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What is peer review? 

A system to assess the quality of a manuscript before it is published. 
Independent researchers with relevant expertise assess the 
manuscript’s originality, the research design, and  robustness, validity 
and significance of the findings. 

Reviewers highlight strengths and weaknesses of the manuscript and 
provide comments to improve the work.

Their comments help editors determine whether a manuscript should 
be published in their journal.



Types of peer review

Single blind: reviewers know names of authors, authors do not know 

reviewers’ identity  

Double blind: the reviewers do not know the names of the authors; authors 

do not know who reviewed their manuscript

Open: Open peer: authors know who the reviewers are, and the reviewers 

know who the authors are. Reviewers’ names may be published alongside 

paper upon acceptance 



Figure from: 
https://www.biomedcentral.com/getpubl
ished/peer-review-process 





Discussion: previous experience? 

- Do you have previous experience peer reviewing a 

manuscript (or grant)?

- Do you have experience receiving and responding to peer 

review comments? 





Why do peer review?

- Integral part of scientific publishing – ‘scientific duty’

- Through providing peer review you support robustness of scientific 

literature 

- Through review you can also help address wider issues in science, e.g. 

bias in research towards ‘WEIRD’ populations, lack of attention for 

relevance of research to LMIC

- Providing review can help self reflection and make you a better writer 

yourself

- Put peer review role on your CV; may later be asked as editorial board 

member/editor etc



How to provide a peer review

Good guidance provided here: 

https://authorservices.wiley.com/Reviewers/journal-reviewers/how-to-perform-

a-peer-review/step-by-step-guide-to-reviewing-a-manuscript.html

Also read any journal-specific instructions, some journals want you to comment 

on specific aspects / assess the paper following specified criteria

https://authorservices.wiley.com/Reviewers/journal-reviewers/how-to-perform-a-peer-review/step-by-step-guide-to-reviewing-a-manuscript.html


How to provide a peer review

1. Read the paper to get an overview of the work and draft broad overview 

comments

2. If you identify large flaws that make the manuscript unsuitable for 

publication, include sufficient details to describe the shortcomings, but no 

need for more detailed comments

3. If no large flaws: provide more detailed comments that systematically go 

through the full manuscript



Example summary paragraph that start review



Example more detailed comments that follow



Structuring your review

1. If you have lots of comments it can be helpful to divide them into ‘major 

comments’ and ‘minor comments’

2. Use bullet points, or even better, numbers, to structure your comments. 

This will make it easier for authors to respond and/or for the editor in their 

response letter to highlight a particular sticking point. (e.g. “in your revised 

submission, please pay particular attention to the third comment made by 

reviewer #2”)



What to focus on in peer review?
- What does the paper add to what we already know on the topic? (Is the work 

presented novel/does it fill a gap/exceptionally thorough/comprehensive?
- Is existing relevant literature adequately covered? 
- Is the methodology sound? 

- Do the aims/research questions match with the methodology?
- Are the methods and results well written and clearly presented, so the 
reader can understand what was done? 
- Are the analyses correctly applied and presented? (e.g. appropriate 
stats, in depth qual analysis?)

- Is the conclusion drawn appropriate or overblown? Are relevant implications of 
the findings presented? 
- Do the authors acknowledge limitations to the work? 



What not to focus on

- Don’t ask the authors to write the paper exactly how you would have written 

it/ carry out your ‘hobby analysis’ – If authors use a different approach that is 

valid or slightly different writing style that is clear and easy to read, no need 

to ask them to change.

- More important to focus on design issues, issues of interpretation of data, big 

gaps in literature covered etc then on pointing out typos. 

- It is not your task to edit the paper to make it readable.



From: https://authorservices.wiley.com/asset/Reviewing_with_Empathy.pdf





Responding to peer review

- Be polite

- Respond to each and every point made by the reviewers, don’t skate over 

comments you don’t like/find difficult to address

- Make very clear in your response letter how you addressed the reviewer’s 

comment in the revised manuscript and where the revision can be found

- Some authors include a revision table, mapping directly the comment and 

response

→ You want to make the job of re-review easy for the reviewer and for the 

editor, this makes acceptance much more likely



Responding to peer review

Start response with a thank you and explain how you have responded to the 

comments. E.g.:

Dear Dr X,

Thank you for your invitation to revise and resubmit our manuscript following the helpful comments from three 

reviewers. Below we have responded in detail to each of the reviewers’ comments. The reviewers’ comments are in 

italicised text and our responses are inserted after each comment in plain text. The revisions are also highlighted in 

the manuscript text itself using coloured text.





Responding to peer review

You don’t have to blindly follow all reviewers’ suggestions, you may have a good 

reason not to do so. If you don’t follow their advice you need to explain why not
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