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History of peer-review 

▪ First record of peer review in 1665

▪ 1940s Journal “Science” adopts & generalisation of peer review

▪ 1960s Formalisation of peer review

▪ 1999 online peer review

▪ 2017 preprint review platform

Peer review infographics - EASE : EASE

https://www.linkedin.com/posts/reviewercredits.com_peerreview-activity-7140663296315088897-
8ihV/?utm_source=share&utm_medium=member_android

https://ease.org.uk/communities/peer-review-committee/peer-review-infographics/


What is peer-review?

Peer review is a critical component of the academic 
publishing process essential for maintaining the 
credibility and integrity of scientific and scholarly 
literature:

▪ Peer review evaluates (scholarly) work by 
experts (peers) in the same field.

▪ Peer review ensures and improves the quality 
of the (scholarly) work 

▪ Peer-review validates research 



The types of peer-review
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Puebla, I et al. (2021, October 20). The 

many shapes of peer review: how to 

make journal review and preprint review 

activities more complementary?. 

https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/t65a2

Saderi, Daniela, Foster, Antoinette, 

Hindle, Samantha, Murphy, Katrina M., 

& Granados, Monica. (2022). 

PREreview Open Reviewers Workshop 

Module I - eLife Ambassadors 2022. 

Zenodo. 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6577637

Latest development:

The Future of Peer Review: Diversification 
and Decentralization 
https://www.highwirepress.com/blog/the-
future-of-peer-review-diversification-and-
decentralization/

https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/t65a2
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6577637
https://www.highwirepress.com/blog/the-future-of-peer-review-diversification-and-decentralization/
https://www.highwirepress.com/blog/the-future-of-peer-review-diversification-and-decentralization/
https://www.highwirepress.com/blog/the-future-of-peer-review-diversification-and-decentralization/


Why open peer review?

Open peer review aligns with the principles of transparency, collaboration, and accessibility that 
define open science.

▪ Transparency and collaboration: The review process, including reviewer comments and author responses, is 
openly accessible. This transparency fosters research collaboration, allowing for a more inclusive and diverse 
scientific dialogue.

▪ Democratization of knowledge: Removes barriers to knowledge access. The research outputs are freely available 
to a global audience, promoting equal opportunities for researchers, practitioners, and the public to engage with and 
benefit from scientific advancements.

▪ Community engagement: Involves a broader audience in the scholarly discussion that can provide diverse 
perspectives and enhance the overall quality of the research.

▪ Continuous improvement: real time feedback

▪ Encourage ethical behaviour: Authors are more likely to present accurate and rigorous research, and reviewers 
are accountable for providing fair and constructive feedback.

809-10-2020
https://plos.org/resource/open-peer-review/

https://plos.org/resource/open-peer-review/


Value of open peer review

Enriching the scientific record:

• Insights from the experts: Sharing reviewers' questions and authors’ responses adds 
credibility to the research

Recognizing Reviewers & Reviews:

• Vital Editorial Activity: Acknowledging peer review as crucial in the editorial process.

• Important Research Output: Recognizing reviewers’ comments as valuable research 
contributions

Educational tools: Useful resource for learning about peer reviewing 

Quality of the feedback: Quality matches the quality of traditional reviewers' comments

909-10-2020
https://plos.org/resource/open-peer-review/

https://plos.org/resource/open-peer-review/


https://journals.open.tudelft.nl/jcrfr



https://hess.copernicus.org/articles/27/1565/2023/hess-27-1565-2023-discussion.html

https://hess.copernicus.org/articles/27/1565/2023/hess-27-1565-2023-discussion.html


Open peer review: and role of preprint

A preprint version of a scholarly work available 
online without formal peer review 

Benefits:

Early dissemination of research findings

Direct feedback from the community before 
submission to peer-reviewed venues
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Bosman, J., Kramer, B., Sondervan, J., & Waltman, L. (2022, 

September 1). New Developments in Preprinting and Preprint 
Review. Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7040997Avissar-Whiting, M et al. (2023, April 3). Advancing the culture of peer 

review with preprints. https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/cht8p

https://doi.org/10.31219/osf.io/cht8p


Ethical guidelines

▪ Confidentiality: 

• Keep your review and identity confidential (if the review process 
is closed)

• Do not share the scholarly work or details of the review with 
anyone without permission from the journal editorial team or the 
authors.

▪ Fairness and Respect:  Be fair and respectful, focusing on the 
work, not the person.

▪ Feedback: Give productive feedback to improve the scholarly 
work.

▪ Ethical research: Report any ethical concerns and ensure proper 
approvals for research involving humans or animals.

▪ Time: Submit your review on time and request if you need an 
extension

▪ Disclose potential conflicts of interest

13
COPE Council. COPE Ethical guidelines for peer reviewers — English. 

https://doi.org/10.24318/cope.2019.1.9 
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Break
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Peer-Review in practice
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Session

Assignment 

▪ Write an introduction

▪ Read the short Reviewer guidance 

▪ Familiarise yourself with the Reviewer guide printout 



Review guidance
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Step 1-Biases & assumptions: 

Authors’ gender, institutions, reputation and stage 
of career

Step 2 - Conceptual understanding

Read the entire manuscript and focus on 
understanding rather than evaluating 

Step 3-issues identification:

Major issues should consist of the essential points 
the authors need to address before the 
manuscript can proceed.

Minor issues are still essential but typically will not 
affect the overall conclusions of the manuscript.

Step 4-Feedback

It is not about what’s wrong with a scholarly work 
but as a chance to improve the presented work. 
Don’t just highlight shortcomings but state how 
these can be overcome.

09-10-2020



Review guidance
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Step 5-Coherent narrative: 

Summary: Write a short summary paragraph to 
give the authors, journal editor, or anyone else 
who might read your review an idea of your 
thoughts on the scholarly work. It sets the stage 
for what you'll discuss in the rest of the review.

The core of the review: Major and minor issues

Step 6- Share

09-10-2020



Review guidance – sentence starters
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Burrows, H. M. R.,Caplan, N. A., Cohen, T., Coppolino, S. J., Grant, S. E., Nusselder, F., Pallis, P., Prowse, M. J., 

Sonoda, K. L., Star, R., & Norris, M. E. (2023). Peer Review Prompts. Queen's University, Kingston, ON: eCampus
Ontario. Accessed via https://h5pstudio.ecampusontario.ca/content/51783

https://h5pstudio.ecampusontario.ca/content/51783


Review guidance – sentence starters
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Burrows, H. M. R.,Caplan, N. A., Cohen, T., Coppolino, S. J., Grant, S. E., Nusselder, F., Pallis, P., Prowse, M. J., 

Sonoda, K. L., Star, R., & Norris, M. E. (2023). Peer Review Prompts. Queen's University, Kingston, ON: eCampus
Ontario. Accessed via https://h5pstudio.ecampusontario.ca/content/51783

https://h5pstudio.ecampusontario.ca/content/51783


Exercise

4 project groups (pg): pg1 reviews pg2; pg2 reviews pg3; pg3 reviews pg4; pg4 reviews pg1

▪ Read the introduction (15min)

▪ Write the review using the Printout (for Introduction) and the sentence starters document 
(20 min)

▪ Project group discussion and presentation to the other groups (20 min)



Review guidance – Do and Don’t

▪ Do

▪ Be respectful

▪ Be constructive

▪ Provide a clear recommendation

▪ Don’t

▪ Be harsh or overcritical

▪ copy edit the scholarly work: you are here to evaluate

▪ Ignore the positive

22



▪

Feedback
Reflection on the review process
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Reflection on the peer review process

Reviewers:

▪ What key criteria did you focus on when evaluating the work? 

▪ Which ethical considerations influenced your review decisions?

▪ Was the allocated time enough?

Authors:

▪ Did the review improve your work?

▪ How do you feel? How did you receive the feedback?



Sharing

▪ How did you feel about providing and receiving feedback

▪ Did emotions play a role in providing and receiving feedback

▪ How did you balance positive feedback and critique

▪ Is the identity of the reviewers important? Does it affect your judgment? 

▪ Lessons learned



▪

Conclusion
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Thank You

▪
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