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What is a “ Peer reviewed“

or “refereed ”journal?
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Definition

• A scholarly journal requires that each article 
submitted for publication be judged by an 
independent panel of experts or 
scholarly/scientific peers .

• Articles not approved by a majority of these peers 
are not accepted for publication by the journal.

• Peer review is a well-accepted indicator of quality 
scholarship.



Definition (continued)

• Many scholarly journals use a process of peer-
review prior to publishing an article, whereby 
other scholars in the author's field or specialty (his 
or her peers) critically assess a draft of the article. 

• Peer-reviewed journals (also called refereed 
journals) are scholarly journals that only publish 
articles that have passed through this review 
process. 



What is the purpose of peer-

reviewed articles?
• These articles present the best and most authoritative 

information that disciplines have to offer. The review 
process helps ensure that the published articles reflect 
solid scholarship in their fields.

• Through the careful use of citations, a peer-reviewed 
article allows anyone who reads it to examine the bases of 
the claims made in the article. 

• One drawback to the peer-review process is that articles 
may not appear for one or two years after they are written. 
For this reason they are not the best sources to seek for 
hot, news-driven topics.



Characteristics of scholarly, peer-

reviewed, or refereed journals

• Formal in format
• Authors are scholars and researchers in the field and 

are identified as such purpose of the article is to 
publish the results of research

• sources are cited with footnotes or a bibliography at 
the end of the article

• Publisher may be a professional organization or 
research institution; usually not-for-profit

• Very little advertising
• Graphics are usually statistical illustrations, in black-

and-white



What will they look like?

The presence of the following traits often indicates 
that an article is peer-reviewed: 

– An Abstract (brief description of the article)

– The organization of the article into distinct sections 
such as Methodology, Results, and Conclusion

– Charts, tables, or graphs

– A lot of citations: these may appear in-text, and/or as 
footnotes, endnotes, works cited, reference list, 
bibliography 

– Complex, formal language that is specific to the field 

– Notes indicating when article was submitted and 
when it was accepted



How to be sure?

• If you want to be certain that the journal 
in which the article appears is peer-
reviewed, you can explore the website of 
the journal on the Internet. 

• Look for a link to information for the 
author or in the About Us link.

• Peer-reviewed journals are usually proud 
to announce that they are peer-reviewed.



Author’s instructions on 

the AJN website 
http://journals.lww.com/ajnonline/Pages/informationforauthors.as

px

Click on 
Information 
for Authors

Then click on 
Instructions and 

Guidelines



Author’s instructions on 

the AJN website (continued)



Some databases identify peer 

reviewed articles or allow you 

to limit your search to find 

them.

• When searching full-text databases such as
PROQUEST ,a search can be limited to peer-
reviewed or refereed sources simply by 
checking a box on the search screen.











Using the Online Library’s link to 

PubMed

PubMed is much larger than Proquest. Because most journals 
indexed in PubMed are peer-reviewed, limiting your search to 
peer-reviewed articles is not an option .

With a little extra research, you can confirm that the journal the 
article appears in is peer-reviewed.

Look for a link to “Information for the Author” or in the “About 
Us” link on the journal’s website as discussed previously.





















Major article sections

• Abstract -- brief summary of entire article
• Introduction -- includes literature review; 

states why the research is relevant.
• Methods -- identifies how patients were 

selected, what study procedures entailed, and 
statistical methods used.

• Results -- presents objective results
• Discussion -- interprets results; states study 

strengths/weaknesses; identifies future work



Peer review

• Peer review in all its form plays an important 
role in ensuring the integrity of the scholarly 
record. The process depends to a large extent 
on trust, and requires that everyone involved 
behaves responsibly and ethically. 



Basic principles to which peer reviewers 

should adhere 

Peer reviewers should: 
1. • only agree to review manuscripts for which they have the 

subject expertise required to carry out a proper assessment and 
which they can assess in a timely manner 

2. • respect the confidentiality of peer review and not reveal any 
details of a manuscript or its review, during or after the peer-
review process, beyond those that are released by the journal 

3. • not use information obtained during the peer-review process for 
their own or any other person’s or organization’s advantage, or to 
disadvantage or discredit others 

4. • declare all potential conflicting interests, seeking advice from 
the journal if they are unsure whether something constitutes a 
relevant interest 



Cont; Basic principles to which 

peer reviewers should adhere
5. not allow their reviews to be influenced by the origins of a 

manuscript, by the nationality, religious or political beliefs, gender 
or other characteristics of the authors, or by commercial 
considerations 

6. • be objective and constructive in their reviews, refraining from 
being hostile or inflammatory and from making libelous or 
derogatory personal comments 

7. • acknowledge that peer review is largely a reciprocal endeavor 
and undertake to carry out their fair share of reviewing and in a 
timely manner 

8. • provide journals with personal and professional information that 
is accurate and a true representation of their expertise 

9. • recognize that impersonation of another individual during the 
review process is considered serious misconduct 



Expectations during the peer-review 

process

1. On being approached to review 

2. During review 

3. When preparing the report 

4. Expectations post review 



On being approached to review 

Peer reviewers should: 

1. respond in a reasonable time-frame, especially if they cannot do the 
review, and without intentional delay. 

2. declare if they do not have the subject expertise required to carry 
out the review or if they are able to assess only part of the 
manuscript, outlining clearly the areas for which they have the 
relevant expertise. 

3. only agree to review a manuscript if they are fairly confident they can 
return a review within the proposed or mutually agreed time-frame, 
informing the journal promptly if they require an extension. 

4. declare any potentially conflicting or competing interests (which 
may, for example, be personal, financial, intellectual, professional, 
political or religious), seeking advice from the journal if they are 
unsure whether something constitutes a relevant interest. 



cont; On being approached to review 

5. follow journals’ policies on situations they consider to represent a conflict to 
reviewing. If no guidance is provided, they should inform the journal if: they 
work at the same institution as any of the authors (or will be joining that 
institution or are applying for a job there); they are or have been recent (e.g. 
within the past 3 years) mentors, mentees, close collaborators or joint grant 
holders; they have a close personal relationship with any of the authors

6. review afresh any manuscript they have previously reviewed for another 
journal as it may have changed between the two submissions and the journals’ 
criteria for evaluation and acceptance may be different. 

7. ensure suggestions for alternative reviewers are based on suitability and not 
influenced by personal considerations or made with the intention of the 
manuscript receiving a specific outcome (either positive or negative). 

8. decline to review if they have issues with the peer-review model used by a 
journal (e.g. it uses open review and releases the reviewers’ names to the 
authors) that would either affect their review or cause it to be invalidated 
because of their inability to comply with the journal’s review policies 



cont; On being approached to 

review 
9. not agree to review a manuscript just to gain sight of 

it with no intention of submitting a review. 

10. decline to review if they feel unable to provide a fair 
and unbiased review. 

11. decline to review if they have been involved with 
any of the work in the manuscript or its reporting.

12. decline to review if asked to review a manuscript 
that is very similar to one they have in preparation 
or under consideration at another journal. 



During review 

1. notify the journal immediately and seek advice if they discover either a conflicting interest 
that wasn’t apparent when they agreed to the review or anything that might prevent them 
providing a fair and unbiased review. 

2. refrain from looking at the manuscript and associated material while awaiting 
instructions from a journal on issues that might cause the request to review to be 
rescinded. 

3. read the manuscript, ancillary material (e.g. reviewer instructions, required ethics and 
policy statements, supplemental data files) and journal instructions thoroughly, getting 
back to the journal if anything is not clear and requesting any missing or incomplete items 
they need to carry out a full review. 

4. notify the journal as soon as possible if they find they do not have the expertise to 
assess all aspects of the manuscript; they shouldn’t wait until submitting their review as 
this will unduly delay the review process. 



Cont; During review 

5. not involve anyone else in the review of a manuscript, including 
junior researchers they are mentoring, without first obtaining 
permission from the journal; the names of any individuals who 
have helped them with the review should be included with the 
returned review so that they are associated with the manuscript in 
the journal’s records and can also receive due credit for their 
efforts. 

6. keep all manuscript and review details confidential

7. contact the journal if circumstances arise that will prevent them 
from submitting a timely review, providing an accurate estimate of 
the time they will need to do a review if still asked to do so. 

8. in the case of double-blind review, if they suspect the identity of 
the author(s) notify the journal if this knowledge raises any 
potential conflict of interest. 



Cont; During review 
9. notify the journal immediately if they come across any irregularities, 

have concerns about ethical aspects of the work, are aware of 
substantial similarity between the manuscript and a concurrent 
submission to another journal or a published article, or suspect that 
misconduct may have occurred during either the research or the writing 
and submission of the manuscript; reviewers should, however, keep 
their concerns confidential and not personally investigate further unless 
the journal asks for further information or advice. 

10. not intentionally prolong the review process, either by delaying the 
submission of their review or by requesting unnecessary additional 
information from the journal or author. 

11. ensure their review is based on the merits of the work and not 
influenced, either positively or negatively, by any personal, financial, or 
other conflicting considerations or by intellectual biases. 

12. not contact the authors directly without the permission of the journal. 



When preparing the report 

1. bear in mind that the editor is looking to them for subject knowledge, good 
judgment, and an honest and fair assessment of the strengths and weaknesses 
of the work and the manuscript. 

2. make clear at the start of their review if they have been asked to address only 
specific parts or aspects of a manuscript and indicate which these are. 

3. follow journals’ instructions on the specific feedback that is required of them 
and, unless there are good reasons not to, the way this should be organized. 

4. be objective and constructive in their reviews and provide feedback that will 
help the authors to improve their manuscript. 

5. not make derogatory personal comments or unfounded accusations. 

6. be specific in their criticisms, and provide evidence with appropriate references 
to substantiate general statements such as, ‘this work has been done before’, to 
help editors in their evaluation and decision and in fairness to the authors. 

7. remember it is the authors’ paper and not attempt to rewrite it to their own 
preferred style if it is basically sound and clear; suggestions for changes that 
improve clarity are, however, important. 

8. be aware of the sensitivities surrounding language issues that are due to the 
authors writing in a language that is not their own, and phrase the feedback 
appropriately and with due respect. 



Cont; When preparing the report 
1. make clear which suggested additional investigations are essential to support claims made in 

the manuscript under consideration and which will just strengthen or extend the work. 

2. not prepare their report in such a way or include comments that suggest the review has 
been done by another person. 

3. not prepare their report in a way that reflects badly or unfairly on another person. 

4. not make unfair negative comments or include unjustified criticisms of any competitors’ 
work that is mentioned in the manuscript. 

5. ensure their comments and recommendations for the editor are consistent with their report 
for the authors; most feedback should be put in the report for the authors. 

6. confidential comments to the editor should not be a place for denigration or false accusation, 
done in the knowledge that the authors will not see these comments. 

7. not suggest that authors include citations to the reviewer’s (or their associates’) work 
merely to increase the reviewer’s (or their associates’) citation count or to enhance the 
visibility of their or their associates’ work; suggestions must be based on valid academic or 
technological reasons. 

8. determine whether the journal allows them to sign their reviews and, if it does, decide as they 
feel comfortable doing. 

9. if they are the editor handling a manuscript and decide themselves to provide a review of 
that manuscript, do this transparently and not under the guise of an anonymous review if the 
journal operates blind review; providing a review for a manuscript being handled by another 
editor at the journal can be treated as any other review



Expectations post review

1. continue to keep details of the manuscript and its review 
confidential. 

2. respond promptly if contacted by a journal about matters related 
to their review of a manuscript and provide the information 
required. 

3. contact the journal if anything relevant comes to light after they 
have submitted their review that might affect their original 
feedback and recommendations. 

4. read the reviews from the other reviewers, if these are provided 
by the journal, to improve their own understanding of the topic or 
the decision reached. 

5. try to accommodate requests from journals to review revisions or 
resubmissions of manuscripts they have reviewed.



Authorship

Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE), also known as the Vancouver group.

The ICMJE recommends that authorship be based on the following 4 criteria:

1. Substantial contributions to the conception or design of the work; or the acquisition, 
analysis, or interpretation of data for the work; AND

2. Drafting the work or revising it critically for important intellectual content; AND

3. Final approval of the version to be published; AND

4. Agreement to be accountable for all aspects of the work in ensuring that questions 
related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are appropriately 
investigated and resolved.

Contributors who meet fewer than all 4 of the above criteria for authorship should not 
be listed as authors, but they should be acknowledged. Examples of activities that 
alone (without other contributions) do not qualify a contributor for authorship are 
acquisition of funding; general supervision of a research group or general 
administrative support; and writing assistance, technical editing, language editing, 
and proofreading



Authorship

This is hardly surprising given the enormous pressure on 
individuals and institutions to “publish or perish.” Thus 
the principles laid down by editors are often breached 
and by-lines often do not reflect who really did the 
work.

Many people (both editors and investigators) feel that 
this misrepresentation is a form of research 
misconduct, and that honesty in reporting science 
should extend to authorship. They argue that, if 
scientists are dishonest about their relationship to their 
work, this undermines confidence in the reporting of 
the work itself.



Authorship

• People generally lie about authorship in two 
ways:

a)  by putting down names of people who took little 
or no part in the research (gift authorship)

B) by leaving out names of people who did take part

(ghost authorship).

Preventing a problem is often better than solving it.

we recommend the following three principles.



we recommend the following three: 

principles:

• Encourage a culture of ethical authorship

• Start discussing authorship when you plan
your research

• Decide authorship before you start each 
article



How to handle authorship disputes

when they occur

• (a) Disputes

• (b) Misconduct



What you can do if authorship issues

are not resolved

• before it is submitted so you can withdraw 
your name.

• If your name is included on a publication 
against your wishes:

• if your name is wrongly omitted:



• Ghost authors (professional writers, not listed 
as authors): contact the editor-in-chief by 
documents

• Gift or guest authors: who did not make a 
significant contribution to the research and 
therefore do not fulfill the ICMJE criteria

• Group authorship:

• Guarantor:



• Order of authors: The ICMJE guidelines state 
that the order of authorship, should be ‘a joint 
decision of the co-authors.



Guidelines for Reviewing

Look for the “intellectual plot-line” of the article.
ask the major questions that are central to the review 

process:
1. What is the purpose of this article?
2. Why is it important to investigate or examine the subject of 

the article?
3. How are the authors carrying out the task? Are their 

methods and comments appropriate and adequate to the 
task?

4. What do they claim to have found out? Are the findings 
clearly stated?

5. How does this advance knowledge in the field?



Actions to Take  reviewing

1. Skim the article without taking notes: 

2. Re-read the article more carefully: 

3. Read the “Materials and Methods” and 
“Results” sections multiple times: 

4. Before you begin the first draft of your 
summary: 

5. Write a draft of your summary: 



1. Skim the article without taking 

notes: 

• Read the abstract. The abstract will tell you the 
major findings of the article and why they matter. 

• Read first for the “big picture.” 
• Note any terms or techniques you need to 

define. 
• Jot down any questions or parts you don’t 

understand. 
• If you are unfamiliar with any of the key 

concepts in the article, look them up in a 
textbook 



2. Re-read the article more carefully: 

• Pay close attention to the “Materials and Methods” 
(please note that in some journals this section is at the 
very end of the paper) and “Results” sections. 

• Ask yourself questions about the study, such as: 
• Was the study repeated? 
• What was the sample size? Is this representative of the 

larger population? 
• What variables were held constant? Was there a 

control? 
• What factors might affect the outcome? 



3. Read the “Materials and Methods” 

and “Results” sections multiple 

times: 

Carefully examine the graphs, tables, and 
diagrams. 

Try to interpret the data first before reading 
the captions and details. 

Make sure you understand the article fully. 



4. Before you begin the first draft of 

your summary: 

• Try to describe the article in your own words 
first. 

• Try to distill the article down to its “scientific 
essence.” 

• Include all the key points and be accurate. 

• A reader who has not read the original 
article should be able to understand your 
summary. 



5. Write a draft of your summary: 

• Don’t look at the article while writing, to make it easier to put 
the information in your own words and avoid unintentional 
plagiarism. 

• Refer back to the article later for details and facts. 

• Ask yourself questions as you write: 

1. o What is the purpose of the study? What questions were asked? 

2. o How did the study address these questions? 

3. o What assumptions did the author make? 

4. o What were the major findings? 

5. o What surprised you or struck you as interesting? 

6. o What questions are still unanswered? 



Format

• A complete citation of the article goes at the 
top of the page, below your heading. 

• Don’t skip a line between the citation and 
the start of the essay. 

• Indent the first line of the essay. 

• Be concise and eliminate superfluous 
information 



Critique: A Critical Review and 

Assessment of the Article 

• Include a summary as well as your own analysis and evaluation 
of the article. 

• Know the article thoroughly. 

• Do not include personal opinions. 

• Be sure to distinguish your thoughts from the author’s words. 

• Focus on the positive aspects and what the author(s) of the 
study learned. 

• Note limitations of the study at the end of the essay: 

• o Do the data and conclusions contradict each other? 

• o Is there sufficient data to support the author’s generalizations? 

• o What questions remain unanswered? 

• o How could future studies be improved? 



writing style

Consider the three guidelines for successful communication—
to be clear, concise, and correct — and whether the 
authors have achieved it:

1. Is the writing clear? Do the authors communicate their 
ideas using direct, straightforward, and unambiguous 
words and phrases? Have they avoided jargon (statistical or 
conceptual) that would interfere with the communication 
of their procedures or ideas? Have they clearly and 
satisfactorily explained the key concepts relevant to the 
article?

2. Is the writing concise? Are too many words or paragraphs 
or sections used to present what could be communicated 
more simply?



Cont; writing style

3. Is the writing correct? Many writers have only a 
rudimentary grasp of grammar and punctuation, and 
that results in meandering commas, clauses in complex 
sentences that are struggling to find their verbs, and 
adjectives or even nouns that remain quite ambiguous 
about their antecedents in the sentence. Does the 
article have a foreign accent, i.e., is it clear that a 
native speaker of English did not write it? These are 
not merely technical issues of grammar to be somehow 
dealt with by a copy-editor down the line. Rather they 
involve the successful communication of a set of ideas 
to an audience; and this is the basis of scholarship 
today.



Final evaluation

Should this paper be:

(a) rejected for this journal? 

(b) does it show sufficient promise for revision, in ways 
that you have clearly demonstrated in your review, to 
encourage the authors to invest significant time and 
energy in revision for this journal? 

Your bottom-line advice to the editor is crucial. Make a 
decision; state it clearly in your remarks to the editor in 
the space provided. 

Remember that not all of the articles submitted to a 
journal will be published.



Reject

Some reasons to reject a manuscript:
1. The issues have already been addressed in prior 
studies;
2. The data have been collected in such a way as to 
preclude useful investigation;
3. The manuscript is not ready for publication—it is 

incomplete, in the improper format, or error-
ridden.

Most rejected articles do find a home in other 
journals. Don’t tease authors with hopes for 
publication in the Review if you feel it is not likely.



Bad Reviews

• A bad review is:

• superficial, 

• nasty 

• petty 

• self-serving, or arrogant. 

It indulges the reviewer’s biases with no 
justification. 

It focuses exclusively on weaknesses and offers no 
specific suggestions for improvement.



Good Reviews

• A good review is:
• supportive,
• constructive, 
• thoughtful, 
• fair. 
It identifies both strengths and weaknesses, and 

offers concrete suggestions for improvements.
It acknowledges the reviewer’s biases where 

appropriate, and justifies the reviewer’s 
conclusions



An example of reviewing a MS
• Reviewing PM-08-236-10

• Corresponding Author:???????

• In the MS submitted to JICS entitled as "Analysis of binding interaction of bisdemethoxycurcumin
and diacetylbisdemethoxycurcumin with bovine serum albumin" the authors have studied the 
interactions of bisdemethoxycurcumin (BDMC) and diacetylbisdemethoxycurcumin (DABC) with 
bovine serum albumin (BSA)using  fluorescence and circular dichroism spectroscopy. They have 
calculated the number of substantive binding sites and the binding constants for this reaction. They 
showed that BDMC has higher affinity to BSA than DABC. Also they claimed that the secondary 
structure of BSA was changed by BDMC and DABC.

• I agree with the authors that the interaction of Anti-cancer drugs and substances with the human 
proteins is an important subject of science, but this study seems to be immature and needs some 
works to show the binding sites of BDMC and DABC to the protein. The following questions should be 
clarified before publication:

• 1) In Page 3 line 15-19, the authors tried to convince the readers that BSA is similar to HAS. In this 
case why have the authors not studied the interaction of Curcuminoids with HSA itself?

• 2) In Page 8, line 3, the S parameter has not been identified, It is may be the surface under 
fluorescence peak.

• 3) Why did the authors study the far-UV circular dichroism spectra of BSA up 0.75 to L/P? by my 
opinion this study should be continued to upper molar ratio. 

• 4) The discussion on the difference between CD spectra of BDMC and DABC is so weak. Just 
expressing the different configuration of protein due to ligand binding is not enough.

• 5) For the DABC the n value is 0.46, what does it mean? 

• 6) Some editing corrections should be done on MS. 































Thank you for your participation 


