to AE
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9 Do & Don’t

3)  Do provide detailed commentary if a 
manuscript has shortcomings that, if corrected, 
would make it suitable for publication. 

Don’t provide such detail if you recommend 
that it be rejected, unless using the review as a 
teachable moment for the author(s). A 
description of the fundamental flaws and 
uncorrectable shortcomings is sufficient.
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9 Do & Don’t

4) Do recommend a revision if the manuscript 
will make a significant contribution to 
science. 

Don’t recommend a revision if, even with 
changes, the manuscript will not make a 
significant contribution.
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PEER REVIEW

9 Do & Don’t

5) Do provide specific references to text within the 
manuscript or references to the literature to 
support your comments/critiques. Some reviewers 
copy and paste text from the manuscript into their 
review, and this can be extremely helpful to 
authors. 

Don’t make vague or ambiguous text references or 
blanket opinionated statements that are not 
supported by data.

55



PEER REVIEW

9 Do & Don’t

7. Do read a manuscript more than once. 

Don’t form an opinion of a manuscript after a 
first reading and then generate a list of 
criticisms without rereading the manuscript and 
identifying specific items that corroborate your 
criticisms.
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9 Do & Don’t

6) Do be clear about what changes you want to 
see in a revised manuscript if recommending a 
revised submission. 

• Don’t leave the authors guessing.
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9 Do & Don’t

8) Do reread your review to make sure you have 
not included any overly harsh or inappropriate 
comments. 

Don’t send the review off without looking it 
over at least once.
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9 Do & Don’t

9) Do treat authors of a manuscript as your 
equal, regardless of the quality of the 
manuscript. 

Don’t talk down to authors. Science is a 
collaborative process, and reviewer comments 
should be made with a collaborative tone and 
spirit.
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Peer Review Checklists
GENERAL Checklist for all types of studies

STROBE Checklist of items that should be included in reports of cross-sectional studies 

STROBE Checklist of items that should be included in reports of case-control studies

STROBE Checklist of items that should be included in reports of cohort studies

STROBE Checklist of items that should be included in reports of observational studies

CONSORT Checklist of information to include when reporting a randomised trial

PRISMA Transparent reporting of systematic reviews and meta-analyses

STARD Checklist for reporting of studies of diagnostic accuracy

TREND Non-randomised evaluations of behavioural and public health interventions

REMARK Checklist for Tumour marker prognostic studies

COREQ
Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research: a 32-item checklist for 
interviews and focus groups
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• https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3970178/
• How do I manage potential competing interests?
• https://publons.com/publon/42149180/
• https://publons.com/review/3719/
• https://publons.com/community/academy/resources/
• https://sites.kowsarpub.com/scinews/articles/89316.html
• https://sites.kowsarpub.com/scinews/articles/97988.html
• https://sites.kowsarpub.com/scinews/articles/97963.html
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Questions?

Download Slides at: www.kowsarpub.com
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